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For many years, marriage has enjoyed a special status in
law—the most highly-preferred, historically-favored sta-

tus of any personal relationship recognized in law. It has been
preferred for millennia and across all cultures. In his day,
Aristotle taught that the first duty of wise legislators was to
define and regulate marriage.1 Today, the right to marry is
still identified in numerous international documents as one
of the fundamental rights of humanity. The Universal
Declaration of Human Rights, for instance, declares that
“[m]en and women of full age, without any limitation due to
race, nationality, or religion, have the right to marry and to
found a family.”2 Likewise, many other multilateral conven-
tions and documents list “the right to marry and to found a
family” as a basic human right.3 The national constitutions or
fundamental charters of at least forty-two nations make spe-
cific reference to and guarantee special constitutional protec-
tions for “the right to marry” and/or the “fundamental”
importance of the family.4 In other countries, marriage is
given special unwritten constitutional status and protection.5

Clearly, marriage is highly preferred and specially protected
in most legal systems. 

However, there is a growing trend in many Western soci-
eties to challenge the special legal status, privileges, and pro-
tections of marriage. It has become fashionable in many cir-
cles to devalue marriage. In the U.S. and many other affluent
nations, contemporary writers have argued that the govern-
ment has no business trying to define any “family” relation-
ships, much less encouraging or restricting certain kinds of
family relationships. Family law scholars have noted the
“privatization” of family law6 and the diminution of moral
discourse in family law for several decades.7 As Bruce Hafen
has noted, “The trend in most countries today is toward let-
ting people decide for themselves how and when to form and
dissolve marriages and child–parent ties. . . .”8 For example,
during the 1980 White House Conference on the Family, the
proposal that “family” should be defined as “two or more
persons who share resources, responsibility for decisions,
values and goals, and have commitment to one another over
time” lost by only two votes among 761 delegates.9 The pre-
vailing viewpoint among American law review writers is
that the state should accept marriage as any relationship that
the involved parties wish to call a marriage. 

Likewise, movements are active in many countries to
legalize and give legal status, benefits, and protections to
“alternative family” forms and relations (including same-sex
unions, non-marital cohabitation, childbearing without mar-

riage, and unilaterally-disposable marriage, among others).
These movements are based on the belief that marriage, as it
has been understood for millennia, no longer deserves
unique, special legal status or protection. Thus, in some
countries non-marital cohabitation is given virtually as many
legal benefits and protections as marriage.10 In the last
decade, four Scandinavian countries: Denmark, Norway,
Sweden, and Iceland, and also the Netherlands have enacted
legislation authorizing the formal registration of same-sex
“domestic partnerships” and extending to such relationships
essentially the same legal status, and most of the economic
and legal incidents of marriage.11 After a decision by the
national supreme court, the legislature in Hungary legalized
common-law, same-sex, live-in companionships for purposes
of recognizing their mutually-owned purchases and acquisi-
tions.12 Proposals to create a new marriage-like legal status
for same-sex couples are underway in France and Germany.
In the U.S., several state courts have flirted with legalizing
same-sex marriage; same-sex domestic partnership schemes
have been enacted by at least one state legislature and by
dozens of municipalities, and the governor of Hawaii pro-
posed that the state “get out of the business” of regulating
marriage, and leave that to private (religious) regulation.13

These recent developments are based upon the assumption
that the definition, form, or structure of marriage has no par-
ticular significance for society or for the state. 

It is apparent that the social interest in marriage and in
families has become obscure. Advocates of “alternative” fam-
ily forms, structures, and relations challenge us to answer a
fundamental question about law and marriage—Why should
the state give special legal status, benefits, and protections to
marriage? This question is linked to others like: Why should
any intimate relationship be given special, preferred treat-
ment by the state? Why should marriage alone, and no other
intimate relationships, receive the special status, benefits, and
protections afforded by marriage law? What business is it of
the state whether a particular couple gets married or not? 

These challenges force us to reconsider the worth of mar-
riage. They give us and our generation the opportunity to
rediscover the tremendous value of marriage and family to
society. Both experience and empirical evidence show that
there is a significant relationship between the kinds of fam-
ily forms and relations that a society fosters, encourages, or
restricts and the economic, social, and political welfare of that
society, as well as a relationship between the political struc-
ture and the structure of families. Marriage matters because
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the stability and nature of marriage in a society is directly
related to the stability and nature of family life. It matters
because the quality and strength of families in a country is
directly linked to the quality and strength of the nation itself
and the quality and nature of its governmental institutions,
economy, and liberty. 

Family Structure and Relations as Sources of 
Political Freedom and Social Stability

Tolstoy summarized the truth underlying the relationship
between families and social interest in his opening paragraph
in Anna Karenina, “Happy families are all alike; every unhappy
family is unhappy in its own way.” Individuals in happy
families are likely to be good citizens; whereas unhappy, dys-
functional families are a major source of social problems and
instability. Society’s interests in fostering good citizenship,
promoting individual happiness, encouraging social stability,
and also in preventing the explosion of social problems gives
it a direct interest in fostering secure, happy families.14

As distinguished sociologist Robert Nisbet observed,
“[F]amily, not the individual, is . . . the key link of the social
chain. . . . It is inconceivable . . . that either intellectual growth
or social order or the roots of liberty can possibly be main-
tained among a people unless the kinship tie is strong and
has both functional significance and symbolic authority.”15

Another scholar noted that “[t]hroughout much of human
history the family has not only been the fundamental unit of
socialization, but it has been the basic economic unit also.”16

And, many have observed that “the stability of the state
depends upon the stability of the family.”17

Marriage is important to society because it is the best,
most promising foundation of families. “[T]he family is the
very seed-bed of democracy. Home is the place where we
get our first ideas about ourselves, our attitudes toward
other people, and our habits of approaching and solving
problems.”18 It is in the home that spouses, as well as chil-
dren, learn lessons about cooperation and commitment,
sharing and sacrifice, and obedience to the unenforceable
that form the foundation for self-government. It is from
their marriages that husbands and wives learn how to make
the best of shortages, how to care for others, how to be
happy, to love liberty, to fulfill one’s duty, and the critical
citizenship skills of mutual respect and cooperation.19 It is
in marriage and in raising children that most adults relearn
the importance and refine the techniques of sacrificing for
others, how to really care for the next generation, to look
beyond the present, to nurture the basics of life and com-
munity. The interconnectedness of our lives, the first lesson
of all government, especially self-government, is learned
first as children and most thoroughly as spouses and parents
in the home. The home is the first and the most important
schoolhouse in a democracy. Husband and wife, as well as
parents and children, learn the most important lessons of

happy, successful living as they work together, play together,
plan together, cooperate together, laugh together, weep
together, prosper together, and share each others’ pains and
sorrows. It is in the home that trust in others and in the
future is nurtured—or hindered—and that is the indispen-
sable prerequisite for democracy. 

More than one hundred and fifty years ago, the brilliantly
perceptive French social commentator, Alexis de Tocqueville,
observed:

There is certainly no country in the world where the
tie of marriage is more respected than in America or
where conjugal happiness is more highly or worthily
appreciated. . . . When the American retires from the
turmoil of public life to the bosom of his family, he
finds in it the image of order and peace. There his
pleasures are simple and natural, his joys are innocent
and calm; and he finds that an orderly life is the surest
path to happiness, he accustoms himself easily to
moderate his opinions as well as his tastes. . . . The
American derives from his own home that love or
order which he afterwards carries with him into pub-
lic affairs.20

Given the recent spectacle of family infidelities committed
by high public officials in the U.S., one wonders what de
Tocqueville would think, and what tragic consequences will
follow this temporary breakdown in the observance of fam-
ily virtue that de Tocqueville and many others believed to be
so critical for the perpetuation of democracy in America. For
while democratic society can carry on adequately despite
some moral deviation, domestic failure or breakdown of fam-
ily integrity, when the quantity of those problems becomes
significant, the drag they create burdens the entire society
and undermines societal processes and institutions, like can-
cer eats away at the organs until the body cannot function
properly.

The importance of marriage has not been apparent only to
foreign observers. The United States Supreme Court has fre-
quently emphasized the importance of marriage and family
to society. One hundred and twenty years ago, in Reynolds v
U.S.,21 the court described the high and central status of mar-
riage in these terms: “Upon it society may be said to be built,
and out of its fruits spring social relations and social obliga-
tions and duties, with which government is necessarily
required to deal.” A decade later, in Maynard v Hill,22 Justice
Field noted: “Marriage, as creating the most important rela-
tion in life, [has] more to do with the morals and civilization
of a people than any other institution. . . .” In Skinner v
Oklahoma,23 and again in Loving v Virginia,24 the court empha-
sized that “[m]arriage and procreation are fundamental to
the very existence and survival of the race.” 

In 1971, in Boddie v Connecticut,25 the court emphasized
that “marriage involves interests of basic importance in our
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society,” because it relates to the states’ interest in “the stabil-
ity of their social order . . . the good morals of all their citi-
zens, and . . . the needs of children from broken homes. The
States, therefore, have particular interests in the kinds of laws
regulating their citizens when they enter into, maintain, and
dissolve marriages.”26

The normative nature and structure of marriage and fam-
ily are closely tied to the model of state authority. “[T]he fam-
ily . . . [has a] critical role in raising good citizens. . . .
[Scholars] affirm . . . the vital role that families play in pre-
serving the fundamental liberal values underlying the con-
stitutional structure.”27 This is true not just in Western soci-
eties. In Japan, for example, the structure of the family and
the cultural values inculcated by the family affect the suc-
cessful use of informal dispute resolution procedures in
courts.28 After World War II, the Allies insisted on the dis-
mantling of the traditional family structure in Japan because
they believed that there was a direct link between that poten-
tially autocratic family form and the social, political, and mil-
itaristic values of the nation.29

Marriage structures that underscore public commitment
are important foundations for self-government, because such
marriages are more for the community than for the individu-
als. Couples say their vows for the community who gathers to
witness them pledge their troth to each other. Likewise, mar-
riage forms that bind parents to children, not through mere
legal formalities but through daily contact, living responsibil-
ities, and ongoing relationships, enhance society. Marriage-
based families are best for children. They provide a potential-
ly optimal environment in which children may be conceived,
raised, and taught the lessons of responsible living. 

The health, longevity, income, and life satisfaction of
married men and women is generally and consistently
higher than it is for divorced, separated, and even often sin-
gle adults. Professor Linda Waite, in her celebrated presi-
dential address to the Population Association of America
entitled “Does Marriage Matter?” emphasized that social
science research has established clearly that there are sub-
stantial benefits for individuals who are married. For exam-
ple, negative health behaviors such as excessive drinking,
drinking and driving, substance abuse, and excessive risk-
taking is much higher for divorced men than for widowed
or married men. Similarly, research indicates that married
men and women generally face lower risks of dying at any
point than other persons, enjoy higher incomes, greater lev-
els of wealth, experience greater satisfaction in sexual rela-
tions, and better relations with their children.30 Another
study emphasized that “[o]f all the social variables whose
relationships with the distribution of psychopathology in
the population have been studied, none has been more con-
sistently and powerfully associated with [mental disorders]
than marital status.”31 Marriage is also positively linked

with overall health; divorced and separated persons have
higher rates of chronic disease, hospitalization, longer hos-
pital stays, higher incidence of high blood pressure, and
more suicides than married persons.32 Thus, not only is
marriage good for individuals, it is less costly for society,
which shares the costs of illness, disease, dysfunctional
behavior, and death. 

Society has an interest in fostering family structures that
produce these kinds of positive and socially-beneficial
results, results that avoid lost productivity, reduce tax expen-
ditures for medicines, health services, social security, and
prevent to some degree the social costs of broken homes.
Thus, society has a direct and measurable interest in fostering
good, happy marriages, and stable, loving families. 

The Influence of Marital Instability and 
Breakdown upon Social Disintegration, 

Political Instability, and Authoritarianism

Marriage provides the benefits of two parents for chil-
dren, which research has repeatedly confirmed is the best
environment for child rearing. The negative consequences
of nonmarriage (single parenting) and marital breakdown
are terrible and are undisputed—both for children and for
society in general. Distinguished social scientists Jean
Elshtain and David Popenoe summarized a number of
recent research studies this way, “The most important
causal factor of [recent declines in American] child well
being is the remarkable collapse of marriage, leading to
growing family instability and decreasing parental invest-
ment in children.”33 Sara McLanahan and Gary Sandefur
recently reviewed the professional literature and their own
research and concluded that the evidence overwhelmingly
proved that “children who grow up in two-parent families
[do] better, on average, than children who grow up with
only one parent.”34 The research shows that “children who
grow up with both parents are more successful in making
the transition from adolescence to adulthood than children
who grow up with only one parent.”35 Similarly, Dr. David
Popenoe declared, “I know of few other bodies of data in
which the weight of evidence is so decisively on one side of
the issue: on the whole, for children, two-parent families are
preferable to single-parent and step-families.”36 The detri-
mental effects of the disintegration of the family in the U.S.
are many and varied, but among the most important cate-
gories are poverty, high-risk behaviors (premarital sexual
behaviors, abortion, drug use, etc.), disadvantaged social-
ization, and crime.37

Poverty

Among the most profound advantages of marriage is
basic economic security for children. Marital status is more
closely associated with avoiding child poverty than any other
factor. One study reported that more than half of the increase
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in child poverty in the U.S. between 1980 and 1988 “can be
accounted for by changes in family structure during the
1980s.”38 In addition,39 “[c]hanging family structure also
accounted for 48 percent of the increase during the 1980s in
deep poverty, and 59 percent of the rise in relative poverty
among U.S. children.”40 Many studies have shown that chil-
dren in single-parent families are many times more likely to
be living in poverty than children living with both a mother
and father.41 William Galston, who served as a Domestic
Policy Advisor to President Clinton, agreed that “[i]t is no
exaggeration to say that a stable, two-parent family is an
American child’s best protection against poverty.”42 The U.S.
government reports that children who grow up without a
father at home are “five times more likely to live in poverty,
compared to children living with both parents.”43 Similarly,
researchers have repeatedly documented the “feminization
of poverty” that results from divorce. Adults as well as chil-
dren suffer from marital disintegration. 

High-risk behaviors

Separation of children from their fathers is “the engine
driving our most urgent social problems, from crimes to
adolescent pregnancy to child abuse to domestic violence
against women.”44 Children in single-parent families exhibit
higher teen-childbirth rates.45 Children growing up in single-
parent households are at a significantly increased risk for
drug abuse as teenagers.46 The eminent researcher, Dr. Urie
Bronfenbrenner, reported that even after controlling for
such factors as low income, “Children growing up in single-
parent households are at a greater risk for experiencing a
variety of behavioral and educations problems, including . . .
smoking, drinking, early and frequent sexual experience,
and in extreme cases, drugs, suicide, vandalism, violence,
and criminal acts.”47

Disadvantaged Socialization

Lack of parental time and direction is a common affliction
of children of divorce and out-of-wedlock birth. Children
being raised by single parents are at exacerbated risk for
“hyperactivity and withdrawal; lack of attentiveness in the
classroom; difficulty in deferring gratification; impaired aca-
demic achievement; school misbehavior; absenteeism; [and]
dropping out of school,”48 to mention just a few problems.
Parental divorce is associated with many emotional prob-
lems, problems with self-esteem, and difficulties with social
relationships.49

Surveys of child well being repeatedly show that children
living apart from their fathers are far more likely than other
children to be expelled or suspended from school, display
emotional and behavioral problems, have difficulty getting
along with their peers, or get in trouble with the police.50

Children in a single-parent family generally receive less
parental time and direction and less competent child rearing

than those in two-parent homes.51 “They perform less suc-
cessfully in educational activities, have more social adjust-
ment problems. . . .”52

Crime

The relationship between adolescent (especially male)
criminal behavior and marital breakdown or dysfunction has
long been known. Researchers have frequently observed that
boys with fathers rarely commit crimes; fatherless boys com-
monly commit crimes.53 According to a 1990 study commis-
sioned by the Progressive Policy Institute, the “relationship
between crime and one-parent families” is “so strong that
controlling for family configuration erases the relationships
between race and crime and between low income and
crime.”54 The likelihood that a young male “will engage in
criminal activity doubles if he is raised without a father, and
triples if he lives in a neighborhood with a high concentration
of single-parent families.”55 This is a serious concern in the
U.S. where “[v]iolence among the young is so rampant that
the American Academy of Pediatrics calls it a public health
emergency.”56

Thus, it is of great social concern that American society “is
becoming an increasingly fatherless society.”57 In 1995, an
estimated 40 percent of all children in the U.S. resided in
homes in which their fathers did not reside; before they turn
eighteen, it is predicted that more than one-half of all chil-
dren in America will spend a “significant” part of their child-
hood living apart from their fathers.58

Recent studies in Europe replicate and validate the con-
clusion that “[f]amily structure [is] clearly associated with”
risk factors for adolescents:

Even after controlling for their generally better materi-
al circumstances, young people living with both par-
ents at fifteen were, three years later, less likely than
those from ‘step’ and/or lone parent households to be
heavy drinkers, have experience of drugs, or hetero-
sexual intercourse, no school qualifications, to be
unemployed, or, among young women, to have experi-
enced pregnancy.59

G.K. Chesterton famously stated that we should “regard a
system that produces many divorces as we do a system that
drives men to drown or shoot themselves.”60 By the same
token, a social system that drives (or even facilitates so easi-
ly) parents to so severely harm and handicap their children is
severely dysfunctional. Thus, society has a profound interest
in family structure and stability in order to prevent a host of
social problems that can so cruelly afflict a generation of its
citizens (the rising generation) and so severely burden the
rest of society. “[T]he laws of society [are] designed to secure
its peace and prosperity, and the morals of its people. . . .”61

The government has directly stated its reason to regulate the
form and structure of marriage and the family. 
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Potential Effects of Political and Social Structure 
on Family Structure and Relations

There is a reciprocal relationship between families and
governments, society, and laws. Not only do families directly
influence governments, society, and its laws, the form, struc-
ture, and policy of the government, society, and its laws
influences families. At one level this is obvious. One need
only look at the disastrous effects of war to see how immedi-
ately and profoundly government policies may affect fami-
lies. Likewise, unwise economic policies affect the welfare of
families. Inadequate educational policies affect families for
generations. 

As the First Lady of the U.S., Hillary Clinton, has
acknowledged, “It takes a village to raise a child.” Constant
community concern can help to keep marriages intact. The
interest or lack of interest of the “village” (government and
community) in the family profoundly affects the family. For
example, by recognizing and respecting marriage and
parental authority, the law may erect a barrier against the
state power to standardize child rearing and children.62 One
of the most terrible manifestations of totalitarian regimes is
the separation of parent and child, the centrifugal forces that
teach children to distrust and betray their natural protectors,
their parents and siblings.63 The distrust that breeds can
destroy a generation. By the same token, protecting children
against child abuse and serious neglect underscores the com-
munity interest in every child, and fosters the sense of com-
munity and belonging.64

Inept and oppressive family policies can be self-destruc-
tive for the state. For example, excessive taxation imposes
economic distress on families, leaving them with fewer after-
tax dollars to meet their family financial needs.65 “Tax poli-
cies, and the allocation of societal resources or defense or for
the benefit of one particular class in a total society, may
deprive many families of the possibility of providing ade-
quate physical care, intellectual growth, and emotional secu-
rity for their members.”66 Experience in North America and
Western Europe has indicated that welfare programs that
provide richer rewards for unmarried mothers than for
mothers married to low income fathers provide a strong
incentive for poor women to give birth out of wedlock, and
consequently for single parenting (which in itself creates
enormous social problems) and long-term welfare dependen-
cy.67 Government policies designed to encourage women to
enter the labor market or to slow population growth often
discourage marital childbearing.68 The willingness of couples
to assume the responsibilities of bearing and raising children
appears to be linked to government structure, as the world-
leading rates of abortion in Eastern Europe during the era of
communist repression and poverty suggest. Studies have
confirmed that “the level and scope of a country’s social
security system is causually [sic] and inversely related to fer-

tility levels.”69 In one sense, “antidemocratic forces” pose the
greatest threat to the family in established democracies.70

De Tocqueville wrote of the “influence of democracy on
the family,” and opined that the equality of democracy had
mellowed and improved relations between generations.71 He
added, “I think that in proportion as manners and laws
become more democratic, the relation of father and son
becomes more intimate and more affectionate; rules and
authority are less talked of, confidence and tenderness are
often increased, and it would seem that the natural bond is
drawn closer in proportion as the social bond in loosened.”72

He further opined that “[d]emocracy also binds brothers to
each other. Under democratic laws all the children are per-
fectly equal and consequently independent; nothing brings
them forcibly together, but nothing keeps them apart. . . .”73

In sum, he believed that “[d]emocracy loosens social ties, but
tightens natural ones; it brings kindred more closely togeth-
er, while it throws citizens more apart.”74

“In an important sense, the state is a key agency in telling
or reminding us what the family is.”75 There is a symbiotic
relationship between family and state. “There are very few
aspects of state legislation that do not have direct or indirect
impact upon the family and very few practices of state offi-
cials that do not, again, directly or indirectly, have some kind
of family dimension.”76 Thus, as the family is undermined,
the economy is strained and the integrity of the government
is threatened. 

Conclusion 

There are profound networks of reciprocal relationships
among family, society, and the state that exert important
influences on each other. For the sake of the political struc-
tures and values associated with freedom and responsibility,
the social conditions and values associated with opportunity
and order, and for the greatest potential for individual liberty
and human development, it is important that marriage-based
intergenerational nuclear—and in a different but important
way, extended—families be protected and preferred by gov-
ernment, and that families try to foster accountability, open-
ness, and good government. 

Former law school Dean Bruce C. Hafen said, “I urge a
renewed legal model that unapologetically defines the family,
marriage, and child-parent ties to express the community’s
interest in family stability, and especially its interest in chil-
dren.”77 “Family law traditionally acted as a bridle on human
passions, stating expectations, steering us toward long-term
relationships of loving commitment. Without that bridle,
both our passions and our principles run wild, harming both
individuals and society.”78

The challenge of our times is not so much to resist the
changing environment, but to resist the forces that tend to
pull marriage and families apart.79 Our laws can foster inter-
generational family commitment or they can foster centrifu-
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gal individualism; the former builds family ties, the latter dis-
integrates family. It is impossible for individuals to preserve
and foster marriage and family bonds without some sacrifice
of personal desires, without learning to control or master the
urge for immediate self-gratification. Yet society benefits as
individuals make those sacrifices and learn self-control for the
benefit of others. Marriages are very demanding investments.
They demand that we replace our selfishness with loving
investment in the lives and well-being of others. 

Thus, marriage qualities correlate with strength and
promise in society—the primary characteristic that defines
stable, productive societies is the ability to postpone or sacri-
fice immediate gratification for the good of the community.
As de Tocqueville noted, “When the idea of family becomes
vague, indeterminate, and uncertain, a man thinks of his
present convenience; he provides for the establishment of his
next succeeding generation and no more. Either a man gives
up the idea of perpetuating his family, or at any rate he seeks
to accomplish it by other means than by a landed estate.”80

We must be vigilant against the neo-imperialism of inter-
national agencies and organizations that promote radical
deconstruction or reformulation of the family. For example,
recent international conferences in Beijing, Cairo, Istanbul,
Nairobi, Geneva, New York City, and Rome, have proposed
radical deconstructionist proposals including abortion-on-
demand, gay, lesbian, bisexual, and transsexual “family”
relations, and other extremely dangerous and anti-family
proposals. The NGO Family Voice [now World Family Policy
Center] has done wonderful work in calling attention and
responding to these growing threats to family integrity and
state sovereignty. 

Finally, grave threats to marriage today come from the sim-
ple neglect and breakdown of the family. Husbands who
abuse or simply neglect their wives, wives who demean or
neglect their husbands, and parents who abuse or fail to sup-
port and teach their children, undermine the family and
society. Today we see some mothers in affluent countries
practically abandoning their children as they pursue the gold-
en illusion of career fulfillment and prosperity, and we see
fathers become absentee parents because they single-minded-
ly pursue their material success at the cost of depriving their
wives and their children of the most important possession—
memories of meaningful family life. Their children grow up
as orphans of affluence, orphans of their parents’ blind pur-
suit of materialism. Sadly, these parents sell their birthright,
and their children’s legacy, for the proverbial mess of pottage.
They also weaken the fabric of their societies by their myopic
behavior. Fathers must return to their role as providers, pro-
tectors of their families, and the teachers of their children, and
mothers must return to nurture their children and provide a
loving, supporting haven of home. Exigencies will arise and
exceptions will exist, but for the sake of ourselves, our poster-

ity, and our societies, we must turn the hearts of the parents to
their children and the hearts of children to their parents, and
this can only occur within the marriage-based family where
family relationships are valued above career and fortune. 

Marriage matters because families matter. We must make
them matter in our laws, in our countries, and in our own
homes. As citizens of our own nations, and as government
officers, we should do all that we can to promote laws and
policies that are designed to preserve, foster, and strengthen
the marriage-based family as the basic unit of society. 
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