
Marriage in 2004
By Gary Chartier

In 2004, the Bush administration 
intends to invest significantly in pro
grams designed to highlight its com
mitment to supporting “traditional” 
marriage. Intimate relationships in our 
society are under threat from a variety 
of sources, especially our workplaces, 
which place increasing demands on all 
of us. It is important, therefore, to 
know that our intimate partnerships 
matter to public officials.

It would be unfortunate, however, if, 
because of a focus on conventional 
dfferent-sex marriages, both nontradi- 
tional different-sex relationships and 
same-sex relationships of various kinds 
received insifficient attention and support 
— or even proved to be objects of orches
trated campaigns of public hostility. Our 
intimate bonds are already too vulnerable, 
subject to too many threats and pressures.

The legal recognition of same-sex 
marriage, in particular, has proven 
to be a lightning rod. Politicians eager for 
a hot-button social issue they can use to 
distract voters from pressing economic and 

foreign policy concerns have zeroed in 
on same-sex marriage, claiming dubiously 
that it poses a profound threat to different- 
sex marriage.

It is ironic that conservative politi
cians, who profess to value personal virtue 
and communal stability, have so reflexively 
apposed the legal recognition of same-sex 
marriage. In fact, I believe, there is good

reason for people on both the right and the 
left of the political spectrum to believe that 
committed same-sex relationships deserve 
legal acknowledgment. In this essay, 
excerpted from a longer article, I attempt 
to show why.

The article originally appeared in 
print in 2001. Fortunately and unfortu
nately, it is, i f  anything, more relevant 
today.

We afford legal recognition for 
various sorts of marriages— 

civil, ecclesial, common law—for a 
variety of reasons. We want to pro
vide orderly means of disposing of 
property in case of divorce. We want 
to encourage the stability of families 
in order to foster the healthy develop
ment of children. We want to regular
ize the intergenerational transmission 
of property. Marriage serves impor
tant civic functions.

Marriage also serves to signify 
the community’s endorsement of a 
particular kind of relationship: in con
temporary America heterosexual and 
dyadic. It does so directly as a symbol, 
but also through the conferral of vari
ous legal privileges. Proponents and 
opponents of same-sex marriage 
rightly see the unavailability of mar
riage to same-sex couples as a sign 
that their relationships are communal
ly disfavored. Proponents argue for 
same-sex marriage as a sign of inclu
sion in the cultural mainstream for 
same-sex couples. Opponents argue

against it to preserve the moral 
integrity of the community, to dis
courage those who might be inclined 
to enter same-sex relationships from 
doing so, and to avoid encouraging 
those already involved in such rela
tionships to persist in them.

If the social functions of mar
riage were only utilitarian and sym
bolic, those unconvinced by my 
moral arguments might be warrant
ed in continuing to oppose legal 
recognition for same-sex marriage. 
There is however a third publicly 
important function of marriage: the 
cultivation of virtue. It is precisely 
because of their concern that the 
state promote public virtue that 
many people oppose same-sex mar
riage. However to say that marriage 
is a school for virtue means that 
marriage offers the partners distinc
tive opportunities to develop moral
ly, to foster in each other moral 
growth and to learn and practice a 
responsibility that extends beyond 
their relationship and into the wider 
public world. Taking seriously the 
capacity of marriage to further the 
development of virtue thus means 
making marriage available to same- 
sex couples.

While marriage may embody as 
clearly as any social institution the 
transition from status to contract as 
the basis for social interactions, it 
nonetheless remains a status relation
ship. We are not at liberty to define
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the  te rm s o f  the  m arriage  co n trac t 
how ever w e wish. T o  m a rry  is to  
accept— and putatively  to  endorse— a 
ra n g e  o f  p re -ex is tin g  societal expecta
tions. T h o se  expectations include p er
m anence and exclusivity.

P e rm a n e n c e  and  e x c lu s iv ity  
b o th  se rv e  th e  ends o f  love. B u t th a t 
does n o t  m ake th e m  c o n s is te n tly  
easy. S ocie ta l ex p e c ta tio n s  help  us 
to  take  th e m  seriously. P e rm an en ce

There is however a

and  ex c lu s iv ity  offer g re a t  g ifts  to  
m a rr ia g e  p a r tn e rs : security , self- 
confidence, freed o m  fro m  a lien a tin g  
iso la tion . A ctive  soc ie ta l en c o u ra g e 
m e n t o f  m a rr ia g e  th u s  m eans active 
e n c o u ra g e m e n t o f  th e  p ro v is io n s  o f  
th ese  g ifts. A  soc ie ty  th a t  cares 
a b o u t its  m em b ers  w ill w ish  th em  
to  en joy  th e  lib e ra tin g  and  em pow 
e r in g  ex p e rien ce  o f  m a rita l love. I t  
w ill a lso  re c o g n ize  th a t  p e rso n s  
th u s  lib e ra te d  and  em pow ered  w ill 
be m o re  fulfilled, m o re  capable, and  
so b e t te r  equ ipped  to  c o n tr ib u te  in  a 
v a r ie ty  o f  w ays to  th e  lives o f  o th 
e rs  o u ts id e  th e ir  fam ilies.

T aken  seriously, habits o f  con
stancy, tru s t, honesty, fairness, and 
com passion w ill be ev ident outside 
the  doors o f  people’s hom es. A  rela
tionsh ip  th a t affects a person  as p ro 
foundly as m arriage  is likely to  have 
ram ifications th a t ex ten d  well beyond 
th e  dom estic, n o t only because those 
w ho know  them selves loved m ay be 
b e tte r  ne ighbors and  citizens, bu t 
because those  w ho lea rn  to  love faith
fully in m arriage  w ill find it m ore  dif
ficult to  be u n tru s tw o rth y  and unde
pendable p ersons in general.

L ov ing  an o th er person  m eans 
a tten d in g  to  th a t person  as tru ly

o th e r than  oneself, acknow ledging  the  
independen t reality  and w o rth  o f her 
o r his perspectives and needs. F idelity  
to  an o th er m eans being  p repared  at 
least som etim es to  d isregard  one’s 
ow n advantage. C om m itm en t and 
love requ ire  lea rn in g  th a t one is n o t 
at the  cen ter o f  the  universe. T o  learn  
this con trac tion  o f the  se lf in faithful 
and  m arita l love is to  acquire a habit 
one can and likely will ca rry  in to  the

w ider w orld. A  m oral re lationship  
w ith  a p a r tn e r  fosters m oral relation
ship w ith  o th e r m em bers o f  one’s 
com m unity.

M a rr ia g e  p ro v id es  each p a r tn e r  
a sen se  o f  d ig n ity  an d  value. 
E m p o w e re d  and  in sp ire d  by  th e  
a w aren ess  o f  h e r  o r  h is ow n  w o rth , 
a p e rso n  can  c o n tr ib u te  m o re  effec
tiv e ly  to  pub lic  life. A n d  th e  u n c o n 
d itio n a l ca re  an d  love o f  a n o th e r  
can  be, as J. P h ilip  W o g am an  p u ts  
it, “d eep ly  h u m a n iz in g .” I t  can th u s  
o ffer a k in d  o f  g ra c e  th a t  can  equ ip  
a p e rso n  to  p lay  a m ea n in g fu l ro le  
in  th e  life o f  h e r  o r  h is com m un ity . 
T h e  in tim a te  c o m m u n ity  o f  a cou 
p le  is a g o o d  in its  ow n  r ig h t. 
F o s te r in g  m u tu a l g iv in g  o f  m a r
ria g e  p a r tn e r s  to  each o th e r  n o t  
o n ly  e m p o w ers  th e m  fo r public  
se rv ice  b u t a lso  fu r th e rs  th e ir  ow n 
w ell being .

M arriag e  also con tribu tes to  the  
m ain tenance o f  civil society. Stable 
couples con tribu te  to  stable social n e t
w orks. T h e y  are m ore likely to  set 
dow n roo ts  in local com m unities and 
to  invest tim e and en e rg y  in m ak ing  
those  com m unities thrive. Similarly, 
they  are  m ore likely to  help anchor 
sm all com m unities o f friends, w hich

can serve as especially im p o rtan t 
a lternatives to  m ore trad itional com 
m unities in an era  w hen  previously 
com m on p a tte rn s  o f  au th o rity  and 
connections have lo st considerable 
ap p ea l.... T h e ir  ow n shared  life can 
e x e rt a ripple effect on the  varied 
com m unities they  touch. Civil society 
depends on an a rray  o f  in te rtw ined  
com m unities. M arriages are am ong  
the  m ost im p o rtan t o f these  com m u

nities. S tro n g  m arita l re lationships 
con tribu te  to  the  g ro w th  and flourish
ing  o f healthy  com m unities. A nd this 
is tru e  w hether the  m arriages unite 
sam e-sex o r opposite  sex couples.

T h e  public recognition  o f  a m ar
riage th ro u g h  legal acknow ledgem ent 
and celeb rato ry  ritua l serves to  
s tre n g th en  a couple’s ties w ith  each 
other. Publicly m arried  couples are 
clearly  identified in the  m inds o f 
friends, family m em bers and the  gen 
eral public as couples. W h o  th ey  are  is 
different because they  are m arried . A t 
the  sam e time, it also rem inds them  
th a t the ir love for each o th e r appro
priately  issues in a public vocation, a 
responsib ility  to  con tribu te  to  the  
polis o u t o f  the  largesse  th a t love con
fers on them .

By con trast, as lo n g  as lesbians 
and gays are  m arginalized , th e ir 
unions will suffer from  pressu res to  
w hich the  m arriages and d a ting  re la
tionships o f  s tra ig h t couples are never 
subjected. B eing legally  and  publicly 
m arried  w ill increase the  o p p o rtu n ity  
for lesbians and gays to  give to  the ir

third publicly important function of marriage: 
the cultivation of virtue.
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various communities. By fostering the 
stability of lesbian and gay couples 
and integrating them more fully into 
the public world, same sex marriage 
will make our communities stronger. 
Marriages foster virtue in partners 
and enable them to grow morally, to 
contribute to each other’s humaniza
tion, to foster the development of 
their society. Marriage is not morally 
neutral; it is morally crucial.

Gary Chartier is an assistant professor of business law 

and ethics at La Sierra University, Riverside, California. 

This article is taken from “ Natural Law, Same 

Sex Marriage, and the Politics of Virtue,”  UCLA 
Law Review 48 .6  (Aug. 2001): 1593-1632.

The International Adventist 
Grapevine

W hen Pastor Ruimar DePaiva, 
his wife, Margareth DePaiva, 

and their eleven-year old son, 
Larrison, were killed in Palau in 
December, the international 
Adventist grapevine began buzzing.

The sensational story of an 
intruder murdering a missionary 
family sent shock waves around the 
world because the family involved 
had touched the lives of people in at 
least three different divisions of the 
Church. The missionaries were orig
inally from Brazil, had attended 
Andrews University in Michigan, 
and the father of the murdered pas
tor is the new field president for 
Sudan in the Middle East Union.

As chronicled by John P. 
Rutledge, legal counsel to Koror 
state government in Palau, another 
wave of e-mail messages went 
around the world after the family’s 
funeral with an incredible story of 
forgiveness. At the Pioneer Memorial 
Church in Berrien Springs, Michigan, 
Pastor Dwight Nelson read the story.

From there it went many direc
tions, including to the people of the 
Middle East Union. By the time it 
arrived in e-mail boxes in the United 
States, the story seemed to have circled 
the globe, proving that there is noth
ing like a story of forgiveness to bring 
people together, and nothing like the 
Adventist grapevine to share it.

Rutledge told of a long, 
remarkable ceremony. After four 
hours of speeches and remarks, 
Ruimar’s mom took the micro
phone. During the week she spent 
in Palau, she met with the man— 
Justin JJirosi—who had murdered 
her son, daughter-in-law, and only 
grandson. She prayed with him.
And she let him know that she had 
already forgiven him. He cried.

“Then, having just learned that 
Justin’s mother was at the service, she 
asked Ms. Hirosi to join her. Ruimar’s 
mom hugged her so warmly that the 
casual observer might have believed 
the two were long-lost friends. 
Together, they stepped to the micro
phone and Ms. DePaiva announced 
that they are ‘both mothers grieving 
for lost sons.’ You could have heard a 
pin drop. Absolute silence. And then 
the tears started.

“Ms. DePaiva went on. She 
implored the Palauan community to 
remove any shroud of blame that 
might otherwise cover Justin’s family. 
She declared that the DePaivas 
do not blame Justin’s family for the 
tragedy (and that no one else should 
either). ‘We raise our children; we 
educate them,’ Ms. DePaiva said (par
aphrasing, of course). ‘We teach them 
right from wrong. That is all we as 
mothers can do.’

“Next, the high chief of the island 
where the tragedy occurred came to 
the microphone. He announced that, 
‘If we follow Palauan tradition to its 
fullest extent, Melissa (the lone sur

vivor of the tragedy) is now a daugh
ter to Ms. Hirosi. And Ms. DePaiva is 
a mother to Justin.’ He expressed 
shame, regret and sorrow on behalf of 
Justin’s family, his clan and his entire 
tribe; after which, Justin’s uncle the 
most senior male member of the fami
ly, stepped forward.

“The High Chief explained that 
Justin’s family and clan, though of 
meager means, had sold many of their 
belongings and now desired to deliver 
$10,000 in cash to Melissa for her col
lege education. Frankly, I’ve never 
seen anything like it. And I’ve never 
been as emotionally moved. I wailed 
like a baby,” Rutledge wrote.

“I’ve always lived my life by the 
doctrine ‘Forgive, but don’t forget.’ 
Those days are done. I’m now a proud 
member of the DePaiva clan, and we 
do things a little differently. Love and 
forgiveness, that’s what it’s about.”

Drive for Regional 
Conference Continues in 

Pacific Union

Although the Pacific Union
Conference Executive Committee 

turned down a proposal to create a 
regional conference within its geo
graphic borders in November, a group 
of twelve black churches has formed a 
federation and continues to work for 
the creation of such a conference.

At a membership meeting in 
December, the Regional Fellowship 
elected seven officers. The group 
chose as its director Anthony Pascal, 
pastor of the Sixteenth Street Church 
in San Bernardino, California, and 
held another meeting in January to 
begin development of an operations 
manual.

Calling their organization a feder
ation of churches totally supportive of 
the Church and its structure, the



group plans to go to the North 
American Division to request status as 
a conference attached to the division, 
according to Charlie Jo Morgan, 
the spokeswoman for the group at the 
Pacific Union Executive Committee 
meeting.

After the proposal for the regional 
conference was presented to the 
Pacific Union Conference Executive 
Committee in November, Major C. 
White, retired Pacific Union secretary, 
responded with a list of reasons not 
to create such a conference. Forty-five 
minutes of questions and answers 
between the committee and the pre
senters followed these presentations.

According to the report of the 
session in the Pacific Union Recorder, 
‘After the presenters left the room, 
the committee discussed the issue for 
about an hour and then voted by 
secret ballot. Eight-nine percent voted 
against the proposal.”

The Union Committee also voted 
a statement on regional ministry 
giving four reasons for its denial of the 
proposal:

1. We are stronger as we address 
multicultural issues together. We are 
convinced that a multicultural expres
sion of God’s gift to the Church is the 
best way to achieve our mission to 
bring the gospel to every nation, kin
dred, tongue and people; and

2. The work of the Church would 
suffer loss if deprived of the best each 
group brings to the organization as a 
whole; and

3. Characteristically, Regional 
Conferences were formed where there 
were primarily two cultural groups, 
whereas the Pacific Union is multicul- 
turally diverse; and

4. The North American Division 
policy B 07 10 requires a favorable 
response of the Union Executive 
Committee to the proposal to organize 
a new conference.

Adventism in Africa
In 2003, the division infrastructure of church work in Africa was reorganized.

East-Central Africa Division
Churches -  8,082 
Membership -  2,012,030 
Population -  242,881,000 
Unions — 8 
Conferences -  41 
Health Care Institutions -  159 
Higher Education Institutions

Adventist University at Lukanga, Democratic Republic of Congo 
Adventist University of Central Africa, Rwanda 
Maxwell Adventist Academy, Kenya 
University of Eastern Africa, Kenya

Southern Africa-Indian Ocean Division
Churches -  5,638 
Membership -  1,569,033 
Population -  135,849,000 
Unions -  9 
Conferences -  37 
Health Care Institutions -  65 
Higher Education Institutions

Adventist University, Zurcher, Madagascar 
Solusi University, Zimbabwe

Western Africa Division
Churches — 2,567 
Membership -  640,851 
Population -  281,230,000 
Unions -  5 
Conferences — 37 
Health Care Institutions -  51 
Higher Education Institutions

Adventist University, Cosendai, Cameroon 
Babcock University, Nigeria 
Valley View University, Ghana

Trans-Mediterranean Territories
In addition, the countries of Morocco, Algeria, Libya, and the 
Western Sahara are part of the Trans-Mediterranean Territories in 
the Euro-African Division. Afghanistan, Tunisia, and Turkey are also 
part of this “Attached Field.”
Churches — 5 
Membership -  176
Population — 237,025,000 Source: 2003 SDA Yearbook
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