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Parents lose another round
pie talk about sex."

Obviously^, not every
/-year-old is ready to contem
plate those kinds ofquestions
If you're a parent, there's no
contest ns to who should deter-
aime when such subjects are
raised. Parents should.

Not so fast, and not accord
ing to the 9th Circuit.

Parents increasingly at war
against a culture they find
aggressively sexualized
just lost another battle.

This time against the local
school board

In a recent ruling, a tlu-ee-
judge panelof the 9th Circuit
Court of Appeals (that be the
Left Coast) determined that
parents do not have a funda
mental right to control when,
where and how their children

•# .^1 . taught
Kathleen ^^outsez.

Parker Rather, the
state — in its

fill wron^—
fias ultimate

a new battle, of
course. Par

ents and school boards havear-
^ed for ye^ about sex educa
tion. But this decision is espe
cially offensive because the
children involved are so young.

The rulingstemsfromacase
filed by a group of California
parents whose elementary
school children were given a w
questionnaire of dubious con- tl
tent. Intheir complaint, thepar- qi
ents said they would not have oi
^owed their children to par- ra
ticipate in the survey had they pi
known of thesexual nature of th
someof the questions. -w]

K̂ids ages 7through 10 were rii
asked, for example, to rate the
following activities according gu
to how often they experienced prthe thought or emotioa* rig

• "Touching my private of
parts too much."

• "Thinking about having to•
sex.

D6]

• "Thinkingabout touching anc
otherpeople's private parts."

• "Thinking about sex ten
when I don't want ta" dec
Vr abo
I feeldirtyon theinside." bou

. • "Not trusting people be- end
causetheymight wantsex." I

scared or upset ..Cot
whenI think aboutsex." hav

• "Having sexfeelings in mak
my^dy." cusi

P- Can t stop thinking chilc
aboms^"

• Getting upsetwhen peo- an"<

"While legal experts
argii^about whether

the ruling is
constitutionally

correct, common
sense tells us that the

superior right of
parents to instruct
their ^children about

sex is among the most
fundamental of

parenting concerns.
The idea that the

state knowsbest is not
only ludicrous, but
alsol dangerous."

(Not to worry. Those hot
2ry flashes you're feeling are per-
em- fectly normal. Anger is an ap-
?ns. propriate emotion under the t
no circu^t^ces, even if it's not

ter- constitutionally protected.)
are In otherwords, thestatecan

determine what's appropriate
rd- for your children based on what

thestatedecides isgood forso
ciety. Giventhat we're all con
cerned about sexual abuse and I

S domestic violence, we should
^ be permitted to ask children

questions that might shed light
on such problems, right? So
goes the thinking.

But as parents know, chil-
3 <penare notoriously unreliable '

httlescamps when it comes to •
answering questions honestly
—especially questions they're
not emotionally or intellectual-

^ ly equipped to understand. i
The most chilling piece of i

the ruling was this assertioa- i
we further hold that apsychological survey is a reasonable

state action pursuant tolegiti
mate educational as well as
health and welfare interests of
the state."

ReallySonow the state is in
the business ofpsychoanalysis.t Never mind that posing phase-

1 inappropriate questions to chil-
J ^en might create psycholog-
' ical complications that didn't
; exist before the helpful ques-
, tionnaire was administered.

While legal experts argue
3£^ut wheth6r therulingiscon* i
stitutionally correct, common
senseteUs us that thesuperior
n^t ofparents toinstruct theirchildrenabout sex isamong the
most flmdamental ofparenting
concerns.

The idea that the state
knows best is not only ludi-
cr(^s, but also dangerous. Bit
by bit, with rulings like this, the
state gains greaterpoweroverfamily autonomy and, inevita
bly, overpersonal freedom._As the implicit message ;
smks m that the state knowsbest and parents aren't to be
trusted, advocatesibr private Ischools and voucher programs I
should have no trouble finding /
new recruits.

y Thecourt made clearthat it
a was not passing judgment on
- the appropriateness of the

questions themselves, but only
~ onthe constitutional questions
- r^sed in the case. Herewith,
^ plaintiff|s evidence as to why
f the law is, indeed, an ass and

why what is"legal" is not always
nght '

Chiefamong theparents' ar
guments was that they were de
prived of their fundamental
n^t to "control the upbringing
oftheir children by introducing
them to matters ofand relating
to sex in accordance with their
personal and religious values
and beliefs."

Sounds reasonable toany at
tentive parent Whoelseshould
decide when a child learns
Jx)ut something so intimately
bound to moral values? Appar
ently, the stateshould. ,

Even though the Supreme ;
•Court has ruled that parents ^
have a constitutional right to i
make decisions about the care, -
custody and control of their i
chJdren,thejudges inthis case iruled that parents donothave }
an"exclusive" right
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