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Begin forwarded message:

From: Leonard Goenaga <LeonardOoh@live.com>
Subject: Taken and Shaken
Date: April 2, 2012 9:41:46 AM EDT
To: David Hook <dhhook@ncsu.edu>

Greetings Friend,

Thank you for the well mannered tone and evidenced interest. I'm glad you were able to find my information online and able to do a preliminary 
survey. I make such information available for that very reason (www.goenaga.me acts as somewhat of a portal for all that info). I also googled you, 
and found out you are with Honest NC, as well as a Ph.D. candidate at NCSU studying physics. Have you completed your doctoral studies, or are 
you still in the midst of it? I will be working on my Doctorate starting in January.

I am also not surprised by your surprise. The opposition, and by this I mean those on the other side of our campaign, tend to propagate such 
imagery. Simply put, they like to scape-goat us. Some wish to portray defenders of marriage as akin to white robes and hoods. To them, we are 
nothing more then bigots and homophobes. Or, to put it more accurately, we must be no more then bigots and homophobes. Honest NC itself has 
been guilty of calling us 'bigots' as I noted on their blog, and it makes terribly difficult having discussion when the well is poisoned with the charge of 
bigotry. However, I digress.

Thank you for your compliments. I could extend them a bit further regarding breaking the stereotypes. I'm also a 'minority', given I am Cuban and my 
wife is Puerto Rican (thus my weird last name, 'Goenaga'; not many of those floating around). I'm also originally from Miami, which itself is a 
hallmark of diversity. I have had a thorough and secular undergraduate education where I received an A.A. in Business two separate B.A. degrees in 
Political Science and Religious Studies. I studied under a liberal gay catholic constitutional law and religion in film professor, a lesbian buddhism 
professor, a handicap muslim feminist Islamic professor, a liberal protestant theology professor, a bleeding red communist international policy 
professor, a blue dog democrat Southern politics professor, a leftist German european pro-EU con law professor, and even a stoned Zen buddhist 
foreign relations professor (among many others). I've even gone for wine, pasta, and debate with the mentioned Catholic at South Beach. All of my 
gay friends in Miami also speak and think highly of me (minus the given disagreement on this issue). In short, a charge of bigotry, lack of 
understanding, or homophobia is like water on a ducks back.

It would further surprise you if you saw the makeup of our campaign office personnel. Minus one, all of the paid staff and interns are in their 20s. 
One is even a Texan married to a Mexican (yes, an 'inter-racial' marriage). All are educated and have B.A.s, and most either have or are working on 
graduate work. Several are also pursuing and working on post-graduate studies. Most, if not all, consider themselves libertarian-friendly, and some 
will likely vote for Ron Paul come the primaries. We are all big on the 10th Amendment and small government, and our libertarian leanings are 
actually one of the main issues we have sought to serve the central institution of marriage. They all live, work, and study here in NC, and have left 
full-time jobs and taken pay decreases to work 10+ hours a day on this campaign.

But enough of that. I shared it thinking I might as well further your surprise. You have asked a fair question: "Why, then, are you dead-set on seeing 
this Amendment passed?" However, you have also made some unfair assumptions. We would agree with your point that we can't see them as 
anything other than fellow human beings deserving of the right to pursue happiness, love, and privacy. God's likeness and image is present in all 
human beings, thus ensuring true equality of worth and value. I don't campaign for marriage because the thought of two guys is 'abhorrent'. Although 
the opposition would have you think difference, we are not fighting for separate water-fountains labeled "gays" and "straights". This is not about 
gays. This is about marriage.



You also offered an unfair stipulation. To ask the Christian not to refer to his transcendental source of objective truth is the ask the physicist to 
explain the universe without laws, or to ask the mathematician to explain mathematics without numbers. In order to argue why something ought to 
be a certain way, we'd need an objective standard in which to derive authoritative and binding principles.

But I understand what you are asking for. You don't want a 'But the Bible says...' argument. Whenever I argue for Marriage, it comes from a plethora 
of perspectives and points. The theological framework establishes the objective reference point, but the arguments in favor of marriage are vast. I'll 
give you the framework in which I must operate theologically as a Christian, and with that then provide the non-scriptural arguments. I'll then 
conclude with a rebuttal of the opposition's claims. This will likely be a treatment greater then you expected, however it aids me to rehearse my 
personal motives for protecting marriage. I wish we could also have a back and forth exchange, however what you said regarding my busy schedule 
is true (I work three additional jobs in addition to full-time campaigning). Perhaps we could one day invite you and your friends for coffee or cuban 
food. For now, I'm hoping to provide this sizable response as a brief but full treatment on the matter:

I. PROBATIO
(A) PROBATIO 1: THE STATE OUGHT NOT BE NEUTRAL ON THE NATURE OF MARRIAGE ON SCRIPTURAL GROUNDS

(1) On Scripture & Marriage

As I had mentioned, I cannot escape the authoritative worldview in which I must operate. Of course, God is the designer and architect 
of marriage. It is the first institution He creates. It precedes all governments, cities, nations, churches, religions, economies, etc. He 
calls Adam and Eve to be fruitful and multiply and to fill/subdue the earth. He provides a pattern in the perfection of the garden for 
marriage: "Therefore a man shall leave his father and his mother and hold fast to his wife, and they shall become one flesh," (Gn 
2:24). The pattern is further established by the reference following in Gn. 2:25, where it states "the man and his wife". She is not 
simply referred to as woman, but as his wife. She is taken from his side, not his feet or his head. The zenith of diversity is here 
evident. The two great halves of humanity. One and one.

Jesus recalls this pattern as an authoritative standard in Matthew 19:3-6, where he quotes from Genesis, affirming marriage as "the 
two shall become one flesh." God is also mentioned in the joining together. Regardless of a civilization's alterations or additions, or 
the descriptive vs. prescriptive distinctions in the Old Testament, an objective standard of marriage is provided for the person who 
subscribes to Scripture as authoritative revelation.

(2) On Scripture & Government

I'm sure you've heard the above before. I share it only because it is the worldview in which I must operate. It is how I get an objective 
definition of marriage that stands above any contractual, civil, or societal agreement. With that, I can now answer your question more 
directly in the fashion desired. I will work from my objective foundation towards your requested arguments. Regardless of whether 
you subscribe to the points (A)(1) and (A)(2), you will be able to see the non-scriptural arguments with the understanding of how I 
work towards them given transcendental convictions. 

Paul provides us in Romans 13:1-7 the most basic and authoritative framework for the foundation and function of government. 1 
Peter 2:13-14 affirms theses issues of common good and retribution. In Romans 13, Paul notes divinely sanctioned authority, but 
most important to our discussion he mentions three essential roles of government: (1) to restrain evil, (2) to bring good to society, and 
(3) to bring order to society. Regulating and protecting marriage fulfills all three functions. 

1. It restrains evil by promoting sexual faithfulness between man and woman, by establishing a legally binding commitment for 
parents to care for their children, by establishing a legally binding commitment for spouses to be financially responsible for 
and to care for one another, and to protect women from being exploited by men.

2. It brings good to society by promoting the single institution most responsible for social stability. Promoting marriage promotes 
economic well-being. It provides educational and economic benefits for children. It transmits moral and cultural values 
generationally. It is a stable social unit for interactions within society.

3. It brings order to society by providing a public record that allows societies to honor and protect individual marriages, and also 
know who is responsible for the care, protection, and training of children and spouses.

As such, my call as a Christian for neighborly love convicts me to promote and protect an institution that bestows such wellness upon 
a society. My objective framework of government as outlined in Romans 13 also justifies the protection of marriage on the grounds it 
clearly fulfill's the three-pronged responsibilities of a good government. 

(B) PROBATIO 2: THE STATE OUGHT NOT BE NEUTRAL ON THE NATURE OF MARRIAGE ON RATIONAL AND EXPERIENTIAL GROUNDS

The theological and scriptural convictions have thus evidenced why, as a Christian, I have good objective reason to protect and 
preserve an institution via government. However, you would likely not work from that objective worldview, given you may possibly not 
subscribe to its sources of authority. However, we both can work from the next propositions, given their argumentative sources. For 
me, they simply supplement and further justify my initial conviction. 

There are several rational and existential reasons that the state ought not be neutral on the nature of marriage. I'll simply note three.

(1) Governments Should Define and Establish Marriage Because No Other Institution Can Do That For an Entire Society

Voluntary societies cannot perform this functions for they do not include all people in society. Were no definition of marriage available 
and given to a society, chaos would ensue. There would exist not only no standard of what constitutes a marriage, but the result 
would be children born in relationships where no legal obligation to be cared for is established. I'm sure we'd agree then that there 



must be some standard of definition. The disagreement comes not regarding whether government should, but how.

(2) Government Should Encourage and Reward Marriage Between One Man and One Woman Because it Gives Benefits that No 
Other Relationship or Institution Can Give 

Marriage is the basic building block of a healthy society. Marriage is the fountain in which citizens are created, and it is also the 
institution in which the best most efficient citizens are made. As such, the government has a direct interest in ensuring the health and 
promotion of an institution so vital to a government and society's existence. This is one of the main reasons government provides 
incentives for people to marry to begin with. No other relationship provides the natural benefits of a marriage. Thus why the 
government does not incentivize other personnel relationships such as friendship or dating. The bulk of social sciences studies show:

Marriage provides a better environment for having babies than any other relationship or institution.
Married couples raise and nurture children far better than any other human relationship or institution.

Children who live with two married biological parents have significantly higher education achievement
... enjoy a better economic standard in their adult lives
...are less likely to end up in poverty
...are in better physical and emotional health
...are less likely to commit crimes and engage in drug abuse
...are less likely to commit suicide
...are less likely to experience physical abuse and more likely to live in homes that provide support, protection, and 
stability
...are more likely to establish stable families

Marriage provides a higher economic standard and diminished rates of poverty for men and women
Marriage provides the best protection for women against domestic violence and abandonment
Marriage provides greater protection against STDs

No other human relationship, institution, or government program gets anywhere near these benefits. It is a well established social 
scientific fact that children and individuals do best within first-time monogamous marriages. First time marriages even report greater 
rates of sexual satisfaction! 

The #1 indicator for social illness is the lack of a present biological father. No other mix emulates the delicate relationship between a 
biological parents and child (single parent homes, cohabiting homes, step parents, etc). Thus, the government has an interest to 
provide an incentive for people to enter such an institution on the basis of the common good.

(3) Governments Should Encourage and Reward Marriage Because Law has a Pedagogical Effect

What of providing the same benefits to other arrangements? If that is done, then the benefits and incentives bestowed upon marriage 
are no longer special benefits. At first, this may seem meaningless, however that is furthest from the point. Upon bestowing the 
special benefits and incentives the government offers for marriage to other arrangements, marriage is no longer encouraged by the 
government more than other relationships. There now exist no real special government-based incentive to encourage men and 
women to marry, and as noted and based upon social scientific fact, no human relational arrangement emulates the benefits of first-
time marriage. 

If the same benefits are given to other arrangements, society is encouraging harmful consequences to children and men and women 
opposite to those unique benefits stemming from marriage. 

(C) PROBATION 3: THE STATE OUGHT NOT BE NEUTRAL ON THE NATURE OF MARRIAGE ON LEGAL GROUNDS

(1) The Legal History of the US Has Repeatedly Held that the State has a Legitimate Interest in Defining and Protecting Marriage

With the arguments made from reason and experience for government encouraging marriage, we find this to be the actual long-held 
experience and aim of the US. The Federal marriage definition in 1 U.S.C. 7, 2005 is not a novel concept in U.S. legal history. 
Blackstone, who was one of the top 5 most quoted sources by the founding fathers in their political writings (the Apostle Paul was 
1st), formed much of our legal foundation. Black's Law Dictionary defines marriage as "the legal union of one man and one woman as 
husband and wife," (pg 876, 5th ed 1979). The difference here and the Marriage Amendment is the term 'domestic', which is hardly 
confusing. 

The nation has operated with this definition for some time. As Aristotle said regarding the first duty of wise legislators being the 
definition and regulation of marriages, "Since the legislator should begin considering how the frames of the children whom he is 
rearing may be as good as possible, his first care will be about marriage--at what age should his citizens marry, and who are fit to 
marry?"

The Founding Fathers and the Colonies did this very thing. This is why the second law passed by the North Carolinian Colonial 
Legislature was that defining marriage. 

(2) The Appeals Courts in the US Have Repeatedly Held that the State has a Legitimate Interest in Protecting Marriage Between One 
Man and One Woman

Various courts have consistently upheld the role of the state in protecting 1m1w marriage. The Indiana Court of Appeals in 2005, 
Morrison v. Sadler, 821 N.E.2D 15, 30-31 concluded:



“The State of Indiana has a legitimate interest in encouraging opposite same-sex couples to enter and remain in, as far as 
possible, the relatively stable institution of marriage for the sake of children who are frequently the natural result of sexual 
relations between a man and a woman. One commentator has put it succinctly as follows: ‘The public legal union of a man 
and a woman is designed … to protect the children that their sexual union (and that type of sexual union alone) regularly 
produces.”

The Arizona Court of Appeals in 2003, Standhardt v. Superior Court, 77 P.3D.451, 462-63 concluded:

“Indisputably, the only sexual relationship capable of producing children is one between a man and a woman. The State could 
reasonably decide that by encouraging opposite-sex couples to marry, thereby assuming legal and financial obligations, the 
children born from such relationships will have better opportunities to be nurtured and raised by two parents within long-term, 
committed relationships, which society has traditionally viewed as advantageous for children. Because same-sex couples 
cannot by themselves procreate, the State could also reasonably decide that sanctioning same-sex marriages would do little 
to advance the State’s interest in ensuring responsible procreation within committed, long-term relationships.”

Other courts to reach similar conclusions: New Jersey Court of Appeals in Lewis v. Harris (2005), two New York appellate court 
decisions: Hernandez v. Robles (2005) and Samuels v. New York Department of Health (2006)

(3) There Exists Legal Precedence Within the Supreme Court that there is No Right to Polygamous Marriages in the U.S. 
Constitution

In the Supreme Court's 1885 decision Murphy v. Ramsey, 116 US15, the court concluded:

“the idea of the family, as consisting in and springing from the union for life of one man and one woman” is “the sure 
foundation of all that is stable and noble in our civilization.” (Murphy v. Ramsey, 114 US 45 (1885)

The Supreme Court echoed the earlier sentiments regarding the institutional value of promoting marriage, and concluded polygamist 
who were petitioning the court had no right to define the definition of marriage (not even on the grounds of their stated religious 
liberty). There existed no constitutional right to redefine marriage. Nor was there a constitutional guarantee for polygamy. Rather, the 
court determined that the laws and the government had a strong interest in encouraging and protecting one man one woman 
marriages.

(4) There Exists a National Standard for Marriage Within the Actions of Congress and the Statehood of Utah

For the court to have allowed a 'right' for marriage between one man and multiple wives would have been to redefine marriage up 
until that point as understand in marriage laws all across the states. For the Court to have determined such a 'right' would mean a 
changing of the definition of marriage for all of society.

This Supreme Court case echoed a longstanding national standard for Marriage. Congress didn't allow Utah to become a state until 
1896 on the basis of its definition of marriage. Congress required Utah to a ban on polygamy in its state constitution in order to enter 
into the Union.

As a condition of statehood, Congress imposed a national standard of marriage excluding polygamy.  

(5) There Exists no "Gay Marriage" Right in the Constitution

Mass, Conn, and Iowa Supreme Courts had to resort to 'finding' a right in their state constitutions. The problem: their constitutions 
contained no mention of gay marriage whatsoever (for these cases see Goodridge et al. v. Department of Public Health, Kerrigan v. 
State of Connecticut, and Varnum v. Brien). The government that was made For the People erred in one fundamental capacity: the 
essential separation of powers clause was defied by judicial activism. Furthermore, this activism went against the will of the people. 
The judiciary exists to interpret the law, not fabricate it. It is bound in its separation power by this interpretative function. It is checked 
by the law-making power of the legislature, which exists and is so tied to correctly represent the will of the people. To deny such a 
principle is to deny the most foundational principle of our Constitutional Republic (thus why the very U.S. Constitution begins with 
articles separating and balancing powers).

As respected Judge Richard Posner of the US Court of Appeals for the 7th Circuit so accurately puts it:

“Nothing in the Constitution or its history suggests a constitutional right to homosexual marriage. If there is such a right, it will 
have to be manufactured by the justices out of whole cloth. The exercise of so freewheeling a judicial discretion in the face of 
adamantly opposed public opinion would be seriously undemocratic. It would be a matter of us judges, us enlightened ones, 
forcing our sophisticated views on a deeply unwilling population.”

II. REFUTATIO

(A) REFUTATIO 1: THE STATE OUGHT NOT BE NEUTRAL ON THE NATURE OF MARRIAGE ON THE GROUNDS OF THE VIOLATION OF 
FUNDAMENTAL RIGHTS

It was the 1967 Supreme Court case Loving v. Virginia that ruled state laws against interracial intermarriage to be unconstitutional on the 
grounds of the 14th Amendment's equal-protection clause. As Chief Justice Earl Warren stated, "Marriage is one of the basic civil rights of 
man." The resulting conclusion by gay activists is that Loving v. Virginia applies to gay marriage. However, that's an incorrect leap.



Laws defined marriage between a man and a women. It is clear to see how bans against interracial marriages would fault the 14th 
amendment in this case. However, what was not in question was the definition of marriage. Rather, it was the ground of one man one woman 
marriage that was instrumental to a claimed denial of the equal-protection clause. 

Nor does current law prohibit gay individuals from marrying just as everyone else. Were they to chose to, they could participate in the marital 
institution just like the black or white man. However, what they cannot do is redefine marriage. The Loving v. Virginia case didn't conclude 
that individuals had a right to redefine marriage, but that individuals had a right to marriage. Gays seek the right to redefine the institution, 
and thus the constitutional precedence holds no water. 

Marriage is extended equally to all persons. The advocate of polygamy can get married. The white man can get married. The gay man can 
get married. What they cannot do is redefine the 1m1w institution.

The claim for a right to polygamy, or a right to same sex marriage, is a new right. Such a right is denied to everyone equally. For it to be 
discrimination, it must be denied selectively (such as with the civil rights movement). There exists no right to redefine marriage according to 
one's desires or one's preferences. This is already legally made evident in the fore-mentioned Supreme Court and Congress' treatment of 
polygamy in Utah. Marriage is, and has been, between one man and one woman. 

(B) REFUTATIO 2: THE STATE OUGHT TO BE NEUTRAL ON THE NATURE OF MARRIAGE ON THE GROUNDS OF THE SEPARATION OF 
CHURCH AND STATE

It has already been demonstrated governments have a keen and secular interest in the definition and protection of marriage, regardless of 
the reality that marriage has a divinely sanctioned origin.

It is also silly to somehow determine that because Christians believe in scriptural arguments for the origin of marriage in addition to the non-
scriptural ones, they are somehow excluded from the public domain of discussion. The Church has been at the forefront of all major moral 
campaigns: slavery, woman's suffrage, civil rights, literacy, handicaps, poverty, and marriage among others. 

(C) REFUTATIO 3: THE STATE OUGHT TO BE NEUTRAL ON THE BASIS OF CRITIQUES BROUGHT ABOUT BY THE COALITION TO 
PROTECT NC FAMILIES

(1) Protect NC argues there is no need, given marriage is already defined in the statutes. 

However, this is sadly untrue. Although marriage is protected in current statutes, the threat is abundantly clear. Just last December, a 
case was filed in Guilford county challenging the states role to protect the definition of marriage as 1m1w. NC Civitas performed a poll 
that showed 60% of those asked were more likely to support the marriage amendment when told of the Guilford case. 20% of those 
were former opponents. 

This is the usual tactic employed by gay activists, and in the 8 states which recognize ssm or civil unions, several of them were 
brought about by this type of litigation strategy. President Obama's desire not to enforce standing DOMA statutes also emphasizes 
the need to protect marriage at the state level, a la the 10th amendment.

(2) Protect NC argues it is bad for the state's economy, as evident in complaints by Bank of America. 

This is a ridiculous argument that is near hear-say. NC is one of the strongest economic states in the US, and it already has marriage 
defined and protected it the statutes. This has not prevented NC from economic prosperity all these years. There is no reason to see 
why protecting current law would bring about such destructive change. Furthermore, a 2011 report by the American Legislative 
Exchange Council ranked states by economic performance between 1999 and 2009 and by economic outlook. 8/10 top economically 
performing states have marriage amendments. None have legalized same sex marriage, civil unions, or domestic partnerships. 9/10 
states forecasted to have the poorest economic growth have legalized same sex marriage, civil unions, and/or domestic partnerships.

(3) Protect NC argues that it could possibly disturb domestic violence laws, as based upon the conjecture of Eichner and other law 
professors. 

Again, this is conjecture, dependent on emphasizing the could. Even then, it flies in the face of broader precedent. 
First, cases they use to make you think the Amendment obliterates domestic violence law are Ohio appellate cases later 
overturned by Ohio Supreme Court, which found domestic violence statutes consistent with the state’s marriage amendment. 
The Kansas supreme court had a similar outcome.
Second, 30 states have voted to protect marriage. In all 30, domestic violence laws continue to be enforced.
Third, this flies in the face of the current NC Domestic Violence statute. If one were to read the statute, they would find 
multiple qualifications for DV protection. One makes the Protect NC critique irrelevant, which is that individuals are provided 
DV protections for simply living within the same household, regardless of romantic involvement.
Fourth, it is a social scientific fact that Domestic Violence occurs least within first-time monogamous marriages.  One of the 
reasons we'd want to protect and preserve marriage as is, is because of the great social utility mentioned earlier. The DV 
rates within marital homes are incredibly lower than all other personal romantic relationships. This is a social scientific fact that 
I know exists in reality, and which would motivate me to encourage and protect an institution that produces such a social 
good. The opposition, on the other hand, would have you rely on the conjecture of liberal law professors. I'll side with social 
scientific fact. 

 
(4) Protect NC argues that it would write discrimination into the highest legal document, and that such a document exists to protect 



rights, not prevent them. 

This argument already presupposes there exists a right to redefine marriage, which the earlier mentioned Utah episodes refute. 
There surely exists a right to 1m1w marriage, and it is currently available to all. There exists no separate gay and straight water 
fountains or schools. This is not a case of discrimination. In addition to protecting rights, constitutional documents exist to protect the 
separation and balance of powers. This is the primary motive behind the Marriage Protection amendment. The first few articles of the 
US constitution exist for this very purpose: separating and balancing powers. Adding the amendment would prevent an activist judge 
from breaching the separation of powers by redefining marriage. It would prevent him from adopting a legislative function. Were 
society to change on the matter, they themselves can make the change.

(5) Protect NC argues that it will disturb the legal bonds between private individuals. 

The second line of the amendment makes clear that legal contracts and private agreements are undisturbed. Furthermore, there is a 
continuation of medical powers of attorney, wills, and trusts. Under G.S. 32A-18, “any competent person who is not engaged in 
providing health care to the principal for renumeration, and who is 18 years of age or older, may act as a health care agent.”

(6) Protect NC argues it will harm children in regards to custody and visitation. 

The Marriage Protection amendment does nothing to determine visitation rights and custody of unmarried parents. Such visitation 
and custody is dependent on how the behavior of unmarried parents affect the child. Furthermore, custody orders are based upon the 
parent/child status of those involved, not domestic/romantic relationships. 

III. CONCLUSION
(A) SUMMATION & CLOSE

In the words of James Wilson, a member of the Continental Congress and later a Supreme Court Justice, 
"To the institution of marriage the true origin of society must be traced," (1790). In the political sciences, sociologists and scholars from 
Zimmerman to Unwin have demonstrated the importance of strong domestic marriages to the health and cultural energy of societies and 
civilizations. Political theorists from Aristotle to Adams have noted the vital importance of the institution that serves as the building block of a 
moral and healthy society. The American experience has underscored the attitude of our Founding Fathers as evident in the priority given 
marriage legislation at the colonial legislative level, to the federal legislative level as evident in the marital standard from the Utah episodes to 
DOMA. The social sciences validate the claims of the theorists, demonstrating in great consistency and review that first-time marriages 
provide the greatest institutional fount to raise healthy children and produce healthy citizens. Perhaps it is no surprise then that we would find 
the institution as the first created by God in the garden. From the fruits of marriage would come civil, political, legal, and religious society. 
God gave it great importance in creating it first, and the priority given in Creation reflects the importance noted in society. 

For the reasons demonstrated from scripture, reason, experience, and law, the government ought not be neutral on the definition of 
marriage. Rather, in the interests of the common good, the government ought to protect and encourage an institution that serves as the 
building block of society. No other institution emulates the efficiency and effects of marriage. No counterfeit produces the same social goods. 
No alternative or program is as cost effective or influential. Both Christian charity and civil duty drives me to protect and preserve so 
important an institution.

For those reasons I support and work towards a Marriage Protection Amendment. 

God's Blessings,
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On Mar 30, 2012, at 4:45 PM, David Hook wrote:

Leonard,

I am forwarded your Vote4MarriageNC newsletters on a fairly regular basis; I've been getting them for a while now. Solely based on these 
missives, it seems like your campaign is well-funded and progressing swimmingly. You make your personal life rather accessible (evidenced by a 
simple Google search), and so today I briefly scanned through your Twitter feed, website, and writings. Based on those, I can tell you're smart and 
happily employed. Most pictures involve smiling and the appearance of a general satisfaction with your life. All good things. 

With that in mind, I'm surprised by the direction you've chosen to funnel your energies. I like to imagine the opposition as older, unhappy and 
unpleasant; however, now that you've become my human face for the Pro-Amendment movement I'm a bit sad. To sum it up, you seem nice. Why, 
then, are you dead-set on seeing this Amendment passed? On my side, we like to argue that passing this Amendment will create a legal quandary 
in the realm of domestic violence issues for children and partners. That's based on problems that the Ohio courts are having with their own version 
of the Amendment. This statement and others has some success in helping people realize that a bona fide constitutional amendment comes with a 
litany of unintended consequences. I digress.

Your side really just has a problem with the idea of gay marriage though, right? It's already illegal, but I guess there is some possibility of a NC 
judge taking issue with the law one of these days and opening up those doors. Personally, I hope it happens. I know a disproportionately large 
number of gay people, given that they make up a relatively low percent of the population. My point is that I can't see them as anything other than 
fellow humans, equally deserving of happiness and love and privacy.

What are your reasons for opposing gay marriage? I know that Christianity permeates your life, but do you have any convictions that are not based 
in scripture? I make that qualification because we have pastors and clergy on our side that would argue oppositely, and if we argue in religious 
terms then a stalemate is inevitable. If we can agree that gay people are humans struggling for happiness and peace of mind like the rest of us, 
what about letting them marry one another do you find abhorrent? 

I don't want to scream at you, or even argue with you. In my experience, nobody wins an argument. What I really want is to understand you. 

You're a busy man, so I realize you may not have the time to respond. Thanks for your attention regardless.

Respectfully,

David Hook


