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Talking Points 

  

1. SB 906, the “Civil Marriage Religious Freedom Act,” is sponsored by Equality California, a lesbian, 

gay, bisexual and transgender advocacy organization, and the liberal California Council of Churches, 

IMPACT.  The bill defines “civil marriage” as “a personal relation arising out of a civil contract 

between a man and a woman, established pursuant to a State of California marriage license issued by 

the county clerk.”  The term “civil marriage” is inserted into a number of family code sections where 

“marriage” now exists.   

 

2. In addition, SB 906 adds language purporting to protect churches from being forced to solemnize a 

marital union contrary to the tenets of their faith.  The bill also provides that refusing to officiate at 

marriages outside the church‟s tenets will not result in loss of tax-exempt status.  The author states, 

“Some opponents of marriage for same-sex couples have argued that churches and members of clergy 

would be required to solemnize marriages that conflict with their religious beliefs. While we know 

religious freedom is protected under our Constitution, this legislation eliminates any confusion or 

doubt under state law....” 

 

3. This rationale is faulty.  Such “protection” is only necessary if the ultimate purpose is to change the 

definition of marriage to one that would not conform to religious tenets.  It is a false protection and a 

not-so-subtle strategy for adding other marriage designations (such as “religious marriage”) in the 

future and then changing the relationship from a man and a woman to “two persons” and codifying 

same-sex “marriage” through some means – possibly another constitutional amendment.  In fact, an 

Equality California release quotes the group‟s Executive Director Geoff Kors explaining the reason 

for the bill, “We are confident that same-sex couples will one day have the right to marry in 

California, and when that time comes this law will reassure faith leaders who have opposed marriage 

equality due to fears they would be compelled to perform marriages conflicting with their beliefs that 

state law, in fact, safeguards their religious freedoms.”   

 

4. A January 27 Capitol Weekly article notes that if same-sex “marriage” were to be legalized, SB 906 

would not protect government employees who perform weddings from having to perform same-sex 

marriages.  Further, churches that rent their facilities to the public could not refuse to rent facilities to 

same-sex couples for their ceremonies.  Churches that only allow facility use by members would be 

protected. 

 

5. SB 906 appears to set the stage to negate the votes of the majority of California voters in supporting 

Prop 8 (now Article 1, Section 7.5 of the California Constitution).  But there is more reason to be 

wary.  Mike Johnson, attorney with the Alliance Defense Fund has additional concerns about the 

language relating to churches and warns, “This deceptively-named bill is another attempt to confine 

the liberty argument to a very narrow area. ADF has religious liberty concerns that are far wider.  
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Leno‟s bill is a Trojan horse that does nothing to protect religious institutions or other agencies of the 

church from being forced to violate their religious beliefs. In fact, it further restricts church liberty and 

independence by giving the government greater power to define the church and its mission.”  

 

6. Ron Prentice, executive director of ProtectMarriage.com warns, “While „divorcing‟ religious marriage 

from civil marriage, this bill further exemplifies just how cunning the homosexual lobby can be.  In 

fact, much can be read into Senator Leno‟s comment in the Bay Area Reporter when he said religious 

entities „have no business interfering with the fundamental right of everyone's access to marriage.‟”  

He adds, “Equality California may promote this bill as nothing more than a way to clarify the issue for 

people who are „confused about the difference between civil marriage and religious marriage,‟ but 

what they are really after is a way – any way – to invalidate the votes of 7 million Californians who 

voted to keep marriage between a man and a woman.  Parsing words the way they are with SB 906 is 

just another clear example of how powerful the homosexual lobby is in exerting its political influence 

on the rest of society.” 

 

 
 


