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Good afternoon, Chairman MacDonald, Chairman Lawlor, and members of the Judiciary Committee. I am Dr. 
Thomas Finn. I live in Southington where I have been in practice as a licensed psychologist for 20 years. I am 
opposed to these bills seeking to redefine marriage. 

My comments today are in the context of science and when discussing research and statistics, it is easy to 
focus on numbers and lose sight that, ultimately, we are talking about the lives of individual persons, all whom share a 
common dignity and value that deserves respect and it is with respect that my comments are offered. 

Bill number 7395 states that the General Assembly has found that the best interests of children are served 
when persons show these children care, love, concern and support. The last 50 years of social science knowledge has 
taught us, however, that if such persons do not include a child's mother and father, then that child is at greater risk for 
physical, emotional, behavioral and social problems. With the number of children raised without both mother and 
father present increasing, greater numbers of children have lost the opportunity to absorb the benefits received from the 
unique capacities that both a mother and father bring to child rearing. Children thrive when they learn lessons of life 
from both their mothers and fathers and decades of research and practice testifl to the benefits that the marriage of 
man and woman has offered to their sons and daughters. Although some children can thrive even if not reared by both 
mother and father, our goal must remain the standard of marriage which has proven most stable and most nurturing for 
children who are our society's future. 

This Assembly has been bombarded with statements to the effect that scientists and professional organizations 
have proven, based on thorough research, that motherlessness or fatherlessness does not place children at risk. This is 
simply not true. These published studies have been unable to answer questions regarding risk to children because, as a 
group, they are biased with design flaws so significant that their authors include a paragraph in their own published 
work saying that they cannot make a scientifically valid, generalized conclusion about their findings. When you are 
told that these studies find "no differences" between children being raised by same-gender parents when compared to 
those raised by "heterosexual parents," you are not told that this usually means the former were compared to children 
living with single mothers, not those living with both mother and father. You are also not told that the small number of 
children actually studied makes statistically significant differences impossible to detect. In the research world, this is 
called "insufficient power" which creates a situation similar to looking at a forest of evergreens fiom far away. At a 
distance, our eyes arenlt strong enough to see differences between trees, but look through powerful binoculars and the 
difference between trees is obvious. So far, the only valid conclusions that can be drawn from research presented in 
support of the re-definition of marriage is that scientific standards can be willingly lowered in the interest of a socio- 
political agenda and that we do not yet know all of the broad effects of same-sex parenting on a child's physical, 
emotional and social development. In contrast, decades of other well-designed research studies with sufficient power 
have consistently showed that the best interests of children, and of society, are served when mothers and fathers rear 
children together. 

In closing, I again ask you to oppose these bills which further erode the institution of marriage. Each time a 
child's right to be nurtured and raised by his or her mother and father has been devalued; the health of our society is 
diminished in the generations to come. Please do not tell the children of Connecticut and their descendants that the 
State believes that they do not need to be raised by both a mother and a father. Instead, please continue to support our 
State's definition that marriage is between a man and a woman. Thank you. 
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WHY WE OPPOSE 
SAME-SEX MARRIAGE/UNIONS 

Thomas Finn, Ph.D. 

BACKGROUND 
In the last several years, we have witnessed a passionate public debate concerning the nature and meaning of marriage. This debate 

has been triggered by small, but well-organized, groups of homosexual activists seeking to equate same-sex relationships to marriage between 
a man and woman, thereby altering the very nature of marriage. In the words of one activist, "Being queer means pushing the parameters of 
sex, sexuality and family and, in the process, transforming the very fabric of society."' This movement has been met with a growing 
response to preserve marriage as a union of one male and one female in a permanent and exclusive commitment in which the expression of 
sexual love serves both the individual and society through the birth and rearing of children and the strengthening of the bond between 
husband and wife. 

The following infomation clarifies several assumptions used to support arguments for changing the nature of marriage and 
describes why these assumptions are incorrect. In doing so, reasons why we must preserve marriage as the union of two sexes are presented. 

ASSUMPTIONS UNDERLYING THE SAME-SEX MARRIAGE MOVEMENT 
1. Preserving marriage as the union of one man and one woman reflects hatred and bigotry. 
Working to preserve traditional marriage does not make someone a hateful bigot. We believe in the dignity of all human persons, 

regardless of how they live their lives, and hold that all persons are to be treated with compassion and respect. It is out of a desire to foster 
the well-being of human persons and, therefore, the well-being of society, that we stand against this attempt to M e r  erode the foundations 
of marriage and family in our culture. 

2: Sexual orientation and sexual behavior are innate or "inbornn characteristics. 
This belief became more popular in the early 1990's, when the media reported that several research investigations had found a 

genetic or biological cause for homosexuality. One study looked at the differences in the size of a small area of the brain in presumed 
homosexual vs. heterosexual subjects (Levay, 199 I)', another studied the number of identical twins who both identified themselves as 
homosexual (Bailey and Pillard, 199 I)', and a third tried to look at chromosomal differences in homosexual vs. heterosexual subjects (Hamer, 
et al., 1992f. While many people were quick to use these studies to support the notion that homosexuality was set before birth, the authors 
of these studies actually concluded that their findings pointed to the importance of environmental and cultural factors in the development of 
homosexuality, not that homosexuality was genetically or biologically determined. 5'6'7'%er scientists have since confirmed that 
homosexuality does not have a genetic cause. 9"0'11 

It should also be noted that the number of persons living a homosexual lifestyle is small, (1% to 3% of the population,12 less than 
611 0 of 1% of households in Connecticut are occupied by same-sex partners;13 not 10%-15% as we are often told). Even if homosexuality 
was genetically determined, it would have disappeared over the centuries since the people who identify themselves as gay, lesbian or bisexual 
would be unable to pass such a characteristic down through the generations due to the fact that they have so few biological children." 

A second line of reasoning behind the assumption that homosexuality is an innate characteristic is the belief that sexual orientation 
cannot be changed. Although activists would like us to believe this, research supporting the successfd leaving of a homosexual lifestyle has 

15.16.17.18.19.20 
existed for many decades. In addition, a study conducted at the Univ. of Chicago found that boys who, at age 16, identified 
themselves as homosexual, 75% no longer identified themselves as homosexual by age 25.'' This change occurred without intervention. To 
quote one researcher: "The assumption that people can't change is a political conclusion rather than a scientific one."22 

The assumption that homosexuality is a purely inborn characteristic is false. The consensus of researchers is that homosexuality is 
influenced by a constellation of family, social, biological, learning and personality factors, but these factors do not determine a person's 
sexual orientation, lifestyle or behavior nor do they remove a person's fiee will. 23'"5 

3. Children do not need a mother and a father. 
Those wishing to re-define marriage ask us to believe that purposely and permanently depriving a child of either a mother or a father 

will not harm that child. In fact, they tell us that scientific literature demonstrates that children who grow up in gay or lesbian households are 
no different fiom children raised in "heterosexual households." First of all, the "scientific literature" to which activists refer is a series of 
articles published predominantly by researchers sympathetic to the homosexual agenda who used scientifically invalid research methods (e.g. 
small samples, lack of random sampling, bias on the part of the subjects, etc.). Their research methods were so bad that these authors actually 
stated in their publications that they could not establish valid conclusions fiom their ~ o r k . ~ ~ ' ~ ~  Secondly, these researchers rarely 
compared children £tom same-sex households to children reared in homes with both their mother and father present. Instead the 
"heterosexual households," used for comparison were mainly single parent homes. 

Valid research conducted over decades points to the realitv that children who erow up in a home with both a mother and father are 
physically, emotionally, socially, academically &d behaviorally better off than childre; rearei without a mother and father 

28.29,03,31,32,33,34,35,36,37,38 
present. 

Certainly no one would conclude that a child who grows up in a single-parent home will be unable to thrive. Thanks to the 
dedication and sacrifice of his or her mom or dad, wonderful growth can occur, but, as a whole, the challenges facing kids who don't have 



both mom and dad at home are significant and include higher rates of poverty,29 physical abuse and neglectY3' injuryY3' illness, emotional and 
behavioral problems,w legal problems41 and their own future divorce." 

Additionally, research also shows that same-sex homes are different in other important ways which place children at risk. People 
44,45 

living a gay or lesbian life-style experience higher rates of domestic ~ i o l e n c e , ~ ~ ' ~ ~  mental health problems, substance and lower 
4a 

life expectancies. Homosexuals are also much more promiscuous than married heterosexuals and few homosexual relationships last longer 
than two years.4g'50 One study found that 43% of white gay men have 500 or more sexual partners over a lifetime, while 28% have 1,000 or 

51 
more. In another study of 156 gay couples, every couple that was together for more than five years had sex outside their "committed" 
relationship.52 In contrast, over 75% of married heterosexual couples remain faithful over their lifeth~e. '~'~~ 

A number of studies have looked at how many children raised by gay and lesbian parents practice homosexual behavior in their own 
These children show an increased incidence of homosexual behavior, (9% to 27% higher). 58s59 Since we know that engaging 

in homosexual sexual activity is associated with significant increase in health problems including infection with HIV and other sexually 
transmitted diseases,60"' chan in the defmition of marriage to include same-sex partners who, as a group, model relationships that are non- 

6 9 g  monogamous and temporary will place more children at risk. 
If same-sex marriage or unions are legalized, adoption and foster-care placements into same-sex homes would increase, placing 

children in settings vulnerable to the above influences and risks. Contrary to what activists may imply, children are at greater risk if they are 
raised outside of a home in which both a mother and father are present. The homosexual movement appears more concerned with placing the 
desires of same-sex couples ahead of the intrinsic right of every child to the healthiest family environment possible which is that provided by 
a man and women in marriage. 

4. Refusing to legalize same-sex marriage is discrimination and a violation of civil rights. 
Marriage was not created by government and it is not an individual right. The U.S. Constitution and individual State Constitutions 

do not grant a right that a person can marry anyone of their choosing (that is, adults can't marry children, siblings can't marry siblings, etc.). 
Laws recognizing marriage have been created to identify how a society will support this institution most central to maintaining that society's 
stability, but these laws do not create the nature of marriage. In other words, government has never had to determine that marriage is a 
relationship between one man and one woman; rather, government has only recognized it as such. Activists now want government to actually 
re-define the nature of marriage, which it simply cannot do. Comparisons to the civil rights movement and the changing of laws related to 
interracial marriage are also not valid since the target of these changes was racial segregation, not re-defining the nature of marriage.. .it 
remained one man, one woman, one lifetime. 

What about other rights that activists say they can't have without same-sex marriage such as hospital visitation, the making of 
medical decisions, inheritance, etc.? Simply put, all of these "rights" or privileges are available to same-sex couples, via durable power of 
attorney, designation of health care agent/conservator, wills, living trusts, designation of custody of remains in case of death, etc. Marriage 
does not need to be re-defined in order obtain them. 

5: The Bible and religious tradition does not prohibit homosexual behavior. 
This assumption attacks the faith foundation of our culture in an attempt to create doubt and remove morality as an objection to 

same-sex marriageslunions. The Bible remains clear, however, that homosexual behavior is not part of God's plan for love and sexuality. In 
both the Old and New Testaments, scripture doesn't waiver and reinforces the truth that the expression of sexual intimacy is designed for a 
man and woman in marriage. See these scriptural references: 
-Genesis 2: 18-24 -Genesis 19: 1-29 -Leviticus 18:22 and 20: 13 -Judges 19-2 1 
-Mark 10:2-12 -Romans 1:24-32 -1 Corinthians 6:9-11 -Timothy 1 :8-11 

SUMMARY 
We oppose the re-definition of marriage. The assumptions behind the homosexual agenda are unfounded and are used by activists 

to seek our society's affirmation of individual's living a homosexual lifestyle. In doing so, our society's need for a strong institution of 
marriage is overlooked. It is up to each of us to challenge the same-sex union movement so that the truth concerning the goodness of 
traditional marriage can be seen through the light of reason and experience. The health and well-being of children, of adults and of society 
depends on the nurturing power of the family centered in. one man and one woman in a life-long, faithful, and f i t f u l  marriage. 

FURTHER READING: 
The Case for Same-Sex Maniage in Connecticut: A Case for Equality? Or a Case for Restructuring the Family and Society? Family 

Institute of Connecticut, 2002. 



REFERENCES 
1. Ettelbrick, P., quoted in Rubenstein, W. "Since When is Marriage a Path to Liberation?" Lesbians, Gay Men and the Law, New York: The New Press, 1993,398. 
2. Levay, S., "A Difference in Hypothalamic Structure Between Heterosexual and Homosexual Men," Science, 1991,1034-1037. 
3. Bailey, J. and Pillard, R., "A Genetic Study of Male Sexual Orientation," Archives of General Psychiatry, 1991,1089-1096. 
4. Hamer, D., et al., "A Linkage Between DNA Markers on the X-Chromosome and Male Sexual Orientation," Science, 1993,321-327. 
5. Levay, S., quoted in Hartwig, M. "Is Homosexuality Destiny or Choice?" Citizen, Nov. 16, 1992,13. 
6. Bailey, J., et al., "Genetic and Environmental Influences of Sexual Orientation and Its Correlates in an Australian Twin Sample," J. of Personality and Social Psychology, 

March, 2000,33. 
7. Pillard, R., quoted in 'Gay Gene Fades in Relative Importance," Boston Globe, 2-7-99. 
8. Hamer, D. and Copeland, P., Living with Our Genes: Why They Matter More Than You Think. (New YorkBantam Doubleday Dell Publishing Group, 1998.) 
9. King, M. and McDonald, E., "Homosexuals Who Are Twins: A Study of 46 Probands," British Journal of Psychiatry, 1992,407-409. 

10. Rice, G., et al., Male Homosexuality: Absence of Linkage to Microsatellite Markers at Xq28," Science, 1999,665-667. 
11. Balaban, E., "Gay Genes Revisited: Doubts Arise Over Research on the Biology of Homosexuality," Scientific American, Nov., 1995,26. 
12. Sell, T., et al., "The Prevalence of Homosexual Behavior and Attraction in the U.S., the UK and France," Archives of Sexual Behavior, 1995,235-248. 
13. US Census, 2000, Table PET14. (7,386 households out of 1,301,670). 
14. Cameron, P. and Cameron, K., Psychological Reports, 1995,611-621. 
15. Ovesy, L., Homosexuality and Pseudohomosexuality, (New York: Science House, 1969). 
16. Schwartz, M. and Masters, W. "The Masters and Johnson Treatment Program for Dissatisfied Homosexual Men," American Journal of Psychiatry, 141,173-181. 
17. Bieber, I., et al., Homosexuality: A Psychoanalytic Study of Male Homosexuals, (New York: Basic Books, 1962). 
18. Nicolosi, J. and Freeman, L., Healing Homosexuality. (Northvale, N.J.: Aronson, 1995). 
19. Spitzer, R. "Can Some Gay Men and Lesbians Change Their Sexual Orientation? 200 Participants Reporting a Change h m  Homosexual to Heterosexual Orientation," 

Archives of Sexual Behavior, 2003,403-417. 
20. Rosik, C., "Motivational, Ethical, and Epistemological Foundations in the Clinical Treabnent of Unwanted Homoerotic Attraction. Journal of Marital and Family 

Therapy, 29,2003,13-28. 
21. Laumann, E., et al., The Social Organization of Sexuality: Sexual Practices in the US. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1994,294-296. 
22. Nicolosi, J., Reparative Therapy of the Male Homosexual. (Northvale, N.J.:Aronson, 1991). 
23. B y e ,  W. and Parsons, B. "Human Sexual Orientation: The Biological Theories Reappraised," Archives of General Psychiatry, 1993,407-409. 
24. Billings, P. and Beckwith, J. Technology Review, July, 1993,60. 
25. Bye ,  W., 'The Biological Evidence Challenged," Scientific American, May, 1994,50-55. 
26. Cramer, D. "Gay Parents and Their Children: A Review of Research and Practical Implications," Journal of Counseling and Development, April, 1986,506. 
27. Boxtt, F., Gay Fathers: A Review of the Literature, Homosexuality and the Family, (New York: Harrington Park Press, 1989), 52. 
28. McLanahan, S. and Sandfeur, G. Growing Up with a Single Parent: What Hurts, What Helps (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1994), 45. 
29. Fagan, P. "How Broken Families Rob Children of Their Chance for Prosperity," Heritage Foundation Backgrounder, June 11,1999,13. 
30. Upchurch, D., et al., Gender and Ethnic Differences in the Timing of First Sexual Intercourse," Family Planning Perspectives, 1998,121-124. 
3 1. Mauldon, J., "The Efict  of Marital Disruption on Children's Health," Demography, 1990,431-446. 
32. Furstenberg, F., et al., "Reconsidering Effects of Marital Disruption: What Happens to Children of Divorce in Early Adulthood?" J. of Family Issues, June, 1994. 
33. Thomson, E., et al., "Family Structure and Child Well-Being: Economic Resources vs. Parental Behaviors," Social Forces, 1994,221-242. 
34. Sarantakos, S. "Children in Three Contexts: Family, Education, and Social Development," Children Australia, vol. 21, 1996,29. 
36. Waite, L. and Gallagher, M., The Case for Marriage (New York: Double Day, 1992). 
36. Norval, D., et al., Why Marriage Matters: 21 Conclusions From the Social Sciences (New York: Institute for American Values, 2002). 
37. Blankenhorn, D., Fatherless America (New York: Basic Books, 1995), 219. 
38. Popenoe, D., Life Without Father (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1996), 144,146. 
39. "The Third National Incidence Study of Child Abuse and Neglect", U.S. Dept. of Health and Human Services, 1996, xviii. 
40. Dawson, D. Family Stntcture and Children's' Health and Well-Being: Data From the 1988 National Health Interview Survey on Child Health," Journal of Marriage and the 

Family, 1991,573-584. 
41. Harper, C. and McLanahan, S. "Father Absence in Youth Incarceration," Paper, 1998 Annual Meeting of the American Sociological Association, San Francisco. 
42. Lockhart, L., et al., "Letting Out the Secret: Violence in Lesbian Relationships," Journal of Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 1994,469-492. 
43. Island, D., and Letellier, P., Men Who Beat the Men Who Love Them: Battered Gay Men and Domestic Violence (New York: Haworth Press, 1991), 14. 
44. Bradford, J., et al., "National Lesbian Health Care Survey: Implications for Mental Health Care," Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 1994,239. 
45. Herrell, R., "A Co-Twin Study in Adult Men," Archives of General Psychiatry, 1999,867-874. 
46. Hall, J., "Lesbians Recovering ffom Alcoholic Problems: An Ethnographic Study of Health Care Expectation," Nursing Research, 1994,238-244. 
47. Erickson, K., and Trocki, K., "Sex, Alcohol and Sexually Transmitted Diseases: A National Survey," Family Planning Perspectives, Dec., 1994,261. 
48. Hogg R., et al., "Modeling the Impact of HW Disease on Mortality in Gay and Bisexual Men," International Journal of Epidemiology, 1997,657. 
49. Pollack, M., "Male Homosexuality," in Western Sexuality: Practice and Precept in Past and Present Times, Aries, P., Bejin, A., eds., (NY:Blackwell, 1985), 40-61. 
50. Saghir, M. and Robins, E., Male and Female Homosexuality paltimore: Williams and Wilkins, 1973), 225. 
51. Bell, A. and Weinberg, M. Homosexualities: A Study in Diversity Among Men and Women (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1978), 308,309. 
52. McWhirter and Mattison, A., The Male Couple: How Relationships Develop (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1984), 252-253. 
53. Van de Ven, P., et al., A Comparative Demographic and Sexual Profile of Older Homosexually Active Men," Journal of Sex Research, 1997,354. 
54. Wiederman, M., "Extramarital Sex: Prevalence and Correlates in aNational Survey," Journal of Sex Research, 1997,170. 
55. see "AIDS and Sexual Behavior in France," Nature, 1992,407-409; Bailey, J., et al., "Sexual Orientation of Adult Sons of Gay Fathers," DevelopmentalPsychology, 1995, 

124-129; Billy, J., et al., 'The Sexual Behavior of Men in the US," Family Planning Perspectives, 1993,5260; and Johnson, A,, et al., "Sexual Lifestyles and HIV 
Risk," Nature, 1992,410-412. 

56. Golombok, S. and Tasker, F., "Do Parents Influence the Sexual Orientation of Their Children? Findings fiom a Longitudinal Study of Lesbian Families," Developmental 
Psychology, 1996,7. 

57. Paul, D., 1986 study cited in Patterson, C., "Children of Lesbian and Gay Parents," Marriage and Family Review, 1989,177-196. 
58. Stacey, J. and Biblarz, T., "Does the Sexual Orientation of Parents Matter?" American Sociological Review, 2001, 174, 179. 
59. Tasker, F., and Golombok, S., "Adults Raised as Children in Lesbian Families," Developmental Psychology, 1995,213. 
60. Hutchinson, C., et al., "Characteristics of Patients with Syphilis Attending Baltimore STD Clinics," Archives of Internal Medicine, 1991,511-516. 
61. Hart, G., et al., "Risk Behavior, Anti-HIV and Anti-Hepatitis B Core Prevalence in Clinic and Non-clinic Samples of Gay Men in England, 1991-1992," AIDS, July, 1993, 

863-869. 
62. Hayton, B., To Marry or Not: The Legalization of Marriage and Adoption of Homosexual Couples (Newport Beach: The Pacific Policy Institute, 1993), 9. 
rev. 3/04 


