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So at last it has happened:
Fbur judges in Massachu
setts, ruling in a same-sex
marriage case, have de

cided children don't need mothers
and fathers, that marriage has
nothingtodowithgettingchildren
what they need.JiJ^mageisa

The Massachusetts Supreme
Judicial Court judges, in Hillary
Goodridge and others vs. De
partment of Public Health and
another, displayed their own
massive ignorance about mar
riage, its history and its public
purposes. Fbur people claim
government crates marriage."
TTiptir is nn rpason. thev
say, for ±e state legislature to re
quire that for a marriage
need a husband and a wife, who

can become a mother and a^
ther tor ttieir children.

Why have marriage at all? Lis
ten totkie court's reasoning;"Civil
marriage anchors an ordered so
ciety by encouraging stable rela

tionships over transient ones. It is
central to the way the Common
wealth identifiesindividuals,pro
vides for the orderly distribution
ofproperty, insures that children
and adults are cared for and sup
ported whenever possible from
private rather than public funds,
and tracks important epidemio-
Ic^cal and demographic data."

The reason we have marriage
is to save on welfare? 'irack im
portant p.Dideminln^ical ana de-
mosraptiic data?

And oh, by the way, there is no
great reason to have a state legis
lature,either,since thejustices be
lievetihey havethe right notonly
to strike down laws they consider
unconstitutional, hut tn nrdpr
elected officials to pass new laws
to their liking. The form of democ
racy is maintained, but it is
drained ofits substance.

Vvny did they do this?So they
can be heroes to their friends at
cocktail parties? Sothey can feel
historic and powerful? The most
striking thing about this deci
sion to me is the complete ab
sence of any sense of risk.

Marria^ trviauis ijicrisis, a cri-j
sis that revolves precisely art)tind'
the core \^uesswatted down mce
so manvinconsequential tiies by
the good iuns doctors. Dochildren
need mothers ana tathers, arid db
adults have a restx)nsibiiity to coiv-
duct their intimate livas so chiT- i

i
cial experiment on c

The interesting question is
whether the state legislators will,
like senators under Augustus, ac
cept this new definition of their
subservient role, or whether they
will stend and fight against the
court's usurpation of democratic
authority \^at happens if after
180 days, the state legislature
hasn't passed a new unisex mar
riage law? In Vermont, the high
court made its threat clear:Pa^
civil unions or else we will create
mvmarriage in Vermont, wnatis
he "or else" here?

M^whiie, national polls have
been showing a sharp swmg
against gav marriage. In Massa-
'chusetts, reformersontheground
are trying to pass a state consti
tutional amendment protecting
the normal definition of marriage.

In Washington,marriage advo
cates are struggling to come to
gether on lan^age that would
take marriage in Amerira niit nf

Jne hands of state courts. .
^ How about somettung simpl^

Marri^e inAmerica isand shall•
be ejoilusiveiy me union ot one
woman and one man.

" I'hen, Wllttn th6"New York^
Times or People magazine start.
treating same-sex unions as if;
theyweremarriage,we at least;
can point to the U.S. Constitution •
and say: Not in the United States:
of America. '

Maggie Gallagher is a nation
ally syndicated columnist.
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