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The Sinister Implications of Goodridge: 

The SJC’s decision is as foolish as it is fallacious
by Michael Pakaluk

Here’s the truth.  Marriage is a natural institution.  Throughout the ages, in all places and cultures, it arises because of romantic love between a man and a woman, who, when deeply in love, want to bind themselves to each other forever and unconditionally.  This love is inherently procreative.  A woman tells the man she loves “I want to have your babies.”  The man tells the woman he wants to start a family and grow old together with her.   

For a thousand reasons, this natural institution is the best for raising children.  Human children are meant to be raised by their married parents the way baby kangaroos are meant to grow in their mother’s pouch and baby birds are meant to grow up in a nest.

Marriage is prior to the state. The state merely recognizes this institution and supports it in law; it does not create marriage.  There is no such thing as ‘civil marriage’.  There is marriage, which the state may recognize.

In a previous column, I recounted the fallacies and contradictions in the SJC’s recent Goodridge decision, which redefines marriage as ‘a stable commitment between two persons’.  But bad reasoning and bad results go together.  So here I will enumerate some sinister consequences of that decision.

Goodridge undermines democracy.   In Goodridge, the SJC passes a new law by a 4-3 majority and imposes it on the state.  This, technically, is ‘oligarchy’. If we acquiesce in Goodridge, we admit we no longer care for democracy.

Goodridge is not a constitutional decision.  Nothing in our state constitution implies same-sex marriage, and we did not, in consenting to the constitution, implicitly consent also to same-sex marriage.

Some people, worried about ‘tyranny of the majority’, actually prefer to be ruled by judges.  But unless we roll dice, always some majority will be making laws.   The only question is: Which majority?  And it’s unreasonable to think that a very small majority will be less prone to tyranny than a very large majority.
Goodridge in principle allows polygamy and incestuous ‘marriages’.   Say that marriage is unrelated to procreation, and you remove the reason for limiting marriage to just two persons from different families.  Define marriage solely as a ‘stable commitment’, and there is no reason why an elderly woman and her unmarried daughter can’t be ‘married’.   

Let’s not be naive. History is replete with polygamy, menages a trois, and other arrangements—so far considered illicit.   By the reasoning of Goodridge, there would be no non-arbitrary way of denying ‘marriage’ to members of such arrangements who wanted to adopt children and have greater ‘stability.’  It makes no difference that no one currently is lobbying for this change.  Ideas have consequences, whatever we intend.  But of course once all of these groups are counted as ‘married’, it will be undeniable that Goodridge did not ‘extend’ but rather destroyed marriage.
Goodridge will lead to the oppression of Christians and people with healthy sensibilities.  Goodridge is based entirely on a misguided analogy: to oppose same-sex marriage is like opposing marriage between whites and blacks. (The analogy is misguided, because skin color is accidental to marriage—as it is to everything else—but a difference in sex is not.)  It follows that anyone who opposes same-sex marriage is just like a racial bigot who despises blacks as inferior beings.  Now follow the consequences.  How do we treat bigots in our society?  We exclude them. We do not hire them. We rightly deny them positions of authority.  We regard all of their other views as discredited.  This, therefore, is how, by the Goodridge decision, Christians and other people with healthy sensibilities will be treated.
Goodridge will sanction radical efforts of ‘re-education’.  By a ‘healthy sensibility’ I mean the sense that sexual acts between persons of the same sex are shameful and immoral.  Because this is a natural and healthy reaction in a child who has been raised well, extreme methods of re-education will have to be employed, to attempt to root it out.  

The Court, at one point in Goodridge, acknowledges that if homosexual actions were immoral, then same-sex marriages could not be allowable.  That is to say: if same-sex marriages are allowable, then homosexual actions are not immoral.  Goodridge therefore imposes as the binding, ‘constitutional’ outlook, that homosexual acts are not immoral.   Anyone who holds the right view therefore becomes a lawless person and a bad citizen, in need of ‘re-education’.

Goodridge promotes ‘legalistic schizophrenia’.   Defenders of Goodridge will say that Christians are free to think of marriage in their own way, but that ‘civil marriage’ has to be understood otherwise.   Not true: the Christian view becomes lawless and equivalent to bigotry.  Moreover, this legal schizophrenia, which would separate ‘civil marriage’ from the realities of marriage, is mischievous and should be rejected (“You are free to respect unborn babies as real persons—but we kill them because we deny they are constitutional persons.”)
Goodridge will undermine parental rights. Marriage and parental authority stand or fall together.  It is because marriage arises by nature and is prior to the state, that parents have an authority which is by nature and not conferred by the state.   Deny the one and you deny the other.  Admit that “the state creates marriage” (as Goodridge says), and you admit also that the state has ultimate authority for the disposition of your children.  That is why Goodridge is tyrannical in upshot as well as in origin.
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