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o at last it has happened:
Four judges in Massachu-
setts, ruling in a same-sex
marriage case, have de-
cided children don’t need mothers
and fathers, that marriage has
notl'nmgh i thto dowith getting children
what they need. Marriage is a
passing plaything of ﬁ%m
fashianahle ident :
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. Four people claim “the
government creates marriage.”

tionships over transient ones. It is
central to the way the Common-
wealth identifies individuals, pro-
vides for the orderly distribution
of property, insures that children
and adults are cared for and sup-
ported whenever possible from
private rather than public funds,
and tracks important epidemio-
logical and demographic data”

Jhe reason we have marriage
is to save on welfare? Track im-
portant epidemiological and de-
mographic data? -

And oh, by the way, there is no
great reason to have a state legis-
lature, either; since the justices be-
lieve they have the right not only
to strike down laws they consider

unconstitutional, but to order

elected officials to pass new laws

on, the
say, for the state legislature o re-

quire that for a marriage yo
need a husband and a
can become a mother and a fa-

er for their children. .

~Why have marriage at all? Lis-

! tentothe court’s reasoning: “Civil
- marriage anchors an ordered so-

ciety by encouraging stable rela-

to their ik : The; rm of democ-
racy is maintainéd, but it is
drained of its substance. _

Why did they do this? So they
can be heroes to their friends at

cocktail parties? So they can feel

historic and powerful? Themost -~ How about something simpl

striking thing about this deci-
sion to me is the complete ab-
sence of any sense of risk.

sis that revolves precisely around
the core values swatted down like
50 many inconsequential Hies by
the good juris doctors. Do childrent
nfeﬁ'ﬁ&hmﬂmmm
adults have a responsibility fo con~
duct their intimate Tives so chil-
ren get what they need? '
For 30 years, the sexual revo-
lutionaries have said, “Heck, kids
are resilient; the important thing
is that you do what makes you
happy”” By rewriting the laws of’
marriage, the courts have essen-
tially carried this logic to the ulti-

mate conclusion: Marriage is
yhﬂmnﬂm%s_w}aﬂ;l’_emle
bﬁmaﬂﬂnwlﬁlﬁ@%ql
cial experiment on children be-
cause, well, adults want o do 1,

and doing your own thing is the
new law of the JTand. -

woman and one man.

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 stand and fight against the
court’s usurpation of democratic
authority. What 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: Pass
civil unions or else we will create

Eaz marri%e in Vermont. What is
e "or else” here?
Meanwhile, national polls have
been showing a sharp swing
t age. In Massa-
'chsetts, reformers on the ground
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 language that would

: %e hands of state courts. \
e

Marriage in America is and shall:
be exclosTvely The Grom of Grie
en, New York
Times or People magazine start.
treating same-sex unions as if’
they were marriage, 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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