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“I'm not in favour of gay couples seeking to adopt children because
question whether that is the right startin life. We should not see children as
trophies.

Children,in my judgement,and I think it’s the judgement of almost
everyone including single parents, are best brought up where you have two
natural parentsin a stable relationship.There’s no question about that. What
we know from the evidence is that, generally speaking, that stability is more
likely to occur where the parents are married than where they are not.”

The Rt Hon Jack Straw MP on the Today programme,
4 November 1998
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Foreword

The Judaeo-Christian ethic

Homosexual adoption is radically opposed to the Judaeo-Christian family
ethic which views marriage as the only right context for sexual relations
and the procreation of children.'

The Genesis account states “For this reason a man shall leave his
father and mother and be united to his wife, and they will become one
flesh.”"> Parenthood is male and female. Children need male and female
role models. The fifth of the Ten Commandments enshrines this.'®

In Christian understanding, children are not possessions but a gift from
God. There is no ‘right’ to have children. To “Be fruitful and multiply” !’
is the normal expectation of marriage, though it is recognised that not all
married couples can have children.

Having children is one of the three purposes of marriage universally
recognised by all Christian Churches.'®

Procreation is tied to marriage. Children are not to be spawned in
random relations, but begotten in arrangements in which their parents are
bound to their offspring by the ties of law as well as nature. ' The intention
is for parents to be as committed to the nurture of their children as they
are committed to each other as husband and wife.

The Western legal tradition

Adoption is not a modern idea. Historically where adoption has been
codified in law it has usually been for the purposes of the adopter, not the
adoptee. No doubt in practice many less formal arrangements were made.
In Graeco-Roman times adoption law was related to the need for a male
heir. Adoption also occurred in Babylonian, Hindu, Egyptian and Chinese
cultures. Elizabeth Cole and Kathryn Donley conclude that in early history:

“...the primary purpose of adoption was to serve adult interests rather than
child interests. If a child benefited it was a secondary gain. Certainly the
concept of the ‘best interests of the child’ was not paramount, if indeed it
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was given any weight at all. Most European countries, with the exception of
England, built their law upon the Roman and later Napoleonic codes.” 2

The issue of inheritance still dominated in the Napoleonic law which
included the requirement that the adopter be aged over 50 and be sterile.

In England inheritance was a secondary consideration. The issue of
inheritance was addressed in the 1926 Adoption of Children Act and
subsequently in the 1969 Act.?! It was only addressed because it was for
the benefit of the adoptee, not because of the issue of continuing the
family line. In the USA the legal tradition followed the practice in England*
which was not based on the formal Graeco-Roman model of adoption.

Prior to the 1926 Act adoptions were informally carried out between
families. As Brenda Hoggett (now Lady Justice Hale) states :

“There was no regulation of adoption placement and the adoption order did
little more than give legal sanction to the de facto transfer which had already
been agreed. The court’s role was limited to checking that the birth parents
had indeed agreed and that the child’s welfare did not suffer.”?

In the debates leading up to the 1926 Act many of the Christian voluntary
agencies were cautious about more state involvement in adoption. The
adoption of babies dominated adoption until the 1970s.

The role of Christian agencies in adoption and fostering remained strong
until local authorities were required, rather than just permitted, to establish
adoption services in 1975.%* In tandem with this fewer babies were given
up for adoption as single parenthood become more socially acceptable
and abortion more widely available.

As Stephen Cretney points out

“Traditionally adoption services were provided by voluntary agencies —
often with a religious inspiration — but the Children Act 1975 imposed on
every local authority a duty to establish and maintain a comprehensive
adoption service...”?

12 | Childrenastrophies?



Foreword

“Until 1982 there was nothing to stop private individuals (such as doctors or
the matrons of maternity homes) from arranging adoption placements; but it
is now a criminal offence for anyone other than an adoption agency to make
arrangements for the adoption of a child or to place a child for adoption.”?

Today adoption agencies are deemed in the legislation to be either a local
authority or a Government approved adoption society. All adoptions
except those by relatives must go through an adoption agency.

The Christian stake in adoption and fostering

Christian involvement in adoption and fostering is rooted in some central
Christian beliefs. Adoption is a theological concept central to the Bible.””
The Apostle Paul would have been well aware of Roman Adoption Law
with its primary function to guard the line of inheritance. In deliberate
contrast to this Paul argues that all Christian believers, male and female,
are adopted as sons into God’s family.*® Believers so adopted have the
full rights as sons.? Paul taught that this adoption is made possible only
by Christ’s sacrifice of himself on the cross in our place, as the substitute
for our sins. As Christ said: “Greater love hath no man than this, that a
man lay down his life for his friends”.*

Christians are to show this same love towards their neighbours
because they themselves are beneficiaries of God’s love in being adopted
as sons. This is a very strong motivation to care for children in need,
particularly for those who have no parents.

The New Testament commends caring for orphans and widows as
“pure and faultless” religion.’' In the 18" and 19" centuries Christians set
up many orphanages. The diaries of the itinerant evangelists John Wesley
and George Whitefield are peppered with references to the setting up
and maintenance of orphanages.

Commenting on efforts in the nineteenth century to help the destitute,
John Stroud made the following observation:
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“Today, we are so used to calling upon the government to deal with this or
that problem that it is surprising to realise that for a large part of Victoria’s
reign, nearly half of it, there was strong opposition to Government
‘interference’ with any part of social life. Nor did action come from the
churches, as organised bodies. Action came first from individuals, usually
members of the churches, usually members of the evangelical wings.”*

The most prominent such individual was Dr. Barnardo. Although he is
best known for his children’s homes, it is less well known that he
enthusiastically set up what were known as ‘boarding-out’ schemes. These
pioneered the shift away from residential child care. The ‘boarded-out’
children were placed with carefully chosen foster parents and they stayed
with that family until leaving home for work or to get married, just as the
natural children of the family.** As Dr. Barnardo said in 1904

“Still, although our families [children’s homes] are so good...there is
something better — boarding-out, because it gives them the natural instead
of the artificial, and then it gives the family instead of the institution. ‘He
setteth the solitary in families,” [Psalm 68:6] and we cannot do better than
imitate the Divine order and let every child who can be brought up in a
family be so brought up, and give it family life, and family love...”*

Christian agencies back homosexual adoption

Even today most of the large charities involved with adoption and fostering
have Christian roots. This is the case with Barnardo’s, the Children’s
Society and NCH Action for Children whose respective theological roots
are evangelical, Church of England and Methodist.

Despite this all of these Christian charities now embrace homosexual
adoption.

In 1994 Barnardo’s changed their trust deed so that the requirement
for children to be brought up only in the Protestant faith in accordance
with the Bible was replaced by a weaker wording.*
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NCH Action for Children was founded in 1869 by a Methodist Minister.
The organisation now states “Both our Methodist roots and over 130
years of work inform our values as a charity. We are committed to equality
and diversity, to social justice and to helping every child and young person
to reach their unique potential .

In 1993 the Methodist Conference passed contradictory motions
affirming Church teaching that sex was only for marriage, but also affirming
the ministry of lesbians and gay men within the Church.’

Barnardo’s and NCH had both accepted homosexual adoption by
1990.% At that time the Children’s Society maintained that homosexual
adoption was inconsistent with its Christian trust deed.

The policy changed in 1999 without the agreement of the Charity’s
Patrons, the Archbishops of Canterbury and York, and despite the fact
that the society only placed 16 children a year for adoption or fostering.
The Society even cited the 1998 Lambeth Conference resolution in
support of their action. But whilst it is true that the resolution affirms that
all are “loved by God”” whatever their sexuality, the resolution also affirms
that:

B Homosexual practice is incompatible with the Bible;

B Christians can experience same-sex attraction and that the Church
should seek sensitively to minister to such people;

B For those not called to marriage sexual abstinence is the right course;
and that same-sex unions are to be rejected.

Only the evangelical and the large Roman Catholic agencies now resist

homosexual fostering and adoption.

Secular values and social work

If the Christian adoption agencies have been pushed into political
correctness, even more so have social work departments. Adoption itself
has been stigmatised.

Itis now widely accepted that over “the past 20 years or so, there has
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been a negative culture in social work in relation to adoption...”.** The
Prime Minister himself has argued that “too often in the past adoption has
been seen as a last resort”.*

Itis a hopeful sign that the Government acknowledges that the care
system has not been a good parent to the children for whom it has been
providing substitute care.* Under six per cent of looked after children
were adopted in 2000/2001.%* This figure is lamentably low.

Itis ironic that though social workers may strongly disagree about the
value of adoption, they are completely united on the ‘right’ of homosexual
couples to be able to adopt children. Fortunately such secular political
correctness has not as yet been fully put into practice. When it comes to
adoption the overwhelming majority of placements are with married
couples.

Things may not stay this way if influential people within adoption and
fostering achieve their goal of giving unmarried couples the right to adopt.
In BAAF’s own study of adoption placements 95 per cent of the children
were placed with married couples. Despite this BAAF argue that “in the
light of the major alteration in patterns of family life in the UK since the
1960s” it is time to reconsider the legal ban on unmarried couples jointly
adopting.*

In the present Adoption and Children Bill BAAF are lobbying for
homosexual couples “in a stable union” to be able to adopt.** They argue
that assessment for adoption placements must focus on the “strength and
stability of the relationship between the two adults as a critical factor. . .”#

Susanna Cheal, Chief Executive of the charity Who Cares? Trust,
puts it another way: “It does not really matter what the configuration of
people is. It is the quality of the relationship with the prospective parents
that matters.” * To assert that “It does not really matter what the
configuration of people is” is a claim of colossal proportions.

As Patricia Morgan points out
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“This amounts to more than a matter of simple tolerating ‘diversity’, since
human history, anthropology and, above all, biology, provide us with no
precedents for a ‘family’ with two men or two women at its nucleus. To avoid
discrimination, the law must now undo handicaps present in nature...”

The ‘pick and mix family” where any configuration of adults will do is also
a flagrant rejection of the very Judaeo-Christian beliefs which pioneered
adoption and fostering in the UK.

Children as trophies?

Social work’s stated concern is to act in the best interests of the child.
Most concerned with adoption placements would admit that ultimately
that question should be decided by the evidence.

To go against the evidence would be to make children the subject of
their adopter’s interests and not their own. They could indeed become
‘trophies’.

Patricia Morgan has looked at the evidence in meticulous detail. She
has produced what is the most comprehensive review of research on
same-sex parenting ever published in Europe.

The evidence is very clear for any who wish to consider it.

Colin Hart

Director, The Christian Institute
December 2001
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Chapter1
Homosexuals and parenthood

Gay activists are demanding the complete equalisation of all ‘family forms’.
This demand is being made at a time of considerable family change. Behind
it lies more than many realise: full equivalent rights for same-sex couples,
homosexual adoptive parents, and homosexual individuals seeking to adopt
children or become parents by means of assisted reproduction, along
with full access to surrogacy and donor insemination.

For obvious reasons, adoption and surrogacy are going to rank higher
on the agenda of prospective homosexual parents, than they would for
heterosexuals, who are not limited to these means for acquiring children.!
However, questions of marriage for gays and lesbians, or rights to adoption
for same-sex couples, arise not just because gays and lesbians are anxious
to marry and parent. They have an importance strategically, in that they
involve the law in underwriting and elevating same-sex relationships as
completely ‘normal’, or equally legitimate and acceptable in every sense
to male and female relationships.

UKlaw - asitis and might be

At present, same-sex couples cannot jointly adopt children as married,
heterosexual couples can. An unmarried couple, whether they are
heterosexual or homosexual, cannot adopt jointly as a couple so the
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application has to be made on a single basis by only one of the partners.
The rationale behind this policy is that two people should make a
commitment to each other before making the commitment to the child.
The formal relationship between the parties cannot exist through the child
alone. The higher courts in England and Wales, and Scotland, have
decided that sexual orientation does not in itself make an applicant
unsuitable for single person adoption. There are a very small number of
cases where the courts have allowed single person adoption to take place
in the full knowledge that the adopter was cohabiting with someone of
the same sex. The fostering guidelines to the Children Act 1989, imply
that lesbians and male homosexuals can apply to be foster parents using
the same criteria as anybody else.

Only a biological mother and father have any legal status in relation to
achild. A “partner’ who is not biologically related to the child does not.
However an unmarried father may apply for a parental responsibility order
under the Children Act, 1989.2 The Government is proposing to make
this automatic where the unmarried parents jointly register the birth.> Gay
rights exponents want this extended to ‘co-parents’. At the moment lesbian
or homosexual ‘partners’ can only apply for a Joint Residence Order
under the Children Act, 1989. This allows the ‘partner’ to be involved in
decisions about the child’s life, but responsibility is terminated at 16 and
it does not establish inheritance or maintenance. Great hopes are invested
in Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights (the right to
privacy and family life).

Thelaw in other countries

In the last decade, Denmark, Norway, Iceland and Sweden have legalised
same-sex domestic partnerships, extending to registered partnerships
virtually all the social and economic consequences of marriage. However,
while all these countries have reputations as being ‘progressive’ in sexual
and family matters, they are certainly not permissive when it comes to
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child rearing by same-sex couples. The suggestion is that adults are not
free to do as they wish in regard to children, or to subject children to the
effects of atypical adult sexual preferences. Icelandic law excludes same-
sex couples from adoption and artificial insemination. In Denmark, same-
sex couples may not in general adopt a child, but if one partner already
has children their registered partner may adopt them. Swedish law excludes
adoption, joint custody, and in vitro fertilisation for registered same-sex
domestic partners. In Norway same-sex registered partnerships may not
adopt.

Gay rights advances have been made elsewhere, however, under
general discrimination statutes, which bypass considerations of child
welfare. In Canada, the Family Law Act 1986’s definition of spouse was
modified to include same-sex couples. These same-sex couples cannot
contract a marriage but their status has been made equivalent to a spouse
in the 1986 Act. This followed a challenge under Section 15 of the
Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms 1982, which prohibits
discrimination on such grounds as race, ethnic origin, colour, religion,
sex, age or mental or physical disability. The Supreme Court of Canada
held that sexual orientation is also implicitly covered by the Charter. In
light of this the Child and Family Services Act 1990 was also amended to
permit same-sex joint adoption applications.

‘Gay’ marriage

Recognition for ‘gay’ marriage inevitably means that businesses would
have to subsidise homosexual relationships, even if these are essentially
non-generative. Children would be taught that homosexuality is equivalent
in every way to heterosexual, marital relationships and, with sodomy a
protected status, ‘anti-discriminatory’ legislation would be used against
those who believe that marriage is between a man and a woman. Of
course, the argument is that homosexuals should not be denied a whole
range of protections and privileges available to married heterosexuals. At
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present, homosexuals, like any other citizens, can draft any Will they want,
buy or rent homes with anyone they want, and the same goes for powers
of attorney in cases of decrepitude. Gay rights advocates are themselves
ambiguous about marriage, seeing equality either in terms of access to
marriage or its abolition:

“Lesbians, in particular, favour campaigns for full individualisation of social
and economic rights, which would remove the legal consequences that flow
from married status, so that rights and responsibilities would belong to
individuals. Others want full access to the same couple rights as hetero-
sexuals, including pension rights, inheritance, immigration etc, without
necessarily having to formally register a partnership. The most controversial
issue among interviewees, however, is related to the formal recognition of
partnerships and the question of ‘gay marriage’, an issue which often
divides couples. On the one hand, there is the desire for the same rights as
heterosexuals. As a gay man says: ‘I don’t want partnership rights, I want
marriage’. On the other hand, there is the discourse of difference. A lesbian
states this forcefully: ‘I just think it’s a piece of nonsense, really...I believe
now we are not the same as straight people...””

There is a certain distaste among gay activists for the idea that same-sex
relationships may be accorded the status of family (with the entitlements
attached to this), if this is at the price of behaving in a prescribed manner
and replicating husband/wife relationships. At the same time it is not
uncommon to hear naive claims that, if only homosexuals were allowed
to marry and parent like heterosexuals, the more troubling aspects of
‘gay’ behaviour, like rampant promiscuity, would disappear, attributed
as these are to social exclusion. Thus, following on from sentimental
notions of stable couples yearning for lifetime commitments, is the belief
that “if society gives its blessing to same-sex marriages gay couples would
behave increasingly like straight couples. That is exactly what concerns
many gays and lesbians”. Instead: “gays and lesbians should continue to
develop their own culture, their own forms of association...imitating
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heterosexual marriage would constrain and destroy this creative and
liberating effort.”® Given this, the movement to ‘gay marriage’ is often
fuelled more by a desire to transform and then destroy marriage itself,
rather than to conform to its requirements. Faithfulness or fidelity is a
particular target, with ‘gay’ male relationships seen to be superior to
heterosexual married relationships because the ‘need’ for outside sex is
recognised.

So far, 30 American states have resisted and banned homosexual
marriage and Congress has passed the Defense of Marriage Actin 1996.
Despite hopes to the contrary, in December 1999, the Hawaii High Court
ruled against the effort of same-sex couples to have legal marriage.
California and Vermont have instituted a same-sex partnership registration
scheme which falls short of marriage.

Homosexuals as pioneers of family change

Seen as spearheading desirable family change, as part of a general sexual
emancipation, homosexuals are said to be involved in families of choice,
or ‘elective families’ or ‘everyday experiments in living’ involving ‘fluid
and adaptable networks’ or ‘social possibilities’ which break with the
‘constraints of traditional institutional patterns’. The ‘chosen’ family is “a
powerful signifier, affirming the validity of homosexual ways of life”. The
belief is that “‘same-sex relationships offer unique possibilities for the
construction of egalitarian relationships...non-heterosexuals have
consciously shaped their relationships in opposition to assumed
heterosexual models”.” These are superior to heterosexual families, since
they do not involve repressive and restrictive concepts like obligation or
duties. Instead, “the decision to pursue a socially ostracized domain of
intimacy”’ goes with a tendency to “‘embrace comparatively high standards
of emotional intimacy and satisfaction” 3According to Anthony Giddens,
Tony Blair’s guru of the ‘third way’, the increasing separation of sexuality
from reproduction (and reproduction from sexuality by technological
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developments), has put it outside of all institutional and moral control and
made it simply a vehicle for self-expression and self-actualisation.” Such
‘plastic (sic) sexuality’ is part of the ‘project of self” and realised in “pure
relationships’, which are sustained from within themselves: not supported
by, anchored in, regulated or constrained by any social standards, laws,
conventions or rules. Entered into for their own sake, what “...holds the
pure relationship together is the acceptance on the part of each partner,
‘until further notice’, that each gains sufficient benefit from the relation to
make its continuance worthwhile.””'° Such a ‘transformation of intimacy’
as Giddens sees happening is a fulfilment of the dreams of Herbert Marcuse
and Wilhelm Reich for complete sexual emancipation. The difference is
that these sexual radicals who inspired the 1960s counterculture, saw a
version of the Marxist revolution, or overthrow of capitalism by socialism,
as the essential prerequisite. In contrast, Giddens sees the “‘advancement
of self-autonomy in the context of pure relationships” or “the democratising
of personal life” going hand in hand with the development of democracy
in the wider community and even “in the global political order at the most
extensive level.”!! However, while ““...marriage ‘in the traditional sense’
is disappearing, it is the gays who are the pioneers in this respect — the
prime everyday experimenters”.'?

Itis argued that law and public policy, which previously supported
marriage, must intervene to prevent support for marriage, or eradicate
bias or ‘discrimination on the basis of marital status’. This would be
achieved by creating a single statutory regime governing couple
relationships, whatever the sexual orientation, or by abolishing all benefits
or distinctions based on ‘family’ and marital status. Either would, it is
argued, blend social justice and compassion with the goal of personal
freedom, by creating a level playing field for all relationships — entirely
non-prescriptive as well as non-discriminatory. Either would complete
the casualisation of changing, serial relationships — in line with the
development and demands of plastic sexuality and expressive individualism.
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There is a problem with the place of children in this world of ad hoc,
fluid relationships. A dominant idea, favoured by many politicians, pundits
and policy makers, is to separate contractual commitment to a child from
marriage, with unmarried and married fathers having the same rights and
the same obligations, grounded in the ‘fact of parenthood’. People would
move in and out of sexual or other relationships, but somehow continue
to ‘parent’ children in the same or different households. This would
accommodate homosexual parents.

Human rights and wrongs

Advocacy of same-sex parenting utilises two kinds of arguments. One is
based on human rights, where classification based on gender is
discriminatory.

“The time has now come for the present Government to reform the law of
adoption in this country and to permit any couple who demonstrate their
suitability as parents to adopt jointly as a couple, irrespective of status or
sexual orientation. The reasons for this are threefold...

First, under a reformulated family values ideology, what is important is a
couple’s commitment to successful parenting, not their status or sexual
orientation. Secondly, the objective of the law in this context is to secure the
best arrangement for the child’s future welfare, and this should be assessed
free from biased and unjustified assumptions about the capacity of certain
family forms to promote a child’s welfare. Thirdly, an argument can be made
under the Human Rights Act 1998 that the current law on adoption is
incompatible with equal access by unmarried couples to the right to respect
for family life which is protected by Art 8.1

Insofar as present law gives preference to heterosexual adults over
homosexual adults in parental relationships, it is seen as unjust, as it is
when it discriminates between married and unmarried parents. This
amounts to more than a matter of simply tolerating ‘diversity’, since human
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history, anthropology and, above all, biology, provide us with no
precedents for a ‘family’ with two men or two women at its nucleus. To
avoid discrimination, the law must now undo handicaps present in nature,
as well as those of social origin, although it is disputed whether procreative
hetero-sex is “more ‘natural’ than homosexual acts or bisexuality.
Heterosexuality simply has the weight of ideological and material privilege
behind it”'* which can be undone. Even so, it still happens to be an
inescapable ‘fact of nature’ that only two people, not three or fifty, and
only a man and a woman, not two men or four women, nor a woman and
a gerbil, can make a child. But, not withstanding that people of the same-
sex cannot have children by normal reproductive processes, “‘gay couples
are entitled to the same fundamental procreative freedoms as heterosexual
couples.”’® Thus, the Stonewall lecturer would delete from section 13
(5) of the Human Fertilisation and Embryology Act 1990 the reference
to a child’s need for a father “which to my mind smacks too much of
unreconstructed family values ideology”. Furthermore: “An equality
question for the future must be access by gay men to surrogacy” where,
under the present law, “only a married commissioning couple may apply
for a parental order in respect of a child born through a surrogacy
arrangement”. !¢

Such argument about a ‘right to adopt’ or ‘procreative rights’ involves
an adult agenda which is independent of claims about the welfare or needs
of children. The debate is not about recognizing individual exceptions or
legitimising homosexual parenting on a case-by-case basis in special or
individual cases. It is not just about abolishing procedures which prevent
appropriate people from being able to adopt because of group
membership, but about all individuals in certain groups having the ‘right
to adopt’. Instead of finding the most appropriate family for the child,
agencies would have to ensure that people have an adopted (or surrogate)
child. Itis not about having two parents, even a same-sex couple, because
two parents are better than one or none, or how parenting by an adult
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who is engaged in homosexual relationships might be the best option for
a particular child or children. Such an argument recognises, for example,
the failures of alternatives to parenting (like institutional care or
impermanent fostering), and that few, if any, parenting situations are
perfect.

Values must be fact

Rights arguments are usually backed up by sociological or empirical claims
—that same-sex parents can provide parenting that is just as good and
valuable for children (in terms of outcomes) as that provided by
heterosexual married couples. This makes it arbitrary and irrational that
“[1]esbians have been refused access to donor insemination and permission
to adopt or foster children on the grounds that they would be less able
than heterosexual parents to provide an optimal family environment.”””
Advocates for legalisation of homosexual parenting seek to establish
a general rule that homosexual relations must be and are fully equal, or
justas good as and equivalent in all ways, to heterosexual parenting. This
calls for a finding of scientific, as well as normative, fact. Thus, the
Stonewall lecturer insists that “family values ideology and discourse...must
be reformulated to meet the demands of diversity in a pluralist society”!®
and attacks “highly questionable assumptions...that certain family forms
are inherently more capable of promoting the interests of children and
adults than others ...[and therefore] that certain family forms are morally
more deserving than others”.!* Attempts have already been made to
equate childrearing by one-parent or reconstituted families with that of
the original married parents. Now ‘gay’ and lesbian parents —as much or
more — are seen as being at the cutting edge of the emerging, exciting
multiplicity of ‘new family forms’. Indeed, such is ‘gay creativity’, that
“beyond the confines of heterosexuality, women are finding all sorts of
creative ways to parent, and to collaborate successfully with gay men...”.?
If the development of children born into lesbian mother homes is
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demonstrably normal, then this challenges the need for fathers, and
questions whether a male and female parent are at all necessary or desirable
for children’s development. It achieves and fully vindicates the ‘father
free’ society, so that the end of patriarchy is in sight. As the wish must be
the reality, it is predicted that children “who derive their principal source
of love, discipline, protection and identification from women living
independent of male domestic authority or influence should develop less
stereotypical symbolic, emotional, practical, and behavioural gender
repertoires.”!

The Scottish Court of Session, in making an adoption order in favour
of a gay man living with a ‘partner’, emphasized not only that the capacity
of a particular couple to promote an individual child’s welfare should be
assessed without ‘stereotyped preconceptions’, but that ‘judicial notice’
was taken “of the absence of evidence (as opposed to preconception)
that homosexual relationships are less stable or caring than heterosexual
relationships, or that children in a homosexual family are more likely
themselves to be homosexual, or that they will be stigmatised in their
social relations.””

Historical inevitability

Claims from both rights and evidence have a tendency to be swept up in
an argument from historical inevitability. Here, an ‘is’, or a ‘will be’, slips
into an ‘ought’. We find that standards are being read off from the direction
of trends, which we are bidden to accommodate, and affirm, just because
they are happening. Thus, changing social conditions should of necessity
bring about legal and other changes, because change is taken to vindicate
itself and possesses a moral authority of its own. Around 70 per cent of
children still live in a married household.? But since this group is not
increasing proportionally, and it is the ‘direction of future norms’ that
counts, we are repeatedly told how a “policy framework that responds
to the current realities of family life”[sic] is one “which recognises that
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increasingly children will be brought up in ‘non-traditional’ family forms, "
which will include same-sex couples. Often the future is now, with claims
that the “nuclear family of heterosexual mother and father raising one or
more of their own biological children is no longer the norm...”.? This
suggests that these are oddities or throwbacks which are already
outnumbered by homosexuals raising non-biological children. The latter
are treated with tremendous deference and significance, while we are
meant to mock with the spokesperson from the British Agencies for
Adoption and Fostering “that the tabloids’ idea of a family comprises
two parents of different sexes,”? as if these were a rare occurrence, or
an insignificant or unusual minority. Nobody has to accept the morality of
the future simply because it is the behaviour of the future, even if it were
unalterable. By itself, neither the extent nor demographic prevalence of
lone, married or homosexual parents tells us what is best in terms of any
particular outcome. If smoking or grapefruit eating was increasing, would
this make either one worthy of promotion or endorsement, let alone good
for health?

Assessing the evidence

The empirical debate and evaluation of evidence on the outcomes of
different ‘family forms’ involves considerations of overall outcomes for
children and society in general. This means comparisons of the general
childrearing abilities of heterosexual and homosexual couples or individuals
as classes or groups. This recognises that no particular parenting situation
is inevitably going to be associated with poor or good outcomes considered
on a case by case basis. Some children may be doing better in an
‘alternative’ family situation than others in a two-parent heterosexual family
— or a child may be doing worse in a traditional conjugal household
compared to others with lesbians. In turn, neither the degree to which
the traditional or conjugal family is acclaimed or execrated, alters the
fact that family structures may differ in the opportunities they extend to
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growing children.

Actually it is irrelevant what a reviewer or critic’s views are on a
particular subject —in this instance, same-sex parenting or homosexuality.
What is important, is the veracity or validity of the observations or
objections that are made — not where they come from. But whether or
not homosexual parenting is actually better or, at least much the same, for
children compared to heterosexual parenting is an explosive subject.

Indeed, it is one of the most controversial and emotion laden issues in
human development that anyone can deal with. The tendency is for most
extravagant claims about its benefits to be taken at face value, out of
respect and support for homosexuals, while any critical evaluation or
examination of the work to hand is apt to invoke furious reflex accusations
about homophobia. Expressing any doubts results in righteous attacks
about personal insults to endearing ‘lesbigays’. It is not the only area
where it is insisted that fact and value must coincide. Other prominent
examples are childcare, working mothers and lone-parenting and
increasingly, unmarried and divorced fathers. The result is that “Some
findings, and the methods and analyses that discern them, are simply more
‘politically correct’ than others. For science, this is a major problem”.?’
There is fear for professional and academic reputations, where the
promotion, tenures and research funds of those who speak out are at
risk. Academics and researchers tend to cowardice anyway, something
reinforced by an ivory tower snobbery against involvement in ‘vulgar’
public debate. A mention in the Daily Mail is considered a fate worse
than death, even if the reportage is entirely accurate.

What must be borne in mind when considering claims about
homosexual parenting, is that no amount of decrying or demonstrating
the disadvantages of one situation is, in itself, proof of the advantages of
another. Deficiencies or condemnations of heterosexual parenting are not,
in themselves, valid evidence for the superiority of homosexual parenting.
For example: the Children’s Society agrees “with the many people who
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have written to us to say that the ideal setting for children is with a mother
and father who are married and committed to one another. Thatis also
our ideal.” Nevertheless: “the children who need foster or adoptive families
have been failed by that ideal and many have experienced trauma and
abuse in their families.”” However, it is difficult to see how children are
being ‘failed’ by the ideal of ‘a mother and father who are married and
committed to each other’, or how anyone can be failed by an ‘ideal’
come to that. Are the robbed ‘failed’ by the idea of honesty?

But how much in reality are children ‘failed’ by ‘a mother and father
who are married’? As itis, three out of four children entering the English
care system are not living with both parents.” Indeed, the “most striking
feature of all” about the backgrounds of children going into care, is the
way these “magnify...accelerating social trends in a most vivid and
exaggerated way” in the degree to which their families are “incomplete,
disrupted, or restructured following earlier breakdowns™.** Children are
particularly likely to go into care following a crisis when a family is being
‘reconstituted’.

How many and who?

Who are we talking about, or how prevalent are homosexual parents,
and how many homosexuals have children? The 1996 General Household
Survey estimated that only 0.1 per cent of households in Great Britain
were headed by a same-sex couple.? The Labour Force Survey of
autumn 1999 estimated that 0.2 per cent of households were headed by
a same-sex couple.®? An extensive, self administered questionnaire on
sexual issues was given to 10,115 adults during random sampling in six
US cities in 1983 and 1984, yielding a response rate of around a half (but
85 per cent of those aged 35 or under).** About seven per cent of gays
and about a third of lesbians were parents, but less than 1 per cent of
parents generally were either bisexual or homosexual. It was estimated
that, in the US as a whole, perhaps 0.15 per cent to 0.5 per cent of
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children have a homosexual parent. Around 60 per cent of heterosexual
males had at least one child, compared to around 50 per cent of those
deeming themselves bisexual and 6.3 per cent of homosexual males. The
proportions for females were over 70 per cent; 36.5 per cent and nearly
27 per cent respectively. Other estimates, from more sympathetic sources,
give the number of US children aged 19 and under with lesbian or gay
parents as between one and 12 per cent of all children. However, the
latter figure depends upon classifying as a lesbian or gay parent anyone
to whom the idea of homoerotic love has ever been appealing and the
former on self-identification as lesbian or gay.**

The majority of children of homosexuals are born in the context of a
heterosexual relationship. This includes those where the parents divorce
when the husband ‘comes out’ as gay or the wife as a lesbian; families
which divorce when both the husband and wife come out as gay or lesbian,
and families in which one of, or both, the husband and wife come out and
they decide not to divorce. “The gay or lesbian parent may be either the
residential or the non-residential parent, or children may live part of the
time in both homes”.** Gay or lesbian parents may be single, or they may
have same-sex partners, and the gay or lesbian partner may or may not
take up a step-parenting relationship with the children. If both same-sex
partners bring children with them, the youngsters may also be cast into
step-sibling relationships with one another.

In addition to children born in the context of heterosexual relationships,
both single and coupled lesbians are increasingly giving birth to children.
The majority are believed to be conceived through donor insemination
(DI), with unknown or known sperm donors (who might be a friend,
relative, or acquaintance). When sperm donors are known, they may or
may not take parental, avuncular, or other roles in respect of the children
who are born using donor insemination. Options pursued by gay men
seeking parenthood include adoption and fostering of [unrelated] children.
“Through DI or sexual intercourse, gay men may also become biological
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fathers of children whom they intend to co-parent with a single woman
(whether lesbian or heterosexual), with a lesbian couple, or with another
gay male...””®

There are predictions that, as homosexuality becomes ‘normalised’
or more legitimate, the numbers of children with homosexual parents
procreated within marriage may fall, since fewer people will feel compelled
to conceal or thwart their homosexual inclinations in this way. This
assumption leans upon questionable notions of early ‘fixed’ sexuality.
People who later identify as homosexual may have married, not to ‘escape’
homophobia, but because they saw themselves as heterosexual earlier in
life. Even if these predictions are correct, this will probably only decrease
the number of homosexual men who become parents, although there are
more homosexual men than lesbian women. >’ The proportion of lesbian
parents may not change much and may even increase, as it becomes
increasingly acceptable for single women to have children. Men alone,
of whatever sexual persuasion, less frequently desire children and, if they
do, have fewer means of acquiring them.
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Chapter 2

How good is the evidence?

In the last analysis, research questions (and findings) as to whether or not
there are differences between children reared by heterosexual and same-
sex parents are essentially distinct from the evaluations of whether any
discovered or discoverable outcomes are socially and morally desirable
or not. However, questions about outcomes for children of gay and lesbian
parents often relate to fears about adjustment, sexual orientation, abuse,
social isolation and problems with peers.

The leading questions

1. Will children growing up with homosexual parents be psychologically
less healthy than those growing up with two heterosexual parents, or will
they be more or less vulnerable to mental breakdown, adjustment or
behaviour problems, or difficulties with social relationships?

2. Will children growing up with homosexual parents themselves be more
likely to be lesbian and gay? Until recently, ‘expert’ as much as common
opinion was that homosexuality, like drug use, was a learned pathology,
passed on by modelling and seduction, so that the children of homosexuals
might be more inclined to acquire parental sexual proclivities,' just as
they would be more inclined to be church goers or smokers or drinkers if
their parents were religious, smokers or drinkers, and so forth.? Yet,
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coexisting with claims that sexual orientation is fixed, if not by birth, then
from very early on in life, are notions about individuals being free to
‘choose’ from ‘diverse lifestyles’ and fluid ‘sexualities’. According to the
Children’s Society, the

“research evidence is that homosexual childcare has very marginal impact on
adult sexuality... Whilst there are probably many causes of homosexual
orientation in adulthood, most research suggests that a person’s sexuality is
heavily influenced by relationships (or absence of relationships) with
parents and close family in early childhood...over the age of 8, the sexuality
of adult carers is likely to have little impact”.?

3. Will the homosexuals’ liaisons and activities result in an increased
likelihood of children being neglected, subjected to much conflict and
upheaval or even abused — increasing the probability of various forms of
sexual victimisation from the parents’ associates, if not the parents
themselves?

4. Will the children reared by homosexuals be more likely to be teased,
ridiculed, ostracised, or otherwise bullied and rejected by peers? Will
they have a less happy or more miserable time on average because their
unusual circumstances cause them to be socially isolated? Poor peer
relationships are generally a risk factor in development. Anyway, is it not
cruel to place children with lesbian or gay couples, if they may commonly
fear that they, too, will be gay or that people will think they are gay?

The confident answers

All these fears tend to be dismissed as ““...myths, and their effect on public
policy, frustrates the attempts of many gay and lesbian persons who seek
to adopt as single parents”.* The “belief that a child raised in a household
with a lesbian or gay parent is more likely to become lesbian or gay is
without any basis in fact”.” In turn, there is “no...evidence that even
suggests that lesbian and gay parents are more likely to sexually abuse
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their children, or to allow them to be molested by others”.°

Recent professional literature and opinion stresses either the irrelevance
or advantage of parental homosexuality for child rearing. Some, such as
the Children’s Society charity even suggest that superior homosexual
parents can rescue the fall out, or repair the damage, caused by the
pathological nuclear family. As part of its strong support for the gay rights
movement, the American Psychological Association, for example, insists
that homosexuals are as fully effective parents as heterosexuals.
Purportedly: “not a single study has found children of gay or lesbian parents
to be disadvantaged in any significant respect relative to children of
heterosexual parents”.” Indeed, homosexual parenting is said to “raise
the possibility of various desirable outcomes for these children. For
instance, won’t these children grow up with increased tolerance for
viewpoints other than their own? Won’t they be more at home in the
multicultural environments that Americans increasingly inhabit?*® At a public
debate in London attended by the present author in early 2000, a
psychologist denounced as “meaningless authoritarianism’ any idea that
two married parents are in any way better than other “family forms”,
while claiming that “people of the same sex are experts in parenting”, or
the “most thoughtful parents in the country today.” Statements suggesting
that homosexual parents provide superior child rearing are now common.
For example:

“...the results indicate that families of lesbian mothers have numerous
strengths — strengths sometimes lacking in more traditional families. The
strengths include an open climate for sexuality, a healthy respect for
difference, including, but not limited to sexual orientation, and an accepting,
nurturing environment conducive to human growth.””

This all suggests that the research on this issue is “‘so rigorous, compelling,
and definitive that it enables a prudent person or a professional association
to completely disregard common or traditional opinion.”'® Indeed, the
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“...certitude of...professional associations on these points is astounding.
Social science is usually incapable of answering any question definitively”.!!
While intact marriage might be regarded as “the gold standard for child
rearing”’, we are being told that “there is an exception to this standard”
provided by another child rearing environment — that of homosexual
parents.'?

As it is, there is now a massive body of evidence suggesting that
children who grow up with both original parents tend, on the whole, to be
better off than children living with single parents and in step-families, in
terms of all or most outcomes. Even studies endeavouring to control for
a host of other factors, which minimise the absence of one parent, cannot
make the effects of family structure disappear, or make the results go in
the opposite direction.'* Compared to being reared by single or cohabiting
parents, relatives, foster parents or in institutions, children born or adopted
and raised in an intact marriage are more apt to avoid legal and psychiatric
trouble, become well educated, be gainfully employed, and in turn to get
and stay married and raise the next generation. The U.K. National Child
Development Study, explores the relationships between children’s
parenting experiences and what happens in adult life. There is a gradient
of risk, where children brought up by both birth parents had the lowest
risk for psychological problems at every age, followed by restructured
families, and lone-parents.'* Whether or not adverse economic
circumstances lead to the formation of lone-parent households, conditions
are created in which children are more vulnerable all the time." Parallel
data from the 1988 National Health Interview Survey on Child Health,
involving 17,110 US children aged 17 or under, found that of behaviour
problems, anti-social behaviour, anxiety and depression, headstrong
behaviour, hyperactivity, dependency, peer conflict and social withdrawal
were higher at lower income levels, and then tended to diminish up the
income scale for children in all circumstances. However, within all income
bands the differences between children from different family types persist.'®
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Heterosexuals - the real child abusers?

The Children’s Society believes that children are safer with homosexuals,
since the “vast majority of child abuse is committed by heterosexuals,
within the context of an ordinary family with married or cohabiting
parents.”"” This has long been demonstrable as nonsense and there is no
excuse for a leading children’s charity to reiterate what has never been
more than anti-family rhetoric.

Children from backgrounds of family disruption comprise a majority
of the victims of all major forms of active child abuse, physical, emotional
and sexual, and a majority of victims of neglect, despite being greatly
outnumbered in the population by children from intact two-parent homes. '8
Paternal absenteeism is often combined with the presence of unrelated
males in households with children. In reality as in folklore: “The presence
of a step-parent is the best epidemiological predictor of child abuse risk
yet discovered”. This runs the gamut from sexual molestation to fatal
battering, and is statistically independent of poverty, maternal age and
family size." The risk from a man without either a blood or legal tie to the
children in the household (i.e. the boyfriend) is greatest of all.° Fragmented
families also afford poorer protection from opportunistic males in the
surrounding community, and account for the vast majority of non-parental
child abuse.?' This may be a factor in the earlier sexual activity and
pregnancy rates of gitls of lone-mothers, since many young teens report
being coerced by older boys.*

Uncomfortable and ideologically inappropriate though it may be, the
evidence is that around a third of all molestations of children are homosexual
molestations, and the same applies to the proportion of paedophiles who
are homosexual.? It is thoroughly misleading to state how “it must be
repeated that most paedophiles are heterosexual men” without taking
into account the relative proportions of homosexuals and heterosexuals
in the population.* Project SIGMA found that 20 per cent of the ‘gay’
men in their study first had sex with a man who was 10 or more years
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older.” In turn, nearly a quarter (24 per cent) of the men had been raped
or coerced into sexual activity by another man,” and homosexual rapes
are over-represented in the UK crime figures.” The horrendous catalogue
of abuse of children in institutions which has been brought to light in recent
years has been overwhelmingly perpetrated by men on boys. The
Waterhouse report on events in North Wales said that the Tribunal of
Inquiry had heard evidence claiming that the Chester branch of the
Campaign for Homosexual Equality had been used as a means of ‘picking
up’ under-aged boys.?® Many of the individuals mentioned in this and
other investigations are serving sentences for buggering and indecently
assaulting boys. Political correctness has played a part in hampering the
exposure of abusers, or even helped these get access to children, given
that people are afraid of being accused of homophobia, or want to appear
‘right-on’.”

The status of the evidence

At the very least with the promotion of homosexual parenting, there is
often a presumption of ‘no harm’, so that the burden of proof is made to
fall on those who are unhappy about the idea. However, as a radical
social and moral change is being proposed, the burden of proof should
fall on those who want the change.*® In turn, while the authors of studies
have every right to advocate adoption, fertility and ‘partnership’ rights
for same-sex individuals and couples, so do others to voice their
disagreement:

“...the stakes in obtaining valid answers to these research questions are
very high. It is not enough for a study to be interesting, or raise important
questions about a subject, or to be provocative. While these criteria may be
enough to get a study published, they are not strong enough to justify
dramatic alterations in long-established public policies. To justify
changes...studies should be strong enough that policy makers have faith in
the study’s reliability, and confidence that more research is unlikely to
overturn its findings.
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This is not an unreasonable requirement. The public policy consequences
of relying on inadequate or insufficient studies can be devastating.”*!

We have had proclamations from ‘experts’ that divorce was a costless
exercise for children who, if anything, had all to gain from a ‘second
chance’; that growing up with a lone-parent had no negative consequences
that could not be explained in terms of economics, and that marriage was
athreat to women’s mental health and economic advancement. Although
acted upon and still endlessly repeated, often by people who ought to
know better, these assumptions have been overthrown by more rigorous
research. There is a duty to examine the veracity of studies cited to back
proposals that may have a dramatic impact upon children and society,
rather than look away so as not to offend the sensibilities of activists.

Rather than the research into homosexual parenting being “an island
of certitude”, in what s “often a turbulent sea of conflicting claims based
upon inconsistent data”, the main problem is that there is so little that
allows us to make any meaningful comparisons.*> The only definite
outcome of the research is the overwhelmingly one-sided position being
taken in social science literature in support of homosexual parenting. Instead
of any and every one conclusively proving that children raised by
homosexuals are no different from children raised by heterosexuals, two
academic reviewers conclude: “that the methods used...are so flawed
that these studies prove nothing. Therefore, they should not be used in
legal cases to make any arguments about ‘homosexual vs. heterosexual’
parenting. Their claims have no basis.”* Failure to design the study
properly, failure to properly measure the relevant variables, failure to
control for extraneous variables, and failure to use the proper statistical
tests invalidates a study. If a study claims to find no difference i.e.:

“Non-significant results”, and “failed to carry out one or more of these
research links in the proper manner, its conclusions are purely and simply
invalid. Why? Because failing to carry out correctly one or more of these
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essential elements, in and of itself increases the chances of finding non-
significant results. In other words, if you look for wrong findings using
wrong methods, it is even more likely you’ll get wrong results.”**

Anecdotal‘studies’

Many ‘studies’ of same-sex parenting are little more than anecdotal.
Indeed, gushing personal testimonies are often the foremost ‘evidence’
used to vindicate homosexual parenting as being as good or better than
anything heterosexuals can provide. While anecdotes may illustrate
conclusions drawn from well-conducted research, in themselves they
prove nothing. Confirming instances, or ‘facts’, or cases, can be found to
be consistent with any viewpoint or theory that has, or could, be
proposed, including alien landings, food-free diets, and any magical or
‘miracle’ cure. If anything, anecdotal ‘evidence’ which runs contrary to a
claim is more useful. Such potentially falsifying observations are a crucial
test of a proposed law or theory, and suggest that this is invalid — or, at
least in its original form, needs modifying. Moreover, it must be
remembered that anecdotes are unlikely to represent the full record, but
are usually presentations of ‘edited’ versions of events. Bearing these
observations in mind, consider the ‘case’ of Cherie Taylor, in a lesbian
relationship in New Zealand in the early ‘80s. The couple went public
with their three children and presented themselves in the media as an
example of a normal and near perfect family.

“However, in the early ‘90s Cherie separated from her partner. She now felt
she and her partner had deliberately misled the New Zealand public, and
sought to repair the damage through publicity. Suitable ‘penitent’ material
was published in papers (Rorani, 1994; Taylor, 1994). Among other things,
she said the level of violence between her and her partner had been high,
and that the children were not happy about the overall arrangement. She
had not previously told the media that one of the boys had been in
counselling for anger management for years; he was particularly incensed
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that he could not be told who his father was (the father was heterosexually
married).

Cherie was under immense pressure from the gay/lesbian community to
rejoin their ranks and eventually did so. In 1998 she sued her ex-partner for
child maintenance, and won.”*

Similarly, in the UK a couple of lesbians each had a child by using sperm
from male friends stored in a pickle jar, after being refused NHS fertility
treatment. In 1996, one had said how ‘“Some children are in an environment
where the parents split up and this is not good for the child. This is not
going to be the case with us. We have aloving, solid relationship.” They
had a ‘gay marriage’ conducted by a female vicar in a pub. In 1999, the
other revealed, “We are both going our separate ways because we do
not love each other any more.””

Itis astonishing how collections of anecdotes are reverentially accepted
by public bodies, academics and research institutes, who would
immediately laugh away the use of similar material as ‘evidence’ elsewhere.
The ideological bias in favour of homosexuality and gay rights and against
the conjugal family results in an immense double standard. A briefing
paper produced for an adoption conference (at which this author was
present) by The Family Policy Studies Centre cites, as a “study of gay
men and women who had fostered or adopted children”, just such a
collection of self-congratulatory testimonials to show that homosexuals
are as successful as anyone else in this area and “an under-used resource
who could meet the needs of particular children.”* Its reception should
be contrasted with that given shortly afterwards to the presenter of the
findings from the large scale US longitudinal Study of Marital Stability
over the Life Course.* Conclusions that low conflict marriages ending in
divorce meant poorer outcomes for children and that most marriages that
now ended in divorce were low conflict marriages were clearly unwelcome.
Despite the study’s meticulous attention to a multitude of variables, an
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audience clearly hostile to any notion that divorce harms or that marriage
might be at all beneficial for children, subjected it to the most detailed
scrutiny, as they scrabbled around trying to find alternative explanations
for the findings or fault with the sample.

If anecdotes may be used to promote adoption by homosexuals, then
— contrariwise — anecdote is that Wayne Tardiff and his partner, Allan
Yoder, had been the firsthomosexual couple permitted to become adoptive
parents (of a three-year-old boy) in New Jersey. Yoder died of AIDS a
few months later and the child had to be placed elsewhere.* Artie Wallace,
a homosexual with AIDS, won a child-custody battle with his wife in
1988. Californian court-appointed experts recommended that he have
sole custody of his ten-year-old son, in part because the mother had fled
the state to keep the boy from being exposed to HIV. Artie Wallace died
seven months later.*” One of the first single men to adopt children in
Florida, David Lindsey, gota 15 year prison term for homosexually abusing
three of his 11 adopted sons.*!

No hypothesis

Not far removed from the anecdotal are studies which simply ‘explore
the differences’ between parents or their children, or ‘examine the factors’,
or ‘the family relationships and development of children’. Aims to ‘look
at’ or ‘describe the characteristics’ of populations do not suffice as
hypotheses for research purposes. (Two different family structures could
be associated with different levels of crime, for example. But, even if the
crime rate of one family structure was say 15 to 30 per cent higher than
that of the other, crime still would not be ‘characteristic’ of any background,
so connections would go unrecognised. Thus we would not know that it
was family structure and not one of many other differences between the
two groups that is related to the differences in crime rates.) A proper
research hypothesis postulates some kind of causal mechanism operating
in the world, where something, an independent variable, is stated to ‘cause’
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something else, a dependent variable. This possible connection or
relationship may, or may not be, confirmed. A majority, or 29, of the 49
original research studies on same-sex parenting reviewed by Robert Lerner
and Althea Nagai in 2001, failed to produce a testable hypothesis.*

Testing the wrong hypothesis

Another 18 of the studies reviewed by Lerner and Nagai tried to affirm a
null hypothesis, or explicitly sought to find no differences between
heterosexual and same-sex parents in child outcomes. Starting with the
expectation of finding no difference creates methodological problems
‘unrecognised’ by the authors: indeed, it “results in an undue partiality in
interpreting their research findings and in carrying out the research itself.*
This is because failure to reject the null hypothesis necessarily leads to an
indeterminate result, since one cannot validly ‘confirm’ nothing, or a lack
of any connection or effect. Thus, inverting the normal hypothesis testing
situation makes it too easy to find for the null hypothesis “which is the
outcome favoured by these researchers”*, who may “falsely conclude
that there is no difference between homosexual and heterosexual parents
in child outcomes.”* Moreover, conventional statistical procedures,
developed for affirming a research hypothesis, are unsuitable when trying
to find ‘no difference’.

When aresearcher investigates a posited relationship between two
variables, the evidence may mean that they have to accept the research
hypothesis, or that a difference between groups does exist and is not due
to chance factors. The researcher will then see if the hypothesis can stand
up to other tests of its validity. But if the investigation fails to confirm the
research hypothesis (and so fails to reject a null hypothesis), this is not
the same as ‘proving’ nothing or that no effect exists. It is possible that
the sample may have been too small to reach a level of statistical
significance; the significance level used may have been set too high, or the
ways of measuring the independent and dependent variables might be so
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unreliable that no stable results are possible. Unfortunately:

“If the investigator starts with the goal of finding no differences...without
taking into account all these other aspects of a study that may go
wrong...each poorly executed research step, such as setting up comparison
groups, sampling, measurement, and statistical analysis, increases the
likelihood of finding no difference.” The “poorer research you do, the more
successful you will be.”*

No control: part 1

In testing a hypothesis, researchers have to impose controls on the
research design to eliminate false answers, or use comparison groups,
control for extraneous and suppressor variables, use pair or group
matching and use multivariate statistical tests. Only one of the 49 studies
listed by Robert Lerner and Althea Nagai used all five control methods,
while 18 used no controls at all.¥’ In a previous 1993 review, Philip A.
Belcastro®® and colleagues examined the methodological validity and
reliability of 14 post 1975 studies addressing the effects of homosexual
parenting on children’s sexual and social functioning. They found that:
“The most impressive finding is that all of the studies lacked external
validity. Furthermore, not a single study remotely represented any sub-
population of homosexual parents”. Three studies met minimal to higher
standards of internal validity, while the remaining eleven presented
moderate to fatal threats to internal validity. The conclusion that “there
are no significant differences in children reared by homosexual parents
versus heterosexual parents is not supported by the published research

base”.*

An aside:‘ghost data’and the reappearing studies

Philip A. Belcastro and colleagues could make no meta-analysis or
collective statistical analysis due to inadequate data. Yet, it has been
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claimed that ‘aggregated’ studies show there is: “no data to suggest that
children who have gay or lesbian parents are different in any aspects of
psychological, social and sexual development from children in heterosexual
families”.> But combining any number of badly flawed studies is hardly
going to produce a super one that is less flawed.

This is not the only citation of ‘ghost data’. Versions of the same paper
are apt to be recycled through the journals in such a way as to suggest
that they represent separate studies or new work. Favourable reviews or
commentaries on other work are referred to as if they were themselves
original research projects, as are fawning magazine articles. According
to Fiona Tasker and Susan Golombok, Charlotte J. Patterson shows
how “children...born to, or adopted by, lesbian mothers were not found
to differ from children of heterosexual parents on measures of social
competence, behaviour problems, gender-role behaviour, or the extent
to which they saw themselves as aggressive, sociable, or likely to enjoy
being the centre of attention.”! They omit to tell us that they are referring
to her overview of other studies.

No control: part 2

Bias influences the research design and analyses as well as the data
gathered. Seven studies surveyed by Belcastro did not use a control group
—yet, at the absolute minimum, a study of whether parental sexual identities
affect child outcomes needs a study group and a control group.> Of the
49 studies reviewed by Robert Lerner and Althea Nagai, 21 (or 43 per
cent) had no heterosexual comparison group, making them scientifically
useless and their conclusions invalid.” However, this does not prevent
such studies being used for public policy pronouncements, as when
investigators conclude how lesbian relationships can provide a valid
relationship for child rearing on the basis of the greater relationship
satisfaction of lesbian couples with children compared to those without,
despite the work having no heterosexual control groups and no child
assessments.>*
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Inadequate control

Where control groups were used, studies usually compared children in
divorced lesbian mother-headed families with children in divorced
heterosexual mother-headed families. This is understandable, in that both
groups have undergone experience of parental separation or divorce,
and lack a father. Comparisons with unbroken heterosexual two-parent
families are rare and more conspicuous by their absence. Robert Lerner
and Althea Nagai found only four studies in 49 comparing lesbian parents
to the traditional heterosexual household, and two of these failed to
distinguish lesbians living with and without ‘partners’.% This makes it
difficult to say how ‘gay’ or lesbian upbringing compares with that by
married couples, and rules out any possible generalisations to the wider
population. Atbest, these studies show that children in lesbian households
do no worse than those in father-absent, heterosexual lone-parent
households — if we accept the deductions and conclusion of the
researchers. Subjects from both types of family may be atypical in
comparison with their counterparts raised in heterosexual homes with
both mother and father present.

Very small samples

Studies of homosexual parenting often have very small sample populations.
This may mean that effects of homosexual rearing are not picked up.
Since these cannot reach statistical significance with very limited numbers
of subjects, the results are entirely inconclusive. Attempts to introduce
even the most basic of controls, e.g. for gender of children, subdivide
some samples even further. (It would be impossible to tell if a particular
disease, which might strike one in 40 people overall, occurred more in
some groups than others if sample sizes were so small, say 20 in each,
that people with the disease are unlikely to be picked up in the first place.)
All but one of Robert Lerner’s and Althea Nagai’s 49 studies “suffer
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from having samples...so small that the statistical tests used have extremely
low power...there is a high probability that the results are deemed non-
significant...simply due to the fact that the samples they use are too small.”>

Hypothetical children

Little research goes beyond childhood, and few would expect significant
differences between children to be as apparent in early life as they might
be in adolescence or adulthood. Some studies used as the basis of claims
that children raised by homosexuals do not differ, or are superior to,
those raised by heterosexuals, do not even involve actual children, but
reactions of mothers to hypothetical situations involving children.*’
Although assertions about the worth of homosexual parenting typically
refer to ‘gay fathers’ alongside lesbian mothers, there have been no
available studies to date comparing children raised in male homosexual
households, or by expressly ‘gay’ fathers, with children raised by
heterosexuals.

Recently Helen Barrett and Fiona Tasker asserted that their “findings
lend little support to predications from traditional theories of child
development concerning the effects of gay parents on their children” %
However, their investigations of ‘gay fathers’ comprises a postal survey
of 101 men recruited through adverts in the gay press and from local and
national gay groups. The sample was therefore entirely unrepresentative
and involved no study of children; only “...gay and bisexual men’s
perceptions of their children’s responses to having a gay parent...”. The
children were not asked by post or otherwise.

While Gillian A. Dunne’s study was celebrated in the press with the
headlines ‘Gay Men Make Better Fathers’, her ‘gay’ dads sample included
14 per cent ‘donor dads’ and eight per cent ‘social dads’ (whose biological
relationship to the child or children is obscure). Eleven per cent were
‘wannabee dads’ and therefore not fathers at all.” Again all are volunteer
respondents and thus not representative of any population. There is no

Children as trophies?

55



Chapter 2| How good is the evidence?

investigation of children so we have no clue how they are actually faring.
Dunne interviews some of the currently married ‘gay’ dads, who give
glowing self-justifying accounts of their parenting skills. If this says anything
about anything, then it is about people staying together in reasonable
harmony for the sake of the children and thus, for the value of marriage
for child rearing.

In turn, there is no available research on adopted children brought up
by lesbian or gay parents. As positive ‘evidence’, all the Children’s Society
can offer are three cases in the public domain which went to the High
Court, and a favourable letter from a solicitor, who has acted in 10
adoption and fostering placements involving gay and lesbian people.®

Volunteer samples with vested interests

In most studies the subjects are self selected volunteers (often recruited
through homosexual publications). There are no studies of child
development based on random, representative samples. Educated,
economically secure white lesbians who “reside in relatively progressive
urban centers, most often in California or the Northeastern states,” are
over-represented in the research.®' Laura Lott-Whitehead and Carol T.
Tully’s study is not untypical® in that the respondents were “well educated
white women with high incomes who lived in Georgia”; obtained by
“contacting various gay and lesbian organisations and the researcher’s
personal and professional friends...” and had a response rate of 24.6 per
cent. In turn, studies recruiting control groups draw heavily from sources
that are extremely unrepresentative of single heterosexual mothers, or
from pressure group newsletters and feminist publications. As Lerner
and Nagai have said: “There is no way one can make population estimates
on volunteer samples of anything. It has nothing to do with discrimination
or stigmatization of homosexuals. It has everything to do with the basic
distinction between a probability and non-probability sample.” A bigger
sample of volunteers will not give a better population picture than a small
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sample.* No matter how large the number of respondents, findings from
non-random surveys cannot be generalised and they have no valid
implications for matters of public policy.

For various reasons, random samples may not be possible, or very
expensive and time consuming to set up, not least because of the rarity of
same-sex parenting in the population. However, if this makes pair matching
necessary, it may result in a further loss of cases where comparable
individuals from the heterosexual population cannot be found. Sometimes
the ways in which groups or individuals are matched is unclear or very
inexact in same-sex parenting reports, even when it comes to matters like
the ages of children or mothers.

Not least, with non-random samples of volunteers, there is bias, fuelled
by “...lesbians’ political and legal desire to present a happy, well-adjusted
family to the world.”* The aim is advocacy and affirmation in the name of
scientific research. The volunteers to such ‘samples of convenience’ know
the purpose of the research and have an interest in the outcome. So have
the researchers, who are overwhelmingly sympathetic to the homosexual
movement. Researchers who may have reservations about homosexual
parenting, or are simply not positively committed or predisposed to this,
may be felt not to have the appropriate rapport with homosexuals. This
leaves the field open to activists — who control the source and presentation
of reports, so that the public and those in a position to influence policy
tend to get research results from highly partisan sources. As observed by
Belcastro and colleagues:

“...based upon the researchers’ interpretation of the data and at least in one
case censorship of the data, most [studies] were biased towards proving
homosexual parents were fit parents. A disturbing revelation was that some
of the published works had to disregard their own results in order to
conclude that homosexuals were fit parents. We believe that the system of
manuscript review by peers, for minimum scientific standards of research,
was compromised in several of these studies.”®
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An aside:‘file-drawer’studies

We do not know, in this as in other sensitive areas, about the extent of
unpublished work, or the existence of ‘file-drawer’ studies. Researchers
are acutely aware that, even while they may be scrupulously scientific
over reaching and presenting their findings, some outcomes are more
politically acceptable than others. Again, this is not just a problem in this
area of family research. However, it has come about that, for same-sex
parenting research to be acceptable, this must come from a pro-gay
standpoint, and that anything coming from a pro-gay researcher is often
now taken to be of unquestionable scientific status. This puts the results
beyond criticism. The only reason anyone might disagree, find fault with
any research, or examine its assertions, comes about because they are
bigoted, or homophobic and heterosexist.

Failure to allow for other causes

In the best of circumstances, it is unlikely that a study group and its
comparison group are going to be identical except for the independent
variable under investigation. Thus the need for controls on extraneous
and suppressor variables: those most familiar will be occupation, income,
education, age, race and so forth. Such controls increase the possibility
that any changes in the dependent variable are due to differences in the
independent variable, rather than other, or third, variables which are
masking the true relationship. Robert Lerner and Althea Nagai found that
the “bulk of the studies either failed to control for these most basic
demographic variables or controlled for them improperly.”* “Even the
most statistically sophisticated homosexual parenting study we examined
overlooks the importance of suppressor effects...”.®” That ‘most
statistically sophisticated’ study was the Sperm Bank of California study.®®
The authors found no significant differences in analyses of the relationship
between parental sexual orientation and the child’s behaviour, when
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controlling for relationships within the family and the parent’s mental health.
However, here as elsewhere, homosexual parents had significantly more
education, and it is known that parental education is positively related to
child outcomes. So

“if lesbian and heterosexual mothers produce similar child outcomes to their
heterosexual counterparts even where the lesbians are better educated, it
may well be the case that when educational levels are properly equated that
heterosexual mothers produce more favourable outcomes...however,
education is not entered into subsequent equations, and therefore remains
an un-addressed potential suppressor.”®

Despite finding significant differences for extraneous variables, a whole
number of important studies fail to take the next step, which is to enter or
allow for these in subsequent statistical analysis. This cannot but make
any subsequent analyses and conclusions invalid. Only one of Lerner
and Nagai’s studies “even came close to addressing this issue, and that
study failed to even report which variables were dropped or added in its
analysis.””

One of the foremost researchers on same-sex parenting has herself
recently summarised the poor state of research. So far “no study has
contained a large sample of children and few studies have controlled

sample characteristics sufficiently to permit confident generalisations™.”

Epilogue: campaigners counter-attack

Attack being a way of defence, campaigners for homosexual parenting
like to accuse their perceived opponents of being the ones really doing
the biased or bad research:

“What kinds of home environments best foster children’s psychological
adjustment and growth? No question is more central to the field of child
development research. Historically, researchers in the United States have
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often supposed that the most favourable home environments are provided
by white, middle-class, two-parent families, in which the father is paid to
work outside the home but the mother is not. Although rarely stated
explicitly, it has most often been assumed that both parents in such families
are heterosexual.”’

In reality, “researchers in the United States™ have not just “supposed that
the most favourable home environments™ are provided by this parody.
They have shown, by evidence from correctly conducted studies, that
the two-parent, conjugal family tends to come out ahead of ‘alternatives’
in terms of outcomes for children.” This has not been made up. Moreover,
they have assumed that two-parent families contain adults of opposite
sexes, since that is what they are, in the same way that there are other
givens of the natural world where, for example, pigs do not fly. Are we to
believe, for example, that the married couples in the main longitudinal
studies like the National Child Development Study in the UK or the
Longitudinal Survey of Youth in the US, are predominantly people in
drag who have secretly mastered some method of self-fertilisation or
pathogenesis, or are using marriage on a wholesale basis as a cover for
homosexual activity with third parties?

A related account blames the deficiencies of same-sex parenting
research on “the social fact of heterosexism” or that children, biologically
and often socially, have two parents of different sexes. This arbitrary
cultural imposition which, together with the resultant “pervasiveness of
social prejudice and institutionalised discrimination against lesbians and
gay men’ has “operated to constrain the research populations, concepts
and designs...”.” Apparently, “the field suffers...from the unfortunate
intellectual consequences that follow from the implicit hetero-normative
presumption...that healthy child development depends on parenting by a
married heterosexual couple”. While it is admitted that “few contributors
to this literature personally subscribe to this view”, they are so cowed by
anti-gay sentiment that they ask “whether lesbigay [sic] parents subject
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their children to greater risks or harm than are confronted by children
reared by heterosexual parents.” The bias in the research for finding that
everything is fine with same-sex parenting is the fault of “anti-gay scholars
seek[ing] evidence of harm”, who make ‘“‘sympathetic researchers
defensively stress its absence.”” Thus, on the one hand only anti-gay
prejudice makes anyone ask how same-sex parents compare with others
in the first place, instead of assuming that all outcomes are fine in any
circumstances, while on the other hand, prejudice makes researchers
pretend that outcomes are all equal! The way forward is to move beyond
‘hetero-normality’, since “homophobia and discrimination are the chief
reasons why parental sexual orientation matters at all.””® Otherwise,
anything is and should be acceptable. Differences in outcomes for children
“cannot be considered deficits from any legitimate public policy
perspective. They either favor the children with lesbigay parents, are
secondary effects of social prejudice, or represent ‘just a difference’ of
the sort democratic societies should respect and protect.”””
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Chapter 3
The prominent studies

Studies of same-sex parenting not only suffer from defective design,
technique and analyses. Despite repeated assertions to the contrary, many
studies actually indicate significant differences between homosexual and
heterosexual parenting outcomes for children, particularly the likelihood
that children of homosexuals may become involved in homosexual
behaviour themselves. This emerges from any scrutiny of the most
prominent and oft quoted studies such as those of the lesbian families
undertaken by Susan Golombok and colleagues.

Golombok, S, Children in Lesbian and Single-parent House-
holds, 1983

Two groups, of 27 each of lesbian and heterosexual lone-parent mothers
(without cohabitees), were recruited through gay and lone-parent
publications. (The self-selected sample immediately calls into question
any generalisability of the findings.) It seems that a bisexual woman might
be assigned to either the experimental or the control group (at least five
of the 27 women in the lesbian group were bisexual). The experimental
lesbian group contained women living in a variety of parenting households
—nine lived alone with their child(ren), 12 with another woman, others
were in “mixed shared households”, lesbian shared households, or part
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of alesbian couple sharing the home with the husband.! Lesbian families
had nearly twice as many female children as male children, while the
opposite pertained with the control group. Nearly a half of the lesbian
women had received psychiatric care, along with 18.5 per cent of the
women in the control group. Most of the parents in both groups had been
married and the children were mainly nine to 10 years old at the time of
interview. They had averaged five years of age at the break-up of their
parents’ marriages. While more of the lesbian women had further education
or training or were in professional occupations, there appears to be no or
minimal controls made for socio-economic status, or class and income.
There had been marked marital discord or hostility during the year
preceding marital break-up for about two-thirds of cases in each group.

Adaptations of standardized interviews were utilised with no revised
assessment of validity or assessment of inter-rater reliability.> In both groups
the scores were broadly similar for gender identity, sex-typed behaviour,
and sexual object choice.® Children’s emotions, behaviour and
relationships were assessed on parents and teachers questionnaires used
for epidemiological studies. Scores of 13 or more on the particular parental
scale or of nine or more on the teachers scale are usually indicative of
significant difficulties. In this study the proportions of children scoring at
or above these cut off points was 33.3 per cent of boys and 16.6 per
cent of girls in the lesbian group on the teacher’s scale and 15.3 per cent
of boys and 12.5 per cent of girls on the parental scale. The comparative
figures for the heterosexual lone-parent group were 36.3 per cent and
28.5 per cent respectively on the teacher’s scale and 25 per cent and
35.7 per cent respectively on the parental scale. The teacher’s questionnaire
was not applied to more than a quarter of the children in the lesbian
group. There were no reported differences of any significance in the ability
to make peer relationships.

While there seemed to be somewhat greater psychiatric disorder in
the heterosexual lone-parent group, both groups score very high for
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problems. A baseline figure gives seven per cent of children generally
from the Isle of Wight using the same scales, and 25 per cent of boys,
and 13 per cent of girls, living in Inner London. Children in the public
care tend to score highest.* Foster children in placement for on average
about five years, mostly starting before the age of five, scored 30 per
cent; with the figures moving down to 11 per cent for children adopted
by their foster parents.’ A similar study for children in long-term foster
care showed ratings for disturbance of nearly 40 per cent.® There is a
general consensus that roughly 10-15 per cent of younger children have
mild to moderate disorders according to checklists commonly used to
define internalising and externalising problems.’” In one prominent study
in London, 15 per cent of the sample met cut-off criteria for mild problems
and seven per cent were seen as having moderate to severe problems.®
In a survey carried out in 1999 for the Department of Health, 10 per cent
of children aged five to 15 years had a mental disorder. (Among five to
10 year olds, 10 per cent of boys and six per cent of girls had a mental
disorder. In 11-15 year olds, the proportions of children with any mental
disorder were 13 per cent for boys and 10 per cent for girls.)°

Kirkpatrick, M, Lesbian Mothers and their Children, 1981

Another much quoted study has been that of M. Kirkpatrick and
colleagues, '? using interviews with mothers to detect common childhood
disorders, and the same basic teachers’ scales for children’s emotional
and behavioural problems used by Golombok and colleagues. It is widely
reported that, in relation to population norms, the children of lesbian
mothers were no more likely to show emotional or behavioural problems
than were children in heterosexual families. However, the study seemed
to attract an inordinate proportion of disturbed children due to the
investigators offering mothers a complete evaluation and feedback of their
child’s psychological profile in exchange for their participation in the study.
The result was that the study sample consisted of 60 per cent moderately
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and severely disturbed subjects. Such a proportion of disturbed children
is hardly representative of any population of children, wherever or
however raised.

Tasker, F and Golombok, S, Adults Raised as Children in
Lesbian Families, 1995

Most studies of homosexual childrearing, with the exception of those
focussing on sexual orientation, have concerned younger children, rather
than adolescents or adults. Fiona Tasker and Susan Golombok returned
to their original sample'! when the children were adults aged 17-35 years.
Only 46 could be interviewed out of the original 78, a response rate of
62 per cent of the earlier study. Those left in the follow-up were weighted
even more in favour of lesbian mothers with further education (13 out of
18), compared to lone heterosexual mothers (five out of 16). Young adults
from lesbian families were said to be no more likely than those from
heterosexual lone-parent homes to have sought professional help for mental
health problems. However, non-participants in the follow-up were more
likely than participants to have experienced a period of separation from
their mother, which included periods in care. Within the lesbian group,
children whose mothers reported greater interpersonal conflict with their
cohabitee were also less likely to participate. Moreover, after 14 years
of different living arrangements, the two groups of children had exchanged
places, with the lesbians’ children scoring less mentally fit on three
measures of mental health, even though the attrition of the sample favoured
the lesbians. The authors’ attitude to such change has also been noted: “It
is interesting that, when the differences were in favor of the lesbians’
children, Tasker and Golombok used them to underscore the direction;
...when the differences were not in favor of the lesbians’ children...these
‘fell within the normal range’ or ‘were no more likely than’.””> Given that
the statistical tests used assume random samples and independence of
subjects, the findings of ‘no difference’ might simply have meant that the
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sample was too small, biased or the assessments faulty. “In such cases,
finding no statistically significant differences between small samples of
clustered volunteers — unlike not finding differences between two large
random samples — is, from a scientific standpoint, probably
uninterpretable”.’ As we saw, there were very high rates of problems in
both groups earlier in life. Well-conducted studies are remarkably
consistent in indicating that children identified as having mental health
problems early in life have a high probability of continuing to show
difficulties up into adolescence: usually around 50:50." Yet, in this study,
the correlation between the ‘mental health’ scores of the children at age
10 as rated by teachers and parents and their having visited a mental
health professional 14 years later was zero.'?

At follow up, all but one of the original group of lone heterosexual
mothers were reported by their children to have had at least one
relationship, usually cohabitational.'® The same was so for lesbians,
although young adults in lesbian households purportedly described their
‘step-relationships’ more positively than did those raised by a heterosexual
mother and her new partner. There is speculation that children from lesbian
households could more easily accept a step-parent in their home because
she need not be seen as a direct competitor to the absent father. However,
it is important to remember that the comparison between follow-up
participants and non-participants indicated that the sample may have lost
the children from lesbian backgrounds whose mothers reported less
positive relationships with their female partner.'”

Their findings are said to give little support to the view that children’s
peer relationships would be adversely affected by being raised in a lesbian
family. The lesbian children were reported not to have incurred peer
stigmatisation at adolescence, or to have been more teased and bullied
by peers, than those from heterosexual single-parent homes — although
they were more likely to report peer teasing about their own sexuality.
However, the actual figures are that 48 per cent of the lesbians’ children
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reported prolonged teasing, compared to 33 per cent of the lone-mothers’
children. Also, 36 per cent of the lesbians’ children had been specifically
teased about their mothers’ lifestyle, and 44 per cent recalled having
been teased about being lesbian or gay themselves, compared to 14 and
19 per cent respectively in the heterosexual group. Of the 24 adult children
for whom results were available, one was still unaware of her mother’s
lesbianism, five “successfully concealed their mother’s sexual orientation,”
14 “felt comfortable enough to tell at least one close friend, either directly
or by not hiding the situation”, and four “had met with a negative reaction
from friends (although in two cases the friends later became more
positive)”.!® There is no parallel among the children of heterosexual lone-
mothers. In line with their upbeat account, Tasker and Golombok also
reported that the children from the lesbian group were ‘generally positive’
about their family identity, although it is admitted that retrospective reports
indicated less positive feelings about their lesbian family identity during
adolescence. This is attributed to ““...the context of widespread prejudice
against lesbian women and gay men.”!° The authors claim that:

“Young adults brought up in lesbian families were more likely to be proud of
their mother’s sexual identity. They often viewed this as a political matter
and would seek to inform public opinion on gay rights by giving their own
family history. In contrast, young people from non-married heterosexual
backgrounds tended to regard their mother’s lifestyle as her personal choice
and its details as a private family matter. Although the majority accepted
their mother’s identity as a single parent or as a remarried mother and were
happy to talk about it with friends, none thought of it as an issue that they
would be proud to discuss with casual acquaintances.””

To which one might reply, “Why should they?” And, if they did, would it
not be ‘heterosexist’? Homosexuals define themselves in terms of their
sexual identity, and the children of homosexuals are more likely to be
actively encouraged by the parent to adopt the gay outlook. Moreover,
is there a good reason why anybody has to endorse anywhere they end
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up as a positive choice or lifestyle? As this may be far from what they
wanted or expected, it may be honesty, rather than inadequacy, that is
reflected when children “brought up by non-married heterosexual mothers
were more likely to report that their mother was negative about her
nontraditional identity and preferred to be married.””!

Problems with peers?

Susan Golombok and colleagues’ material — or rather, their interpretation
of the material —is incongruent with many other same-sex parenting
studies. These indicate that children, principally adolescents, experience
relationship problems with other people because of their actual or potential
knowledge of their parents” homosexuality.

In summaries of existing work by pro-gay commentators, the
relationship of the child to the outside world is expressly identified as a
recurrent problem:

“...[children] commonly fear that other children will find out that their mother
is a lesbian... Out of fear of discovery of their mothers’ homosexuality, these
children can become anxious, withdrawn, hypervigilant, or secretive, and
may attempt to control their mothers’ behaviour. Some children, particularly
as they approach their teens, shy away from friends and refuse to bring them
home out of concern that someone will ‘find out’.”*

“This awareness frequently occurs after seven years of age and intensifies
during pubescence and the early teenage years”* —even if it does not
take the extreme form of the girl in the lesbian step-family who became
electively mute so that she would not have to share the family’s ‘secret’
with others.?* Commenting on a comparison of 26 children of lesbians
with 28 of divorced heterosexual mothers, G.A. Javaid observed that
most of the children had reservations about having a homosexual mother
and how:
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“The majority of the children said that they would not tell their peers about
their mother’s lesbianism. Some said they had traded their secret with a best
friend, who they knew would not betray them. Apart from maintaining a
general attitude of secrecy, children volunteered more specific concerns,
including the following: the fear of mother losing custody; choosing to live
with Dad because ‘I couldn’t cope with it’; ‘lost a friend because Mom is
gay’; peers’ name-calling and teasing; a desire to hide all signs of Mum’s
homosexuality; a wish that she wasn’t a lesbian or her lover wasn’t there;
using euphemisms, e.g., calling her lover a room-mate.”?

Shame and embarrassment may result in a retreat into secrecy, where the
children assume the responsibility of hiding the truth about their parents’
sexual preferences from friends, classmates and others.” In Ann
O’Connell’s study of 11 adolescents with lesbian mothers, the “theme of
losing friends or being judged was expressed by each young person with
amoderate to high level of intensity”’. They may be “keeping their mother’s
lesbianism a secret to shield their friends from embarrassment and
discomfort” and, for boys, “...to defend themselves against being thought
of as different.”?” Self-imposed isolation tends to exaggerate the feeling
of difference these children may already experience.? One investigator
reported that nearly 60 per cent of the children of lesbian mothers and
over 20 per cent of the children of 32 gay fathers experienced relationships
problems with other people because of the knowledge of their parents’
homosexuality. This centred on how to present the parental sexual
orientation to others and fears about peer ostracism (although far less
actually experienced any discrimination according to parental reports).*
In another study of 21 children of eight lesbians, the researcher reported
how several boys were “...furious, not, they claimed, at their mother’s
homosexuality, but at her lover.” Others “were embarrassed by the
stereotypical ‘butch-femme’ relationship they thought the two women
had. This seemed to be a thin veil over their bruised self-esteem.”* In
turn, few of the children in 34 lesbian families studied by L. Rafkin, reported
no psychological or social difficulties.?!
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Since almost every child:

“...talks about keeping mom'’s lesbianism a secret, from school friends,
from neighbours, and sometimes from other family members... It was difficult
to discover just how many children carry the burden of social stigma... All
but a few of the children...keep their mother’s sexual preference from
someone, for all or part of their lives, even if they live in places like San
Francisco... Many kids said it was difficult to bring friends home because of
lesbian books and other ‘paraphernalia’...the lack of stable long-term
relationships is difficult for any kid.”*

In Sotirios Sarantakos’ comparative Australian study of the children of
married couples, heterosexual and homosexual cohabitees,*® many living
with homosexual couples were said to avoid involvement in group activities
or out-of-school activities generally, or any kind of talking about home
life. They were also reported to feel uncomfortable with others of a sex
different from the people they lived with, to be distant, careful and overly
polite, and to be considered by teachers to be ‘loners’ or ‘introverts’.
“Experiences in their personal and family life were thought to have
motivated them to avoid working with and relying on others, and to mistrust
other children — in the case of children of lesbians, [this meant] males in
particular.”* They tended to be ridiculed and harassed by other children.
Not only were they described as “ ‘more confused about their gender’
than children of heterosexual couples”, but they also found “...it difficult
to be fully accepted by their peers as boys or girls.” Children going through
such experiences “...suffered significantly in social and emotional terms,
but also in terms of scholastic achievement and have developed negative
attitudes to school and learning. These children found it very difficult to
adjustin school, to trust friends inside and outside the school, and to join
peer groups in general.””* Pro-gay researchers put all of this down to the
“profound impact of a homophobic culture”.* However, children have
their own preferences and children are very conservative. As mentioned
by Ivan Massow, prominent gay businessman:
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“Many parents I talked to expressed concerns as their child went through a
phase of noticing, usually in the company of their schoolfriends, that they
were missing something that everyone else had... One very good friend of
mine, probably the best mother I know, found this problem very difficult to
deal with because kids aren’t PC. They just want to know which one is their
dad.”¥

More likely to be gay?

While Susan Golombok and colleagues claim that no significant differences
were found between young adults from lesbian and heterosexual mother
households in the proportions who had experienced sexual attraction to
someone of the same gender, the actual figures are nine out of 25 and
four out of 21 respectively. Young adults raised by lesbians were
significantly more likely to have had a sexual relationship with someone
of the same gender. No children of heterosexual mothers had experienced
a gay or lesbian relationship, but six children of lesbians (one male and 5
females), became involved in one or more sexual relationships with a
partner of the same gender and two women from lesbian backgrounds
were currently in lesbian relationships and identified themselves as lesbian.
Four out of seven sons, and 10 of 15 daughters of lesbians were significantly
more likely to report having considered the possibility of a lesbian or gay
relationship, compared to only two of 10 sons and one of eight daughters
of heterosexual controls. The researchers observe that:

“It cannot be ruled out that the outcomes for these young people would
have been the same had they been raised by parents who were genetically
unrelated to them (e.g. adoptive parents). However, the results suggest that
the group difference in same-gender sexual interest is a consequence of the
children’s experiences with lesbian and heterosexual mothers while growing
up, particularly in view of the finding that the childhood family environments
of young adults from lesbian families who reported same-gender sexual
interest were characterised by an openness and acceptance of a lesbian
lifestyle.”*
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When asked what they thought their mothers’ desires were regarding
their sexual preferences, 56 per cent of lesbians’ daughters said they
believed their mother wanted them to be homosexual (compared to none
of the heterosexuals’ daughters), and 25 per cent said that they believed
that their mother wanted them to be heterosexual.* The more accepting
the mother was of homosexuality in her children, the more frequent her
children’s homosexual interest.*’ The children may not necessarily want
to be gay. In Ann O’Connell’s study, nine of the 11 young people
“remembered worrying about becoming gay and most often cited reasons
such as fear of being judged and the intensely felt wish to be ‘normal’...
Fears of becoming homosexual abated for all these young people once
dating began. One young woman reminisced about early dating: “There
was a hint of relief. I thought, good, I like guys!****!

Bearing the limitations of the studies in mind, if there are any differences
between children raised by lesbian mothers versus heterosexual mothers,
then itis in gender identity and sexual behaviour. Stonewall asserts that,
insofar as there are concerns that children will be confused about their
sexual and gender identity, or teased and picked on at school: “There is
no evidence that this is the case and a growing body of research shows
that children in lesbian and gay families are no different from children
growing up in heterosexual households”.** This is simply wrong. Indeed,
pro-gay commentators Judith Stacey and Timothy Biblarz observe how
“[v]irtually all of the published research claims to find no differences in
the sexuality of children reared by lesbigay [sic] parents and those reared
by nongay parents —but none of the studies...attempts to theorize about
such an implausible outcome” —a ‘reticence’ ascribed to the oppressive
impact of heterosexism on gay research.” As it is, from their own scrutiny
of the findings from 21 studies they considered best equipped to address
questions about how parental sexual orientation matters to children’s
development, they conclude that “on some dimensions...related to gender
and sexuality — the sexual orientations of these parents matter somewhat
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more...than the researchers claimed.”** In “denying this probability” they
are capitulating to “heterosexist ideology” which is “apt to prove
counterproductive in the long run.”*

An aside: gender confusion

Gender confusion seems to be rife, with daughters of lesbian mothers
more likely to value and exhibit male sex-typed traits, and sons more
female-valued traits.*® Studies are apt to dismiss significant statistical
differences in sex-typed behaviour between the children of lesbians and
heterosexuals, as ‘normal’ or unremarkable. Philip Belcastro and
colleagues draw attention to the work of B. Hoeffer, who found that
twice as many boys of heterosexual mothers scored sex-type masculine
than boys of lesbian mothers, and 40 per cent of the boys of lesbian
mothers scored sex-type feminine as opposed to no boys of heterosexual
mothers. Omitted from Hoeffer’s published version of the original
dissertation were the statistically significant results that 50 per cent of the
girls of lesbian mothers also scored as sex-type masculine compared to
no girls of heterosexual mothers and that girls of lesbian mothers had
higher scores on male-valued traits than girls of heterosexual mothers
(and conversely for female-valued traits); likewise, the sons of lesbians
had higher scores on female-valued traits than the sons of heterosexual
mothers.*’

Growing-up gay

Surveys of post-adolescent offspring show large proportions with a
homosexual life-style. One study, of 48 offspring of gay parents aged
between 14 and 33, found that about eight per cent of the children were
themselves gay or lesbian.”® Another reported that 33 per cent of boys
and eight per cent of girls of homosexual fathers were themselves
homosexual, although the sample was very small at 19.# Another recent
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study of the sexual orientation of 75 adult sons of gay fathers, gave nine
per cent as gay or bisexual, or a rate “several times higher than that
suggested by the population based surveys”.* Ina 1989 survey of women
once married to practising homosexual men, nearly 12 per cent reported
homosexual behaviour in their older children, and a third mentioned that
their children had problems in relationships with the opposite sex.>!

In a study of 5,182 randomly obtained adults from six US cities, 17
answered questionnaires indicating that they had a homosexual parent.
These 17 disproportionately reported sexual relations with parents,
relatives and other caretakers, as well as gender dissatisfaction, and that
their first sexual experience was homosexual.’* At least six of the 17 (or
35 per cent) became homosexual. As critics of the homosexual movement,
Paul and Kirk Cameron defend the use of this small sample, given that—
elsewhere — “a cursory examination of the children of 14 rather casually
obtained transsexuals/homosexuals is being employed not only as ‘a
classic’ effort, but somehow also as a definitive study... We make no
claims that ours is ‘representative’ of homosexual parenting —but others
have been permitted to make such claims with considerably less data.”>

Itis usual to claim that figures for homosexual outcomes are ‘within
the normal range of variability in the population.” Charlotte J. Patterson
categorically states how “...development of gender identity, of gender
role behaviour, and of sexual preference...was found in every study to fall
within normal bounds...no evidence has been found for significant
disturbances of any kind in the development of sexual identity among
these individuals.”** Susan Golombok and Fiona Tasker observe how
one “...of the most commonly voiced assumptions about lesbian families
is that the children will themselves grow up to be lesbian or gay, an outcome
which is generally considered to be undesirable by those involved in
decision making in courts of law,”> and refer, in refutation back to
Patterson’s article where “8 per cent of young adults raised by lesbian
mothers reported a sexual orientation towards partners of the same sex,
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which is consistent with general population norms.””%

This is not consistent, unless assertions made by Kinsey are believed
—that 10 per cent of the population is homosexual. In reality according to
the largest and most detailed study to date, only 0.3 per cent of British
men have only ever had male sex partners, 3.6 per cent of men have had
same-sex genital contact in their life, 1.4 per cent in the past five years
and 1.1 per cent have had a homosexual partner in the last year. Only 0.1
per cent of women have had exclusively female sexual partners and 1.8
per cent has had a female sexual partner in their lifetime.>” Similarly, an
omnibus survey by the Office of National Statistics found that two per
cent of men had had homosexual intercourse with a man at some time in
their life, but a half of this group had also had intercourse with a woman.*®
An official US study found that 5.5 per cent of Americans had had
homosexual intercourse, but that only 0.6 per cent were exclusively
homosexual.” Figures of between eight to 24 per cent or more (the
percentage grows with age)® are given as homosexual for the children of
homosexuals. These statistics are at least four or five times higher than
for the general population, where men are concerned. It seems reasonable
to conclude that homosexual parents are associated disproportionately
with homosexual children.

It has been said that “it is difficult to conceive of a credible theory of
sexual development that would not expect the children of lesbigay [sic]
parents to display a somewhat higher incidence of homoerotic desire,
behaviour and identity than children of heterosexual parents.”!

Possible causes of same-sex attraction

If it were true that there was any genetic or biological basis or
predisposition for homosexuality, a greater frequency among the children
of homosexuals would be expected. One of the studies referred to above,
involving 75 adult sons of gay fathers, found that there was no association
between a son’s sexual orientation and years with their father, the frequency
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of contact, the acceptance of their fathers’ gay identity, or the quality of
the father/son relationships.®* This might imply that genes are at work.
However, women reared by lesbians are as likely or more likely than
men reared by lesbians to become homosexual although lesbians are far
less prevalent than homosexual men in the general population. This suggests
that a homosexual same-sex parent has a greater influence on sexual
preference than a homosexual opposite-sex parent. This raises matters
of culture, or environmental pressures, as well as genetics in the creation
of sexual identity and sexual preference. There are indications that girls
may worry more than boys about becoming homosexual as the result of
having a lesbian mother. Perhaps boys are more able to distance
themselves in being less identified with their mother and less interested in
relationships.

Itis usually implied that sexual preference is established by early or
mid childhood, and is unchangeable, so that youngsters need help in
‘coming out’ to express a fixed identity over which no one has any control.
Thus as one former MP turned novelist has suggested, a male homosexual
in a “lavender marriage” is “denying his true nature to the rest of the
world”, as well as “making it more difficult for those who want to avoid
such deception.” In turn someone owning early homosexual adventures,
while disclaiming any present homosexual inclinations is implying that “‘gay
love is a teenage folly, readily corrected, akin to acne or binge drinking.”®?
But, disappointing as it may seem to Edwina Currie, over a half of all men
and two thirds of women who report having had a same-gender partner
in their lifetime have only had one and so have never repeated the
experience.*

Identical (monozygotic) twins have the same genes but do not
necessarily share the same orientation and non-identical (fraternal twins)
show higher rates of concordance than ordinary brothers and sisters
(although they have no greater genetic similarity). Individuals may switch
their sexual identities at various points in their lives. This also suggests
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cultural and social influences as well as biological factors.® A large-scale
survey of sexual orientation in US adolescents (34,706), found that only
ahalf of those reporting ahomosexual or bisexual orientation at 12, claimed
the same at 18 (1.6 per cent to 0.8 per cent).® It is often claimed that
‘sexual orientation is fixed at 16°,%” but the Sigma study showed that,
among other things, the average age at first anal intercourse for men was
20.9 years.® Suggesting that many people do not become aware of their
homosexuality until adulthood, one researcher reported how nearly a third
of the men and nearly three-quarters of the women in his study were
unaware of their homosexuality when they married.®

Activists seem to want to turn homosexuality into a commitment and
destiny that locks people into what may only be a passing state in their
emotional and sexual development. Bisexuality “in early adulthood may
represent a transitional phase in which preferences are tested through
experimentation with different lifestyles and relationships.”””* The majority
of those who continue to engage in homosexual activity as adults also
engage in heterosexual activity, being generally promiscuous.
Homosexuality is not distributed in the population either randomly or
uniformly like left-handedness or intelligence.”” The incidence varies widely
between different religious groups and the incidence of sexual relations
with partners of the same sex is far greater in urban compared to rural
areas. This may be owed to fewer sanctions and more suggestions and
opportunities for same-gender sexual interest and behaviour.”” The
processes at work may perhaps be illustrated by a report of a 25 year
old man who “...had his first sexual experience when he was 13 years
old. It was arranged by his lesbian mother with an older gay man.
After...his imagery and interpersonal sexual experience were exclusively
homosexual.””* The majority of lesbians in Golombok and colleagues’
initial study claimed that they had no preference as to whether their children
would be homosexual or heterosexual.” In this way permission to become
homosexual is internalised, ”° just as drug taking is for the children of a
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drug-using parent who asserts that this is their ‘choice.” Indeed children
may feel that they are disappointing a parent or letting them down if they
do not become homosexual:

“At first, I thought my mom would love me more if I was gay. But when we
talked about it, she said she’d love me the same whatever I was... My mom
was telling me the other day that my grandma and grandpa were saying they
were worried about me turning out gay. My mom told them it was going to
be my choice.””

Elsewhere, a bisexual woman recounts how:

“I became the school dyke... I wasn’t interested in boys at all... I kept trying
to proselytize to little girls, saying it’s all right to be gay. People got a bit
annoyed with me over that... I’ve been going out with a boy...and I’ve slept
with a couple of women since then. It’s good fun... I have experimented
sexually, and my parents have created a supportive environment for that...

My Mum was more supportive when I had a girlfriend than when I went out
2 77

with boys”.

Identity may follow behaviour, as with a study of women who reported
no homosexual interests or experiences up to 30, but came to identify
themselves as bisexual, following homosexual acts as part of partner-
swapping.” This tends to be underlined by the way in which homosexual
victimisation frequently leads to the victim becoming homosexual, with
learning through experience an important avenue into sexual preference.
Research on outcomes for sexually abused young males, found that early
homosexual contact with an adult was highly related to homosexual
outcomes. Around a half who reported childhood sexual experience with
an older man, later identified themselves as homosexual or were involved
in homosexual activity.” At one point, Susan Golombok and Fiona Tasker
admit how, from a social learning perspective:
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“...it could be expected that different patterns of reinforcement may be
operating in homosexual than in heterosexual families such that young
people in lesbian and gay families would be less likely to be discouraged
from engaging in non conventional sex-typed behaviour or from embarking
upon lesbian or gay relationships. Whereas contemporary social learning
theorists are less likely than classical social learning theorists to emphasize
the importance of the same-sex parent as a role model, it could be argued
that by virtue of their nontraditional family, the sons and daughters of
lesbian mothers and gay fathers may hold less rigid stereotypes about what
constitutes acceptable male and female behaviour than their peers in
heterosexual families, and may be more open to nonconventional gender-role
behaviour, or to involvement in lesbian and gay relationships themselves.”*

Children in difficulties

Itis especially girl children of lesbian mothers who tend to endorse the
possibility of being either homosexual or heterosexual. Depending upon
their experiences they might turn either way, or change their sexual
orientation. Most young adults with a homosexual or bisexual parent are
reported as going through a period when they question their own sexuality,
even given that awareness of the parent’s same-sex relationships may
give rise to feelings of discomfort and distaste. Adolescent boys may
experience these difficulties in terms of threats to masculinity or self-
esteem.3! Accounts of an anti-male ethos in lesbian environments permeate
the literature:

“A few months after Deana left, my mother started to see another woman,
but that didn’t last...then she got involved with another woman...she’d be
violent toward my mother...my mom went back to University and she started
to get political. Then my mom was dismissed from her job because she was a
lesbian, and after that she started to go on marches and to women’s
groups...there were some women in these groups who objected to men
altogether, and I couldn’t cope with that. There was one woman who was
working on my mom’s case, and she went at me one time because I was male
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—and [ was only twelve or thirteen then... I didn’t really talk about my
mother to anybody.” (Male aged 19)

“...Icouldn’t figure out my own sexuality, because I was having sex with
people of both sexes...my mother was involved in the radical feminist lesbian
movement in Washington, D.C....[and so] | was being exposed to damaging
experiences... | was twelve at the time — would be left with other lesbians
who said horrible things to us. I distinctly remember a woman telling me,
“You are a most despicable thing on earth because you are nothing but a
future man’...for me, this kind of hatred ruined my life.” (Male aged 27)

“As time went on, my mother and Linda were more and more separatist...
When I started fourth grade in our local public school, they notified the
principal and the teachers that they were lesbians... I went back to public
school for junior high. By then, things were very bad at home... I was
discouraged from having male friends, and any female friends were made
aware that I lived in a lesbian household before I could have them over...
experienced separatism as a constant level of anger and negativity...men
were called mutants, straight women were considered disowned sisters who
wasted woman-energy on men, and other lesbians were sometimes accused
of being government spies sent to infiltrate and undermine the community.
Anyone who was not like us was evil...”(Female aged 25)%

Clearly, not only is one of the sexes absent from lesbian homes, but the
children’s understanding of relationships and sexuality is viewed daily from
a homosexual perspective. Hypersexualisation is associated with
homosexuality, both in terms of promiscuity and sexuality as the focus of
identity and self-worth.

What’s wrong with gay children?

Does it matter if the children are “‘more open to nonconventional gender-
role behaviour, or to involvement in lesbian and gay relationships
themselves”?®® What is amiss with steering children towards
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homosexuality? What is wrong with children seeing, or even participating
in, displays of homosexual activities, compared with displays of affection
between married heterosexual parents? At the same time as exponents
of homosexual parenting claim that the high proportion of homosexual
children of homosexual parents reflects population norms, this is also
held as a positive indication of how these youngsters are “better informed
about lesbian and gay lifestyles and know about lesbian and gay
possibilities at an earlier age.”%* Having a lesbian mother

“appeared to widen the adolescent’s view of what constituted acceptable
sexual behaviour to include same-gender sexual relationships... In contrast,
participants from heterosexual single-parent backgrounds did not consider
same-gender sexual relationships a possibility and their repertoires of sexual
relationship options were generally limited to heterosexual relationships.”®

Moreover, greater prevalence of homosexual parenting with its greater
production of homosexual offspring, is welcomed as part of a changing
social climate which will influence the acceptance and growth of same-
gender relationships. This makes it “‘conceivable...that children born at
the present time to heterosexual parents who are accepting of lesbian
and gay relationships will be just as open to same-sex exploration in
adulthood as their counterparts from lesbian families are today.” %
Reports of life satisfaction have long been considered an important
guide to psychological and social well-being. In a major US survey,?’
60.9 per cent of heterosexuals compared to 46.4 per cent of homosexuals
said that they were “extremely” or “very happy” with their life over the
past 12 months. In turn, 11.5 per cent of heterosexuals compared to 20
per cent of homosexuals said that they were “fairly unhappy” or “unhappy
most of the time”. In the same study, 67.5 per cent of the married,
compared to 39.6 per cent of the divorced reported being happy with
their personal lives, and 8.7 per cent of the married and 21.4 per cent of
the divorced reported being unhappy with their personal lives. In turn,
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51.2 per cent of those below the poverty line compared to 59.5 per cent
of the economically advantaged reported being happy with their lives,
while 19.4 per cent of the ‘poor” and 13.1 per cent of the ‘rich’ reported
unhappiness. Homosexuals thus rated their lives less happy than the
married, and about as unhappy as the divorced and the impoverished.

Homosexuals also suffer disproportionately from a range of morbid
conditions compared to heterosexuals, particularly sexually transmitted
diseases, like gonorrhoea, syphilis, hepatitis A and B, anorectal warts
and AIDS (in the latest report, to June 2001, 13,589 cases of HIV infection
in men were due to homosexual intercourse out of a total of 19,725, or
69 per cent, and in the year to June 1997, 871 men died of AIDS).3®
Homosexual practices frequently result in physical injuries, not least to
the rectum.® Homosexuals are also disproportionately involved in alcohol
and substance abuse.”

The effect on future families

As well as the effect of homosexual parenting on children’s sexual
orientation, there are questions about the role of parental behaviour,
attitudes and activities on heterosexual conduct. Itis now well known
that family behaviour tends to be intergenerational. The consequences
for future family formation have been identified as the strongest, and
perhaps the most important, outcomes when it comes to the effect of
family structure on behaviour.”® The children of divorce or single
motherhood are proportionally far more likely to repeat cycles of divorce
and non-marriage than those born to married couples who stay in intact
families. As seen in our National Survey of Sexual Attitudes and Lifestyles,
young women are more likely to become teenage mothers if they had
lived with only one parent as a child.”” The National Survey of Family
Growth (involving 7,969 US women aged 15-44 years), found that
women who spent time with a lone-parent were 111 per cent more likely
to have teenage births, 164 per cent more likely to have premarital births
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and 92 per cent more likely to have failed marriages than daughters who
grew up in two-parent homes.”* In Britain, young women whose parents’
marriages had broken down by the time they were 16 have been found
to be more likely to cohabit in their teens, to have a child by 20, and to
have extra-marital births. These findings were altered little if at all by the
introduction of background controls for childhood hardship, social group
and earlier behaviour.** Almost double the number of young men in the
British Child Development Study who experienced parental divorce
dissolved their own marriage by their early 30s compared to those whose
parents had stayed together (33 per cent against 18 per cent).” The
earlier National Survey of Health and Development, which addressed
the same questions, with a cohort of children born in 1946, also found
that only two factors were directly and independently related to the
probability of marriage breakdown in adulthood — parental divorce and
psychological well-being at age 15.%

Such findings are more or less worldwide. In the Utrecht Study of
Adolescent Development,” children of divorced or other lone-parents
more often gave birth earlier and outside marriage, got married or cohabited
earlier, had more conflict with partners, and got divorced more often.
Similarly, in the New Zealand Christchurch longitudinal sample of children
bornin 1977, 20 per cent of children experienced family break-up in
their first five years if their mother had experienced parental separation
before 16, compared to just over 12 per cent of children whose mothers
were reared in stable two-parent families.”® From the US longitudinal
data of the National Survey of Families and Households, it is estimated
that parental divorce increases the odds of disruption for women within
the first five years of marriage by 70 per cent.” In the Study of Marriage
over the Life Course, the percentage of marriages breaking down between
1980 and 1992 was 11 per cent in the first marriage for those where
neither spouse’s parents divorced.!® When wives experienced parental
divorce, the odds of divorce increased by half and when both spouses
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experienced parental divorce, the odds nearly tripled.

It is likely that parental role models, lack of parental input and
supervision —or a socialisation effect, plus effects on attitudes and values
about relationships!®! — provide explanations. ' The knock-on effect of
parental behaviour on relationships in the following generation may also
reflect a lack of understanding, or confidence in the making, of stable,
intimate ties. Parents who divorce may set an example about the desirability
or necessity of marriage, so that it becomes downgraded or marginalized
for the children. When parents have more favourable or accepting attitudes
to divorce and separation, or less favourable attitudes to marriage, both
may be transmitted to their children and lead to higher rates of both
cohabitation and divorce.'*®

All this seems even more likely to be the case with homosexual parents
and their children. In G.A. Javaid’s New York City study of teenage
children of lesbian mothers, 27 per cent — versus 11 per cent of the children
of divorced heterosexual mothers — had reservations regarding future
marriage and children.!'* Elsewhere, children of homosexual parents are
seen to be less frequently married than their peers, and more rejecting of
marriage and having children.'® If many children of homosexuals either
seem to become single mothers or want to avoid marriage and children,
then a troubled childhood is more likely to result in adults who are less
able or willing to contribute to society. In the Fiona Tasker and Susan
Golombok study, 38 per cent of the lesbians’ daughters compared to 11
per cent of the heterosexuals’ daughters reported having had 10 or more
sexual relationships. In turn, 64 per cent of the lesbian children had ever
cohabited compared to 60 per cent of the heterosexuals — reflecting the
generally high rates of cohabitational experience in present day society.
But whereas all the children of heterosexuals who had ever cohabited
had done so only once, 20 per cent of the lesbians’ children had cohabited
at least twice.'® Facing up to and coping with a child’s marriage can be
difficult for lesbians if a textbook on lesbian parenting is anything to go
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by. It seems that “weddings can bring up a host of charged emotions”,
because:

“For one thing, you can’t legally marry your partner. And given the
patriarchal heritage and practice of marriage as an institution, you might not
want to if you could. Happy as you may be for your child, your feelings
about the institution of marriage may range from resentment to rage. For

some lesbian parents, this may mean not even wanting to attend their child’s
wedding.””
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Where then are the homosexual parents, with parenting not only equivalent
to, but better than, that of heterosexual parents? It seems that D.K. Flaks
and colleagues found that lesbian mothers of 15 children (average age
six) scored significantly higher than heterosexual parents on the Parent
Awareness Skills Survey which measures the sensitivity and effectiveness
with which a parent responds to typical child-care situations.! However,
while it might seem that lesbian mothers had more parenting awareness
than heterosexual parents, it cannot be concluded that lesbian couples
are better at parenting than traditional families. Their opinions regarding
children in general in 18 hypothetical situations do not tell us how they
rear their own children in real life. Anyway, with further analysis, the
difference disappeared, because the fathers in the heterosexual group
were pulling down the average. The lesbian couples proved to be superior
in their ability to identify the critical issues in child-care situations and to
suggest appropriate solutions to the problems they saw. But this highly
motivated sample of volunteers were all female, and women talk more
than men about hypothetical children. Moreover, the responses were to
do with gender differences in verbalising ideas about parenting, rather
than fathers being actually less able to handle child-care problems. Scores
may have little to do with being an effective parent. However, women
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generally may be more skilled than men when it comes to providing
activities that advance young children’s development. This is a matter of
sex (or gender), rather than sexual orientation. It need not mean that two
female parents are necessarily better than one male and one female, not
least because one female will not be related to the child, with all that this
entails and because there is a limit to the effects of positive parental input.
What fathers contribute to child rearing may be different, but not
necessarily inferior, to mothers’ contributions —even if not so substantial
or critical to early development.

Comparison with married couple families

Stage Three of Sotirios Sarantakos’s longitudinal Australian cohabitation
study used subsets of a total of 174 children living in married couple
families, with heterosexual cohabitees and with homosexual cohabitees
(predominantly lesbian) recruited from another project on homosexual
couples.? It focussed primarily on children’s educational and social
outcomes and quality of life. The homosexual (and heterosexual
cohabitees) were recruited by means of ‘snowball’ sampling methods,
where initial ‘cases’ were picked up in the context of other studies, and
the groups expanded through references to friends, colleagues, neighbours
and acquaintances in the same situation. The married sample came from
an original study of families in New South Wales. All children of primary
school age living with homosexual couples were matched to children living
with married and cohabiting, heterosexual couples with the same or similar
attributes (education, occupation, employment status, age of child, etc.).
In this school based investigation, children of married couples were
significantly more likely to do well at school, in academic and social terms,
than those of cohabiting heterosexual and homosexual couples. Marriage
seemed to provide the best environment for development, in being “more
positive, supportive, rich, rewarding, secure and guiding...”.* The children
of the married couples achieved the highest scores in educational
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assessment and the children of the homosexual couples the lowest, this
being most pronounced for language in the areas of verbal and composition
skills. The mathematical ability of children of homosexual couples was
below the average scores for all students as well as under that for the
children of heterosexual cohabitees and married couples. Only in social
studies were the three groups roughly commensurate. Insofar as personal
adjustment was assessed, the sociability scores for the children of
homosexual couples were well below those of the two other groups, with
the children of married couples doing best. Married parents controlled
and directed their children more than parents in the other two groups.
Children of homosexual cohabitees enjoyed the greatest autonomy,
followed by children of cohabiting heterosexual couples.

Many children of heterosexual cohabitees had experienced divorce,
as had those of homosexual cohabitees — the children of whom were all
born in a previous relationship. Again, considering the high break up rate
of cohabitations and the prevalence of cohabitation after divorce or
parental separation, more children in cohabiting households are likely to
have experienced repeated family disruption. By the same token, more
children of married couples were likely to be with their two original parents.
It is reasonable to assume that parental divorce or separation and step-
parenthood may have roles in explaining the difference in educational
development of the children in the three contexts. With the married couples
and, to a lesser extent, cohabiting heterosexual couples, both parents
were likely to be involved with the child’s education. With most homosexual
couples, only the natural parent of the child provided assistance, personal
support and was interested in their school work, as well as carrying
responsibility for the control of the child. Susan Golombok and colleagues
had also noted the tendency for mothers in lesbian households to have
the dominant role in the care of their own children.’ This situation is
paralleled in studies of step-families.® Overall, married couples and, to a
lesser extent, cohabiting heterosexual couples offered more assistance,
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more personal support and had more interest in the school work of their
children than did homosexual couples, even given that the three groups
were matched for the educational status of the parents. Also reflecting
the situation found elsewhere with step-relationships — where the natural
parent tends to have less interest and investment in their child compared
with biological parents in original families’ — it was far more common for
homosexual parents to have no firm expectations concerning the education
and future of their child. There was an obvious trend among the children
of both homosexual and heterosexual cohabitees to leave school and
home as early as possible and set up on their own — another familiar
finding for step-children. Other Australian work, the Children in Families
Study, also reported significantly less support for children or teenagers in
step-families, and their reading ability, self-esteem and self-control was
worse than in other family types.®

The sperm bank of California

A study purporting to provide an opportunity to examine family functioning
among lesbians and heterosexuals which controlled for the effects of
biological relatedness, or ‘ownness’ across families, rated the mental health
and social adjustment of children born using the services of the Sperm
Bank of California.’ By definition, this only compares children without
two biological parents at home. All the children were related biologically
to their mother, and not to any other ‘parent’ if one was present. This
might represent a futuristic departure in the emergence of new ‘family
forms’, or methods of procreation, where women conceive their children
via insemination, while having lovers of either sex. It is reminiscent of
legends about Amazon societies and exemplifies Anthony Giddens’ ‘pure
relationship’. While this study of homosexual parents and their children
involved non-volunteers, there was considerable attrition in the sample.
Of the 195 families with children at least five years old, who were
considered eligible to participate, only 108 (55.4 per cent) were
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successfully contacted. Of these, 80 families (74 per cent) agreed to
participate, mainly lesbians, so that the final sample consisted of 34 lesbian
couple families, 21 lesbian single mothers, 16 heterosexual couple families
and nine single heterosexual mothers —well under half the original sample.
The children averaged seven years and their families were affluent, with
incomes well above the national average. As mentioned earlier, the lesbian
biological mothers had completed more years of education than the
heterosexual mothers, and the same applied to lesbian non-biological
parents, compared to the non-biological fathers.

On average, all the checklists of reports (i.e. from biological mothers,
non-biological ‘parents’, and teachers) agreed that children from all
backgrounds were doing well, and that average scores for the internalising,
externalising and total behaviour problems scales were significantly below
clinical cut-off points. Of the 12 comparisons, seven favoured the children
being raised by heterosexuals.!® Children had more behaviour problems
when biological parents reported more parenting distress and more
dysfunctional parent/child interactions. The best predictor of teachers’
reports of behaviour problems was non-biological parents’ parenting
stress, and the non-biological parents’ reports of dysfunctional parent-
child interactions were significantly associated with children’s behaviour
problems. Non-biological parents’ reports of behaviour problems were
lower for heterosexuals than for lesbians, in that non-biological ‘fathers’
tended to describe children in more favourable terms than did non-
biological ‘mothers’. Among the couples, better relationship adjustment
was associated with fewer behaviour problems among the children and
both biological and non-biological parents who reported more love in
their couple relationships reported children with fewer problems. Again,
and consistent with previous findings elsewhere, biological and non-
biological parents who reported more conflict also reported that their
children had more behaviour problems. As noted, the children were quite
young, and “...caution should be exercised in interpreting these data
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pending replication. Longitudinal studies of representative samples of
lesbian and heterosexual parents and their children, including observational
as well as questionnaire and interview assessments, would be better able
to address questions of change and causal relationships.” In turn, “...the
inclusion of a comparison group of naturally conceived children would
also be beneficial to draw firm conclusions regarding the impact of donor
insemination on family processes and children’s adjustment.”!

Controlling for the effects of divorce

Endeavouring to examine the effects of rearing in a female headed family
without the confound of parental separation or divorce, a third investigation
of Susan Golombok, with colleagues, examined the quality of parent/
child relationships and the socio-emotional development of children raised
in female headed families from the first year of life.'? This involved a
group of lesbian families (in 15 the mother was alone and in 15 others she
lived with her ‘partner’, 10 of whom had been ‘co-mother’ from the
child’s birth), a group of 42 families headed by a single heterosexual
mother and a control group of heterosexual two-parent families — all with
a child between three and nine years. The assumption is that children
reared from infancy without a father would not have been exposed to
parental conflict or disrupted family relationships, or experienced the
emotional distress (and consequent reduction in parental functioning)
common to many lone-mothers. However, the lesbian mothers were, again,
a ‘volunteer sample’. While itis explained how “...the authors have good
access to lesbian families through their longitudinal study of children of
lesbian mothers and almost all of those asked to take part agreed to be
interviewed”, this does not tell us about the criteria for being ‘asked’. '3
The 42 families headed by a single heterosexual mother were similarly
“selected from a pool of 130 volunteers”, obtained through the press.
While 41 two-parent heterosexual families were recruited from maternity
ward records it is, somewhat mysteriously, reported that the “participation
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rate was 62%.” The demand that the lone lesbian and heterosexual parents
were not experiencing hardship, i.e. on state benefits, meant that they
had significantly higher socio-economic status than the two-parent families
—nearly a third of these were in manual occupations, compared to only
three per cent of lesbians. Two-parent families also had more children.

While the samples are hardly comparable, for what it is worth the
mothers in both kinds of father-absent families were said to express greater
warmth and to have higher levels of interaction with their children: lesbians
most of all. The groups did not differ in the level of the mother’s emotional
involvement with the child or the frequency with which mothers disciplined
their children, although disputes between mothers and their children in
father-absent families were more severe than in father-present families
(as seen elsewhere in comparisons of lone- and two-parent family
relationships). Children from father-absent families showed greater
‘security of attachment’ than children whose father lived with them,
although children in father-absent families perceived themselves as less
cognitively and physically competent. (Adverse effects of father-absence
on various aspects of cognitive functioning, intellectual competence and
academic achievement, particularly for boys, have been repeatedly
recorded in the literature.'*) They were no more likely to develop
emotional or behaviour problems than children from father-present homes.
All apparently suggest “...the absence of a father from birth or infancy, in
itself, does not have negative implications for children’s psychological
adjustment.”’> However, these findings run counter to what is known
about the outcomes for children in father-absent families resulting from
divorce (or single motherhood).'®

While the children studied had not been exposed to parental conflict,
separation from a parent with whom they had shared their daily life (and
so amother’s emotional distress), or economic hardship, the researchers
themselves remind us how “...the recruitment of volunteer lesbian and
single heterosexual mothers may have produced biased samples, with
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mothers whose children were experiencing problems possibly being less
likely to take part.”'” It is also recognised how data from general population
samples would be necessary to definitively answer questions relating to
the effects of father absence from birth on children’s development. The
researchers also emphasize how, to assess the importance, or otherwise,
of a second parent and, particularly, a father, it would be necessary to
study children raised by single-heterosexual mothers from birth,
presumably conceived using donated semen from an anonymous donor.
In turn, one-parent lesbian families would have to be compared with
two-parent lesbian families. (Some of these criteria were met by the
Californian sperm bank study.)'® As proper comparisons have to filter
out any stresses that might affect the outcomes, mothers must be
economically secure, with full social support, no disruptions and their
child[ren] reared from birth by lone- mothers or couples who do not
separate and have no conflict.

In reality, all other things are rarely equal or controllable. However,
samples should have controls or be matched, insofar as this is possible,
for factors which may have an independent effect on outcomes —such as
parental age, education, and income. However, family structures will
themselves differ in the risks and opportunities they extend to growing
children. The degree to which children are going to be exposed to, or
affected by, different variables may be the result of family circumstances,
or virtually inseparable from this. Since two women, or two men, cannot
produce a child together, the ‘step-parent’ effect is bound to be prevalent
in lesbian parenting, insofar as the mother has relationships with women
unrelated to the child(ren). Should the child(ren) be conceived within a
marriage or other heterosexual relationship, there are the unavoidable
effects of divorce or separation, where the child(ren) will have spent time
with two parents earlier in life. Otherwise, and unavoidably, the parent is
going to be a single parent, with all that this involves.
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Communities for children?

Considering that there is no research directly available on ‘gay’ adoption,
this can only be illuminated obliquely. Itis likely that some lesbian adoptions
are hidden in the samples of single person adoptions. Even then, it is
usually difficult to access the relative success of single person and couple
adoptions, due to the way in which carers are hand-picked and matched
to particular children. In turn, carers may have continuing support services
in the management of the increasingly difficult children with special needs
who now enter adoption. There may be advantages to placement with a
single woman for particular children. However, even if there were isolated
cases where it was shown that a child benefited from a placement with,
for example, older lesbians, that does not create a principle for public
policy. For severely sexually or physically abused children it would provide
for amore or less guaranteed absence of a male presence in the home,
with which the child may not be able to cope. Some ‘attachment
disordered’ children who develop patterns of ‘divide and rule’ to survive
in their original families or in care may undermine their adoptive parents’
relationships as much as their own placement by manipulating one parent
against the other."

On the whole, married couples, families with prior adoptive experience,
and couples where both spouses are equally committed, have fewer
placement breakdowns.” Having a natural child close in years, and thus
in needs, to the adopted child increases the risk of breakdown, making
childless couples better with sibling groups and so forth. Placement with
a single woman may be especially difficult with boys, who tend to have
more adjustment problems. A study of the adoptions of 73 older, disturbed
children, found that of the six boys placed with single women, five of
these placements disrupted.?!

Adopted children are often ‘harder to rear’ when compared to non-
adopted children, due to genetic vulnerabilities and adverse early
environments, but adoptive parents tend to be more resourceful than
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others. They are well prepared for parenthood and have greater personal
and social resources — having to prove their ability as parents before
undertaking the task. Adopting couples are more likely to have better
familial and marital functioning, to be more adaptable and cohesive
compared to other two-parent families, and to be more integrated with
their families of origin and their in-laws and more likely to have shared
friends.?> Married couples who adopt are less likely to divorce than the
general population of married couples.” Not least, adopted children do
so much better than their comparable peers in institutions, foster homes
and those left with their original parents, because adopters are keen to
rear a child.? Success with late and special needs adoptions lies in the
satisfaction parents get from their relationship with the child, their mutual
identification and the occupation of parenthood itself as a lifelong interest
and vocation. This gives satisfaction in helping a child to develop, through
the successful navigation of the problems of child rearing and the
appreciation of the simple pleasures of life.”

The success of adoption, like that of parenting generally, is related to
support from the wider family and friends. Marriage creates affiliate and
integrative patterns, and a personal social security system, or network of
obligated kin, which is multigenerational. Parents who experience marital
breakdown are less likely to feel supported by relatives compared with
intact families, and their own obligations to in-laws are substantially
weakened after divorce.? Children of divorced families report weaker
relationships with both parents in adulthood; are less likely to perceive
parents as sources of emergency assistance, and report receiving less
help.”

Children with a lone-parent may not only lack the opportunity to live
with another reliable adult of the opposite sex over a long period of time,
but may generally have less and weaker links with kin and family friends.
Much is made, in lone- and lesbian-parenting manuals, of recruiting or
cultivating an ‘extended’ family made up of friends and acquaintances or

108 | Children as trophies?



All else considered? | Chapter 4

past partners. However, as found in longitudinal studies of adoption, few
lone women make permanent partnerships, and friends of singles are not
always inclined to be as positive about adoption as those of couples,
male friends tend to ‘disappear” and male relatives die off.?®

Paedophobia

There is a frequent complaint to the effect that: “The lesbian and gay club
scene does not cater to the needs of lesbian or gay parents and rarely, if
ever, acknowledges their existence, and some are still shocked to discover
that lesbians and gay men do have children.”” It must be borne in mind
that, whatever the interests, inclinations and attributes of particular
individuals, “...most homosexuals do not have and do not want
children[and] the homosexual associates of homosexual parents would
appear to provide less social support to the children of homosexuals than
would be provided by the associates of heterosexual parents who usually
want and have children.”* Most male homosexuals have little interest in
children. The attention and resources these demand are at odds with a
narcissistic existence dedicated to pleasure, sex and style. Jake Arnott,
homosexual writer, speaks for many when he says how “...he fits in well
with his four siblings and their families, without wanting that life for himself.
‘Sure, some gay men want to be fathers but actually a lot of them don’t’.””!
This is underlined by the US city sample of the extent of gay parenting,
where 70 per cent of homosexual men said that they did not want to have
children, compared to 24 per cent of heterosexuals and nearly 50 per
cent of bisexuals (the figures for women are similar).*> Two researchers
and ‘gay fathers’ admit that ““...gay culture is singles oriented with individuals
often having few long-term commitments, few if any financial
responsibilities for others, and heavy emphasis on personal freedom and
autonomy”. They also describe how common it is for gay fathers to
experience
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“...discrimination and rejection from other gays who are not fathers because
of these restrictions to freedom and the lack of understanding if not
devaluation of the place of children in one’s life...liaisons present unusual
strains due to feelings of jealousy toward the children often experienced by
their male partner, and the knowledge that the gay father typically will
maintain strong if not preferential ties and loyalties to his children.”*

Others complain that the lesbian community is not supportive of mothers
and how sons “are often treated as second class people”.* Laura Lott-
Whitehead and Carol T. Tully, remark that: “the most surprising finding of
thel[ir] study” was the way in which women ““did admit to curtailing lesbian
activity because of parenting” given an ‘“‘anti-family, anti-children
slant...within the very communities they had counted on for emotional,
social and political alliance.” Significantly:

“Although the community seemed to think it was cool to adopt,
I received very little concrete support and most groups preferred
not to have a little kid hanging around. Most lesbians were very
unfamiliar with normal childhood behaviour.”

It is also reported in Lott-Whitehead and Tully’s study of lesbian
families how, despite the respondents being ““...well educated white women
with high incomes”, most had moderately to very high stress scores. Itis
smartly concluded that the ““...most obvious hypothesis is that those high
levels are due to societal prejudice/homophobia.” * But most of the
families were lone-parented, and in other research, lone-motherhood and
psychological stress are closely correlated. Even in a study of financially
secure single heterosexual mothers who had raised their children since
birth without a male partner, the more negative outcomes for the children
were associated with the low levels of social support and high level of
stress experienced by the mothers. *” In Lott-Whitehead and Tully’s study,
the lesbian mothers with lower stress levels had good grandparent and
other relative support, underlining how stress is buffeted by supportive
networks. In contrast, lesbian circles were explicitly unsupportive of
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motherhood.*® The problem is obviously more the paedophobia of gay
and lesbian communities than the homophobia of the wider society. In the
UK a ‘gay’ foster carer reports how:

“I think fostering has prevented me having relationships in the past. One
time I was seeing someone and one lad I was looking after got hold of this
man’s phone number and made a sexually abusive phone call to him. It was
awful and had to be looked into and the lad was moved... Some gay men run
a mile when they hear that you are a foster carer. I usually tell people I meet,
in the pub or whatever, but gay men are just not used to having kids around.
Some are very self-orientated, just wanting to be out on the scene and in the
clubs, and they’re just not used to having to put the needs of two little
people first. Also, I don’t get to go out as much and it’s hard to make plans
very far in advance. If I do meet someone, I’ve got to go through all that
stuff about explaining why the children are so demanding and why their
behaviour can be so difficult sometimes, and that’s a lot to expect a partner
to take on board.”*

Instability

We need to consider not only the lack of extended family and community
support for lesbian and homosexual parenting, but the impact of relationship
transitions and step-parenthood. These have a particular relevance to
homosexual parenting, given that a child is invariably going to be unrelated
to one partner, and given the high rates of partnership turnover among
homosexuals. Homosexual relations — certainly in the case of men —are
often transient, and marked by a very high degree of promiscuity. The
most ‘stable’ of ‘gay partnerships’ are ones where there is an arrangement
between the two to have sex with third parties on the side, while maintaining
a permanent living arrangement, so that the “...socio-sexual organisation
of gay men...suggest a structure predominantly comprised of regular
couples who are also having casual sexual partners”.*’ Sexual inclusivity
is intrinsic to gay culture and identity, where ““...non-exclusive relationships

Children as trophies?

111



Chapter 4 | All else considered?

are, for many men, simply more fulfilling than monogamous ones...”.*!
Other work shows that nearly a quarter of male homosexuals had between
10 and 100 partners over five years, compared to just over five per cent
of heterosexuals (who were sexually active).*> The same study showed
that women in general have fewer sexual partners than men, but revealed
that of those who were sexually active, 38 per cent of lesbians and 26
per cent of heterosexual women had more than one partner in the past
five years.* Project SIGMA, the largest UK study into the sexual
behaviour of homosexual and bisexual men, operating from a ‘pro-gay’
standpoint, found that the median length of a regular relationship was 21
months (although this did not mean that it was sexually monogamous).
The majority had casual partners, the median number being seven a year,
but men using ‘cottages’ [public lavatories] averaged 30. Over a quarter
of the sample — in each case — met casual partners through cruising or
cottaging and a half — in each case — in pubs or clubs.** Another study
carried out by homosexual researchers, found that only seven out of 156
men maintained monogamy, and none out of the 95 who had been together
for more than five years.*

This all suggests that children living with homosexuals — particularly
male homosexuals — are more likely to face high prospects of repeated
family disruption, or multiple family transitions and exposure to high stranger
levels in the home, compared to those living with heterosexuals. The
research has long indicated an “...absence of a remarriage benefit. . .[for]
children in stepfamily households™* and the situation is unlikely to be
different for pairings among homosexuals. Many studies show as high or
higher problem rates and adverse outcomes for children in step-father
families as for those of lone-parents. Overall the general well being of
step-children tends to be closer to children of lone-parents than to those
with two original parents. In one prominent US three-wave study,*’
adolescent children in divorced lone-mother families and step-families
formed through remarriage consistently scored less well for behaviour,
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competence and education than comparable children whose parents were
in stable marriages. Over a two-year study period there was a decline in
positive relationships between adolescents and step-fathers, and increases
in withdrawal and antisocial behaviour towards mothers. Data from the
1987-88 National Survey of Families*® shows how children who live in
step-father households are twice as likely to have behaviour problems at
school as children who live with biological mothers and fathers (26 per
cent vs. 11 per cent). The Western Australian Child Health Survey,
involving 2,737 children aged between four and 16, focused on three
primary spheres of influence on children’s development: family, school,
and community. Three risk factors —relating to discipline style, family
type, and the level of discord in the household — were able to predict
more than 80 per cent of children with mental health problems. A child in
a step-family was 2.4 times more likely and a child with one parent 2.5
times more likely to have problems than a child with an intact, original
family. High discord made it 1.7 times more likely. If a child is exposed to
more than one of these risk factors, the likelihood of them having problems
multiplies accordingly.®’

Major longitudinal studies in the UK and US suggest that boys with
step-parents are as or more likely to be involved with crime than boys of
lone-mothers.*® For example: the US National Longitudinal Survey of
Youth shows how boys raised outside of an intact marriage are, on
average, more than twice as likely as other boys to go to jail. The rate
rises three-fold for boys with step-parents, to the same level as that for
boys without parents at all, although the latter tend to come from far
more difficult circumstances.>' Also girls from step-families were more
likely to drop out of school, to leave home early and become teen-parents
than those with lone-mothers.>>

Homelessness

Family structure affects the make-up of the homeless population,
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predominantly through the ‘step-parent effect’. According to the National
Child Development Study, the odds are that a young man from a step-
family or with a lone-father will leave home for negative reasons at a rate
three to six times higher than if he had an intact family.> Most leave their
parental home because of conflict and only a small minority of young
people choose to leave.>* Joan Smith and her colleagues’ in-depth study
of homeless people aged 16 to 25 in 1998,> found that two-thirds had
experienced family breakdown, often combined with the arrival of a step-
parent or mother’s boyfriend(s) and periods in care (nearly a quarter had
spent time in care). Young people reported violence and sexual abuse, as
well as abandonment or physical abuse from a birth parent in reconstituted
households, or neglect from lone-mothers with a series of boyfriends.*®
In such households: “the obligation to support may simply not be there,
whatever the combined earnings of the couple... One of the major causes
of youth homelessness is [now] the...re-marriage or re-partnering of their
own parents.”’ This is further underlined by a recent Children’s Society
report on runaways from home and care. Under 16s were three times
more likely to run away from step-families, and twice as likely to run
away from a lone-parent, than were children living with both birth parents.*®
Itis obviously wrong “to assume that reconstituted households continue
to have the same commitment to long-term support of young people” as
those with the original parents together.® At the very least, “the family
script alters and young people feel excluded”, with obligations in
reconstituted households downgraded.® Effects of ‘re-partnering’ persist
well into adulthood, since young adult offspring receive less assistance
from step-families than from continuously intact families.®! Not least, going
back to the parent’s home is not an option for those who find themselves
with housing problems.*

The formation of a step-family is associated with greater stress in nearly
all family subsystems, whether between parent and step-parent, step-
parent and step-child, or between step-siblings.®* Accounts abound of

114 | Childrenastrophies?



All else considered? | Chapter 4

relatively loveless, unsatisfying and ambivalent step-relationships; lacking
in warmth and support compared to biological relationships®* and
becoming more, not less, negative over time. Step-families tend to be
less cohesive than intact families, parental investment is more likely to be
withheld, and those involved see their relationships as less dependable in
terms of material and emotional support than genetic parent/child
relationships.® As underlined by White’s study of the long-term effects
on family solidarity in lone-parent and step-parent families, even more
“...pervasive than reports of conflict...are reports of disengagement. Nearly
every observer describes step-parents’ [typical] parenting style as
disengaged.” In turn “...perhaps one-fourth to one-third of adolescent
step-children disengage themselves emotionally and physically from their
step-family”.%

Itis unlikely thathomosexual ‘co-parents’ are going to cope any better
with the difficulties or drawbacks of step-parenting, although such
arrangements are inherently more likely for children with homosexuals
compared to heterosexuals. All societies are pessimistic about childrearing
by non-relatives. Parental love is an onerous commitment and it cannot
be fully engaged just by pairing up with someone who already has
dependent children. The problem is that “the ‘ambiguity’ of the step-
parent’s situation does not reside in society’s failure to define his role, but
in genuine conflicts of interest within the step-family.”*”

Family process not family structure?

Studies of homosexual parenting, in supposedly showing how fine the
children turn out, are also held to demonstrate how: “children’s well being
is more a functioning of parenting and relationship processes within the
family (i.e. family interactions and processes) than it is a function of
household composition or demographic factors”.®® This move is typically
used to deny the evidence now available that the married, two-parent
family provides the most successful child rearing environment, and
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therefore, that lone-parenting, unwed motherhood, step-parenting, divorce
and casual, revolving associations have little or no disadvantages for
children. With sexual orientation now added to the list, so it

“...might be argued that certain kinds of family interactions, processes, and
relationships are beneficial for children’s development, but that parents need
not be heterosexual to provide them. In other words, variables related to
family processes (e.g., qualities of relationships) may be more important
predictors of child adjustment than are variables related to family structure
(e.g., sexual orientation, number of parents in the home).”®

Thus while the significance “of sensitive parenting in creating secure
relationships” was noted by one study, it then claimed that this “‘does not
stipulate the necessity of any particular family constellation or structure.””

However, while family structure on its own is not a predictor of child
development, it is often a proxy for those factors that directly affect
children’s well-being. Process and structure are two closely interrelated
aspects of family life, and family structure influences child development
through its impact on family processes. These might be the characteristics
of the relations that accompany marital dissolution or intermittent
cohabitation (for example, decreased attention, affection and
communication), as well as the ‘task overload’ of lone-parents. Those
who speak of ‘processes’ almost suggest that the making and breaking
of significant relationships are irrelevant, as long as someone is making up
any shortfall in some requisite input. As seen above, differences in family
processes associated with parental separation and step-parenting are
critical for the child’s social and emotional development. To take one
example itis easy to claim that once the quality of relationships with parents
and their willingness to supervise their children are taken into account,
the influence of family structure on delinquency disappears. However,
two concerned adults are, on average, more likely to provide adequate
supervision than one. A lone-parent may be less capable of providing
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supervision, and if poor supervision is linked to delinquency, there is an
unavoidable link between disrupted families and criminality.”' The
continuance, let alone quality, of a child’s relationship with a natural parent
is affected by whether they are divorced or if the child ever knew one
parent from the beginning. An intact marriage therefore strongly affects
the probability that a child will have a good relationship with a father.
Fathers who live in separate households often have a low level of
involvement with their children, become less altruistic towards, or less
closely identified with them over time, less aware of their needs, and less
willing to share their income with them.

Much available research on the links between family structure, process
and child outcomes has a bearing on lesbian and ‘gay’ parenting — as
already seen in relation to some of the available research relating to step-
parenting and intergenerational family patterns. The 1,400 older boys
and young men in the Tomorrow’s Men project give us some idea of the
particular relevance of fathers.”” A Can-do attitude amongst boys —
involving a positive attitude to life, combining confidence, optimism and
self-motivation - is linked to school ethos, as well as with a positive
parenting style (which is empathic and emotionally supportive), high family
togetherness and highly involved fathering. While Low Can-do girls are
significantly less able to turn to their mothers as confidantes and supporters,
boys who are not doing so well tend to receive low level fathering.
Significant associations exist between the degree to which a boy has an
involved father (in the sense of spending time with a son, talking about
worries and showing interest in schoolwork) and positive behaviour and
personal outcomes. Can-do boys commonly report Highly Involved Men
(HIM) in their lives, so that 91 per cent with HIM are Can-do boys. But
72 per cent of those with Dad Deficit (DD) are Low Can-do boys.
Compared with boys with DD, those with high level fathering are more
likely to care about social and community issues, to have strong ideas of
right and wrong, and to consider or imagine themselves as a father one
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day. Young men with HIM are also more optimistic than boys with DD
about their own life opportunities and the prospects of achieving their
goals. Only a quarter of those boys with Highly Involved Men in their
lives have one or more problems (of depression, being in trouble with the
police and being anti-school), compared with two thirds of those with a
Dad Deficit where more than one in 10 have all three.

Similar associations between positive paternal engagement and
outcomes in children aged five to 18 in two-parent families, emerged
from the US National Survey of Families and Households.” For both
boys and girls, high positive paternal engagement is highly associated
with lower levels of behaviour and psychiatric troubles, and better
sociability. In boys, it also predicted fewer school behaviour problems.
(These results took account of positive maternal engagement, race and
socio-economic variables, like parental income, status and education).

The Katz study showed that among boys who say that they have a
bad relationship with their fathers, those admitting to having offended are
double those of young people who claimed to have had a good relationship.
To be sure, for that minority who have experienced parental separation
“communication and contact, reassurance and stability will have an influence
in limiting the likelihood of long term difficulties.” However, much
“communication and contact, reassurance and stability”” stems from having
an intact family in the first place.”
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