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LISTENING FOR MARRIAGE EQUALITY: AN 
ANALYSIS OF HRC’S “AMERICANS FOR MARRIAGE 
EQUALITY” CAMPAIGN OF 2012

Janelle Davis

ABSTRACT: Written for a course in persuasion and social infl uence, this paper examines advertise-
ments from the Human Rights Campaign’s “Americans for Marriage Equality” video series lead-
ing up to the 2012 election. Grounded through connections to existing work on marriage equality 
as well as other similar civil rights campaigns, this paper uses Walter Fisher’s narrative paradigm 
and the American Values System pioneered by Edward Steele and W. Charles Redding to analyze 
the narrative and moral arguments constructed through HRC’s videos. Additional points of analy-
sis include the extent to which the videos operate within existing moral paradigms pertaining to the 
marital tradition as well as the use of both social benefi ts and civil rights arguments.

“Lesbian and gay couples’ stories are just 
as real and just as romantic and deserve to 
be told” (Kim Wayans and Dee Rees, HRC 
Media, 2012).

Introduction

Although current research shows that 
divorce rates are 20 percent lower 

in states which recognize same-sex mar-
riage than in the rest of the country (Buffi e, 
2011, p. 988), many opponents still see the 
practice as a threat to the traditional institu-
tion of marriage (Eckholm, 2012). Despite 
attempts of marriage equality proponents 
to frame the argument in terms of civil 
rights, their opponents continue to enforce 
a traditional ideology which shapes the de-
bate in the minds of Americans nationwide               
(Liebler, Schwartz & Harper, 2009, p. 671). 
In the leadup to the 2012 voting cycle and 
with polls showing that young people sup-
port marriage equality regardless of normal 
indicators like sex, political or religious 
affi liations (McVeigh, 2012), the LGBT           
advocacy group Human Rights Campaign 

made a major push toward marriage equal-
ity with a series of videos collectively 
called “Americans for Marriage Equality.” 
These videos were a successful attempt to 
shape the national narrative around mar-
riage rights. Accordingly, this paper will use                                                                                    
Walter Fisher’s narrative paradigm and 
Edward Steele and Charles W. Redding’s 
American values system to analyze the sto-
ries told in HRC’s video campaign as well 
as to explore the use of traditional and sub-
versive paradigms and civil rights versus 
social benefi ts arguments. 

Literature Review

Discussion of marriage equality in me-
dia and culture brings up two main ques-
tions—fi rst, of marriage equality as a social 
movement, and second, of its portrayal in 
the media. 

Parallels have been drawn between the 
gay marriage movement and women’s suf-
frage as the marriage equality debate has 
shifted to focus on marriage as a civil rights 
issue (Kelsey, 2009, p. 96). Michelle L. 
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Kelsey (2009) describes two major types 
of approaches used by both suffragists and 
gay rights advocates as “arguments from 
justice” and “arguments from expediency” 
(p. 101). The fi rst approach centers on a de-
mand for rights while the latter describes 
the role those rights would play in improv-
ing society. Both the suffrage and gay mar-
riage movements inspired public fear for the 
traditional institution of marriage -- suffrage 
by forcing it towards a partnership between 
equals (Kelsey, 2009, p. 103) and same-sex 
marriage by highlighting the “shared tenu-
ousness and vulnerability of all our attach-
ments to others” (Dickinson, 2008, p. 280). 

This concern about attachment can per-
haps be better described in terms of what 
defi nes coupledom (that is, marriage and 
marriage-like relationships) versus what 
researcher Rob Cover (2010) terms “pro-
miscuity,” that is, all sexual encounters 
occurring outside of marriage-structured 
relationships (pp. 251-252). Stable couple-
dom depends on stability (often thought of 
in terms of monogamous fi delity), longev-
ity, and commitment (Cover, 2010, p. 253). 
However, the stereotype of gay promiscu-
ity removes monogamy from gay relation-
ships and leaves longevity and commitment 
as the sole measures of a relationship’s 
meaningfulness, raising questions as to the 
legitimacy of a coupled relationship versus 
the sort of casual sex-based dynamic of the 
stereotypical gay relationship (Cover, 2010, 
p. 254). Additionally, homosexual   relation-
ships divorce romance from the complemen-
tarity of bodily functions (i.e. the maleness/
femaleness binary pair), and when taken in 
conjunction with the questions raised by 
non-monogamous relationships, confusion 
ensues over the nature and legitimacy of gay                                                                                
relationships (Cover, 2010, pp. 253-254). 

Since coupledom and promiscuity represent 
a diametrically opposed binary pair syn-
onymous with the culture versus nature di-
chotomy, this also leaves gay relationships 
looking more primal and therefore posing a 
potential threat to civilization (Cover, 2010, 
p. 257). 

Hester and Gibson (2007) tell us that 
this confusion arises in part from a lack of 
personal experience with or knowledge of 
homosexuality and the concerns of gays and 
lesbians; this lack contributes signifi cantly 
to how much effect media coverage has on 
the opinions of the public (p. 301). This 
makes analysis of media coverage vitally 
important: if key rights issues are being 
decided by non-LGBT persons, and those 
individuals have limited experience with 
LGBT individuals, then media represents 
an especially strong force in the national 
debate over marriage equality. A key ques-
tion in any sort of national debate is tied to 
who holds the power to frame that debate, 
and what terms they use to set those frames. 
In one study, the use of frame analysis on 
newspaper coverage found that although the    
Human Rights Commission, a gay rights/
marriage equality advocacy group, had 
framed their side of the debate around civil 
rights by focusing on discrimination and 
agency, the American Family Association 
(AFA) responded by framing marriage as an 
institution, using tradition to establish nor-
mativity (Liebler et al., 2009, p. 669). Al-
though the HRC’s civil rights frames were 
used more frequently, the AFA dominated 
coverage because their traditional value 
frames set the actual parameters of the de-
bate, thereby ensuring that traditional mor-
als and ideology remained intact (Liebler et 
al., 2009, p. 671).

Other studies have found similar value 
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splits in the ways this debate is framed. A 
study comparing articles and letters to the 
editor in Hawaiian newspapers found that 
letters in support of marriage equality some-
times called for adherence to “the spirit of 
aloha” as an appeal to shared Hawaiian val-
ues of tolerance and acceptance (Hull, 2001, 
p. 219). In a study of Canadian news cov-
erage of the local marriage equality discus-
sion, public opinion was split between val-
ues of tradition and values of equality and 
diversity (Bannerman, 2001, p. 601). 

This tendency toward preserving tra-
ditional ideology surfaces not just in lan-
guage, but also in the interplay between 
language and images. In a study focus-
ing on visual media, using critical-cultural 
methodology to inform quantitative content 
analysis, one researcher found that although 
images of gay and lesbian people infused 
news coverage background reels, they were 
given comparatively little time in which to 
speak for themselves (Moscowitz, 2010, 
pp. 31-32). The average speaking time was 
higher for gay rights allies and activists than 
actual gay people (Moscowitz, 2010, p. 33), 
with lesbians having longer sound and im-
age bites than gay men, and couples of color 
appearing for the least amount of time and 
never speaking (Moscowitz, 2010, pp. 35-
36). Researchers called for an expansion of 
civil rights arguments into social benefi ts ar-
guments (Kelsey, 2009, p. 114), the need for 
social movements to consider the impact of 
their framing on both mobilizing participa-
tion and on the ability to refl ect and encom-
pass diverse motivations and perspectives 
(Hull, 2001, p. 227), and for greater inclu-
sion of images in future analysis of margin-
alized groups (Moscowitz, 2010, p. 37).

Research Questions

My fi rst research question is: What 
story is the Americans for Marriage                                
Equality project telling? Secondly, I will ad-
dress the question: Does the “Americans for                                                                                
Marriage Equality” project operate within 
the traditional marriage ideological para-
digms or does it attempt to subvert or un-
dermine those paradigms? Finally, I ask: 
Are these videos advancing their agenda 
through civil rights or social benefi ts argu-
ments?

Methods

To address these questions, this pa-
per will make use of two analytical lenses. 
The fi rst is narrative criticism as proposed 
by Walter Fisher, and the second is the                  
American Values system laid out by Edward 
Steele and W. Charles Redding. 

The narrative paradigm centers atten-
tion on the process of human-as-storyteller 
(Fisher, 1989, p. 56) and represents an al-
ternative to purely rational paradigms in 
order to expand the scope of academic 
inquiry through the use of multiple ap-
proaches (Fisher, 1984, p. 2). Narrative ra-
tionality represents a capacity held by all 
humans, that of storytelling and description                   
(Fisher, 1984, p. 9). It does not refuse the ex-
istence of hierarchy or power (Fisher, 1989, 
p. 57), but it does propose that storytelling 
is innate to humans, whose decision-mak-
ing processes rely on what Fisher (1984) 
terms “good reasons,” which vary between 
situations, genres, and media (p. 7). These 
“good reasons” are produced and practiced 
and we weigh them through an awareness 
of narrative probability (termed coher-
ence) and narrative fi delity (encompassing                                             
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truthfulness or verisimilitude by according 
with those stories we know to be true), ul-
timately picking and choosing among the 
stories which constitute our world in order 
to live what Fisher calls “the good life in a 
process of continual recreation” (1984,  pp. 
7-8). This process of continual recreation is 
in essence a form of rhetoric, and therefore 
the narrative paradigm opens up human de-
cision-making as well as attempts to infl u-
ence those decisions to the fi eld of rhetori-
cal criticism. 

The application of the narrative para-
digm to rhetorical criticism makes use of 
narratives as a lens through which to view 
the identities of individuals as well as cul-
tures, allowing for a greater depth of anal-
ysis through more dimensions than other 
rhetorical analysis tools, such as Burke’s 
pentad (Foss, 1984, p. 401). Narrative criti-
cism analyzes artifacts by treating them as 
self-contained narratives, asking questions 
about such aspects as the setting, characters, 
narrator, events, and theme (Foss, 1984,                  
pp. 402, 404-405). By identifying those fea-
tures that are most signifi cant or most rel-
evant to the research questions posed above, 
I will be able to focus analysis on the per-
suasive features of HRC’s videos and illu-
minate their purpose and effectiveness. 

The intent of Fisher’s work is to apply 
narrative theory to public moral arguments. 
Public moral arguments are publicized, 
widely available forms of controversy 
which cross multiple fi elds and are direct-
ed at lay people, the “untrained thinkers” 
(Fisher, 1984, p. 12). In narrative theory, the 
role of an expert throughout public moral 
arguments is as a counselor in the form of a 
storyteller. Using the narrative paradigm to 
analyze the HRC “Americans for Marriage 
Equality” video campaign is especially                                                                           

relevant as Fisher discusses a sort of discon-
nect in protest rhetoric where reform ad-
vocates argue from a perspective of rights, 
while those who oppose them stand on 
reason. In his view, these are two separate 
conversations which simply pass by each 
other—they are rival stories, mutually ex-
clusive because each denies the self-con-
ception of the other (Fisher, 1984, p. 14).

Because of the potential for mutual ex-
clusivity, and given the morally-charged 
nature of the marriage equality debate, 
framing it in terms of common American 
values is timely and appropriate. This pa-
per will address three moral values. Firstly,                   
Americans’ need to view problems in moral 
terms, that is, to view the world in terms of 
good/bad or ethical/unethical dichotomies 
(Steele and Redding, 1962, p. 85). Second-
ly, the value of ethical equality will be ad-
dressed, the idea that all humans are spiri-
tually and ethically equal, a value upheld 
in civil rights arguments such as abolition, 
the right to vote, and free public education 
(Steele and Redding, 1962, p. 88). The fi nal 
value covered will be change and progress, 
or the idea that the world is constantly im-
proving, that the America of today will yield 
to a better America of tomorrow (Steele and 
Redding, 1962, p. 86).

Artifact Description

The website for the HRC advocacy 
“Americans for Marriage Equality” de-
scribes the videos as a civil engagement 
project in which professional athletes, fi lm 
and music celebrities, political and civil 
rights leaders and business leaders send a 
message challenging Americans to support 
marriage equality. Each video is 30-46 sec-
onds long and features a prominent person 
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introducing themselves as an American 
for marriage equality, explaining why they 
support marriage equality and how that ap-
plies to their audience, and fi nally exhorting 
their audience to “join me and a majority 
of Americans to support marriage equal-
ity” (HRC Media, 2012). The 21 videos re-
viewed for this project were published be-
tween January 3 and August 24, 2012 and 
specifi c information identifying them can be 
found in Appendix A: Videos.

Data Analysis

The speakers in each video are fi lmed 
against plain white backgrounds; during the 
brief segment in which the slogan “Marriage 
is... Love Family Commitment” crosses the 
screen, the speakers are shown in action 
stills – at awards ceremonies, preaching, 
smiling with family members, and several 
other poses. The setting in this case appears 
to be deliberately neutral. The characters 
appear to be the speakers themselves, ad-
dressing the audience directly. There is no 
intermediary narrator. Though there are no 
events as such within the videos themselves, 
they do address the broader events outside 
of themselves by speaking to the need for 
equal rights, values of love and commit-
ment, and legal support. By using the clos-
ing term all videos shared, “Join me, and a 
majority of Americans, to support marriage 
equality,” they allude to the growing sup-
port for same-sex marriage and thereby in-
dicate changing trends (HRC Media, 2012).

Each video is very brief, no more than 
46 seconds. The points covered are also 
brief, glossing quickly over the speaker’s 
rationale for supporting marriage equality. 
But none of the speakers rushes their mes-
sage; instead, each takes the time to state 

their position or opinion clearly. This use of 
time keeps the videos from feeling frantic 
and draws the listener in. Frequent use of 
“rights,” “legal,” and “government” along-
side such concepts as “marriage,” “love,” 
“family,” and “commitment” indirectly sug-
gests a causative relationship between le-
gal protection of equal rights and happier, 
healthier, more loving couples. The target 
audience is presumably those Americans 
watching these videos, either as commer-
cials or on YouTube, who remain undecided 
on marriage equality. 

In keeping with the audience of unde-
cided Americans, the videos make frequent 
use of value terms which allude to domi-
nant American ideology. Recurring terms 
in the videos include “right” or “rights” (six 
times), “government,” “constitution,” or 
“nation” (six times), “love” or “romance” 
(four times), “justice” or “law” (three times), 
and outside of the intro and outro common 
to all of the videos, “equality” was used six 
times. These themes refl ect the American 
values of ethical equality and change and 
progress, through words like “rights,” “jus-
tice,” and “equality,” as well as patriotism, 
through the terms “government,” “Con-
stitution,” and “nation.” The use of these 
terms set a foundation for a rights-based,                         
American-specifi c story. 

The fi rst research question posed 
was: What story is the “Americans for                       
Marriage Equality” project telling? The nar-
rative unfolding from these videos is one 
of concerned citizens speaking out for the 
rights of a marginalized group. By silenc-
ing LGBT persons and subordinating their 
voices to those of well-known straight in-
dividuals, the conversation centers on peo-
ple who are presumably more similar and 
therefore relatable to the assumed audience. 

Listening for Marriage Equality
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One can assume that the majority of LGBT 
people would be in support of equal mar-
riage rights, and in any case, at only ap-
proximately 3.5 percent of the population 
(Gates, 2011, p. 1), they make up a rela-
tively small percentage of potential voters. 
In order to pass legislation, therefore, a pre-
ponderance of straight individuals must be 
converted into allies. Since as humans we 
judge stories based on the criteria of coher-
ence and fi delity, a convincing narrative has 
to fi t with our personal experiences. Casting 
straight celebrities as the central characters 
in these videos heightens their fi delity for a 
straight audience who may have diffi culties 
fi nding an accord between their own stories 
and those of people they perceive as funda-
mentally different. Narrative coherence, or 
the ability of a story to hang together, is less 
diffi cult. Drawing parallels with previous 
civil rights or social movements grants le-
gitimacy. In her video, Melissa Harris-Perry 
compares the marriage equality movement 
directly to the civil rights movement in the 
1960s: “As a child of an interracial couple, 
I understand the deep injustice of laws that 
bar a loving couple from marrying just be-
cause it threatens the status quo,” she says 
(HRCMedia, 2012). 

Secondly, I asked: Does the Americans 
for Marriage Equality project operate within 
the traditional marriage ideological para-
digms or does it attempt to subvert or un-
dermine those paradigms? With the recur-
ring banner “Marriage is. . . Love Family 
Commitment,” it is clear that these videos 
are making use of traditional marriage para-
digms. Speakers in the videos address the 
desire of gay and lesbian couples to protect 
their families and proclaim their love with 
marriage, describing them as equally com-
mitted, equally in love, and equally caring 

as straight couples. They refer regularly to 
“gay and lesbian couples” rather than speak-
ing of individuals; in so doing, they manage 
to tap into the discussion of coupledom ex-
plored by Rob Cover to ease straight fears 
of gay relationships. 

Finally, I asked: Are these videos ad-
vancing their agenda through civil rights or 
social benefi ts arguments? The language in 
these videos suggests both. Many of the vid-
eos spoke in terms of rights, equality, and 
justice – the language of civil rights argu-
ments. Some of them also spoke about good 
business practices, the value of protecting 
existing families through the legal institu-
tion of marriage, and the shared American 
value of pursuing happiness, all of which are 
arguments couched in terms of social bene-
fi ts. Combining the two approaches allowed 
the campaign to harness the moral rectitude 
of both positions. By using civil rights argu-
ments, advocates tap into the American de-
sire to view the world in terms of progress 
– through previous civil rights battles, the 
United States has become a freer and more 
just society, therefore participating “on the 
right side” of this fi ght allows viewers to see 
themselves on the side of progress and posi-
tive change. Likewise, in using the discus-
sion of social benefi ts, these supporters cast 
issues in moral terms and settle themselves 
fi rmly on the moral high ground.

Conclusions and Implications

The results of ballot measures in    
Washington, Maryland, and Maine clearly 
indicate success for supporters of mar-
riage equality. Perhaps the defi ning char-
acteristic of the HRC “Americans for 
Marriage Equality” video campaign is the 
normalization of same-sex marriage. By                                                                             
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presenting these arguments to an audience 
likely comprised almost entirely of straight                                                                     
Americans through the non-threatening 
fi gures of fellow straight Americans, the 
campaign made its information palatable to 
those most in need of convincing. 

In keeping with their focus on speaking 
to straight Americans, consistent reference 
to the affected population as lesbian and gay 
couples reinforces the coupledom/promis-
cuity dynamic explored by Cover. By ham-
mering home the concept of same-sex mar-
riage as coupledom, gay and lesbian couples 
are positioned as part of an existing cultural 
and civil social arrangement rather than 
representing socially disruptive promiscu-
ity. Describing same-sex marriage strictly 
within the terms and limits of the existing 
ideological institution of marriage allowed 
marriage equality proponents to lay claim to 
some of the traditional legitimacy of mar-
riage. Similarly, it minimized the threat to 
social cohesion that opponents of same-sex 
marriage cite as a primary concern. By high-
lighting the role of marriage in preserving 
existing family structures, HRC’s campaign 
managed to channel the desire for social or-
der toward marriage equality. 

Moreover, directing the discussion to-
ward widely accepted values such as ethical 
equality and change and progress allowed 
HRC to frame their arguments in moral 
terms. Speakers used phrases such as “it 
breaks my heart” (Kristen Bell), “it’s com-
pletely insane to us” (Jack Antonoff), “vi-
olates the core values of our constitution” 
(Melissa Harris-Perry), “I think it’s wrong” 
(Rep. Gwen Moore), and “most states are 
willingly harming families” (Katey Segal) 
to underscore the moral imperatives in play 
during this debate (HRC Media, 2012).

The quotation which opened this paper 

also taps into those moral imperatives by 
referencing the reality, romance, and deserv-
ing nature of gay couples, and represents an 
awareness on the part of the Human Rights 
Campaign of what they are doing here: con-
structing a narrative driving toward change. 
With Fisher’s assertion that humans as sto-
rytelling creatures select from among the 
available stories in order to build “the good 
life,” it is obvious that the HRC campaign is 
centered around convincing Americans that 
the story of lesbian and gay couples is one 
that everyone should want to be a part of 
telling; it is a story of Fisher’s “good life.”

However, despite the Americans for 
Marriage Equality program’s apparent suc-
cess, its lack of actual gay and lesbian voic-
es remains disturbing. This silence raises 
questions about the morality of a civil rights 
campaign which fails to give a platform to 
the voices of those it seeks to defend. The 
unsettling implication of this approach is 
that Americans will only support the rights 
of minority groups when these “Others” 
are presented to them by other majority              
Americans, whitewashed by similarity and 
packaged in brief sound bites. What this 
means for the future of minority, gay, and 
transgender rights remains to be seen, but 
it is a question that demands future consid-
eration. 

References

Bannerman, Sara. (2011). Same-Sex Marriages, 
 Social Cohesion, and Canadian Values: A 
 Media Analysis. Canadian Journal of Co-  
 mmunication, 36(4), 599-617. 

Buffi e, William C. (2011). Public health implica-
 tions of same-sex marriage. American 
 Journal of Public Health, 101(6), 986-990.

Listening for Marriage Equality



UW BOTHELL POLICY JOURNAL, 201418

Cover, Rob. (2010) Object(ive)s of desire: Roman-
 tic coupledom versus promiscuity, subjec-
 tivity and sexual identity. Continuum: 
 Journal of Media & Cultural Studies, 
 24(2), 251-263.

Dickinson, Peter. (2008). Love is a Battlefi eld: The 
 Performance and Politics of Same-Sex 
 Marriage in North America. Text and Per-
 formance Quarterly, 28(3), 277-297.  

Eckholm, Erik. (2012, November 8). Maryland and 
 Maine back same-sex marriage. The Inter-
 national Herald Tribune, p. News-14. 

Fisher, Walter R. (1984). Narration as a Human 
 Communication Paradigm: The Case of 
 Public Moral Argument. Communication 
 Monographs, 51(1), 1-22. 

Fisher, Walter R. (1989). Clarifying the Narrative 
 Paradigm. Communication Monographs 
 56(1), 55-58.  

Foss, Sonja K. (1989). Rhetorical Criticism: Explo-
 ration & Practice (2nd ed.). Prospect 
 Heights, IL: Waveland Press. 

Gates, Gary J. (April 2011). “How many people are 
 lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender?”. 
 Williams Institute, University of California 
 School of Law. 

Hester, Joe Bob and Rhonda Gibson. (2007). The 
 Agenda-Setting Function of National 
 Versus Local Media: A Time-Series 
 Analysis for the Issue of Same-Sex Mar-
 riage. Mass Communication & Society, 
 10(3), 299-317.

HRC. (2012, November 29).  Americans for Mar-
 riage Equality. Retrieved from https://
 www.hrc.org/americansformarriageequal
 ity

Hull, Kathleen E. (2001). The political limits of 
 the rights frame: The case of same-sex 
 marriage in Hawaii. Sociological Perspec-
 tives, 44(2), 207-232. 

Kelsey, Michelle L. (2009). Gendered social move-
 ments: A critical comparison of the suf-
 frage and gay marriage movements. Kalei-
 doscope: A Graduate Journal of Qualita 
 tive Communication Research, 8(7), 95- 
 116. 

Liebler, Carol M., Joseph Schwartz, and Todd 
 Harper. (2009). Queer Tales of Morality: 
 The Press, Same-Sex Marriage, and Hege-
 monic Framing. Journal of Communica-
 tion, 59(4), 653-675.  
McVeigh, Karen. (2012, November 9). Obama 
 victory: Marriage Equality: ‘tipping point’ 
 for gay rights, say campaigners. The 
 Guardian (London), p. International-30. 

Moscowitz, Leigh M. (2010). Gay Marriage in Tele-
 vision News: Voice and Visual Representa-
 tion in the Same-Sex Marriage Debate. 
 Journal of Broadcasting & Electronic Me-
 dia, 54(1), 24-39. 

Steele, Edward D. and W. Charles Redding. (1962). 
 The American Value System: Premises for 
 Persuasion. Western Speech, 26(2), 83-91. 

List of Videos (Viewed on YouTube)

HRCMedia. (2012, January 3). Kim Wayans and 
 Dee Rees support Marriage Equality.

HRCMedia. (2012, January 25). Senator Al Franken 
 for Americans for Marriage Equality. 

HRCMedia. (2012, February 1). Governor Christine 
 Gregoire for Americans of Marriage Equal-
 ity.

HRCMedia. (2012, February 2). Lloyd Blankfein 
 for Americans for Marriage Equality. 

HRCMedia. (2012, February 7). Al Sharpton for 
 Americans for Marriage Equality.

HRCMedia. (2012, March 21). Jason Mraz for 
 Americans for Marriage Equality.

HRCMedia.(2012, March 28). Kristen Bell for 
 Americans for Marriage Equality.

Davis



UW BOTHELL POLICY JOURNAL, 2014 19

HRCMedia. (2012, April 4). Cybill Shepherd for 
 Americans for Marriage Equality.

HRCMedia. (2012, April 11). Megan Mullally & 
 Nick Offerman for Americans for Marriage 
 Equality.

HRCMedia. (2012, April 18). Eliseo Medina for 
 Americans for Marriage Equality.

HRCMedia. (2012, April 24). John Ridley for 
 Americans for Marriage Equality.
HRCMedia. (2012, May 2). Stanley Tucci for 
 HRC’s Americans for Marriage Equality.

HRCMedia. (2012, May 16). Dreama Walker for 
 HRC’s Americans for Marriage Equality.

HRCMedia. (2012, May 16). Krysten Ritter for 
 HRC’s Americans for Marriage Equality.

HRCMedia. (2012, May 23). Jack Antonoff of fun. 
 for HRC’s Americans for Marriage Equal-
 ity.

HRCMedia. (2012, June 6). Melissa Harris-Perry 
 for HRC’s Americans for Marriage Equal-
 ity.

HRCMedia. (2012, June 14). Mayor Antonio 
 Villaraigoso for HRC’s Americans for 
 Marriage Equality.

HRCMedia. (2012, July 12). Brian Cranston for 
 HRC’s Americans for Marriage Equality.

HRCMedia. (2012, July 12). Rep. Gwen Moore for 
 HRC’s Americans for Marriage Equality.

HRCMedia. (2012, July 12). Katey Sagal for HRC’s 
 Americans for Marriage Equality.

HRCMedia. (2012, August 24). Family and freedom  
 – Republicans for marriage equality.

Listening for Marriage Equality


