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homose xual seduct io n , s ince t his argument wi l l be more

persuasi ve to the public and less subject to counter·

a r gument s in wh i ch the gay righ ts advoca t e s present

t hem s el ves as t he vi c t ims of a smea r.

If the p ropos ed law contained a sui tab le e xcep tion ,

t he Church could remain silent on t he pr oposal; i t would

· not need t o s upport the l aw · · i t could jus t refrain from

oppos ing i t .

C. Family Laws . ( Not e tha t this subject assumes
homosexual pract ices.)

The maj or ob jecti ve of the gay rights homose xual

mo vement is to wiitlcgitilllacy and public approval for the

homos e xua l " s ex ua l pr e f e r e nce" or "li festyle . " Not h i ng

woul d accomplish t hat objective as effec tively as l e ga l

re cogn it i on of homosexua l marriages. This could be

accomp lished by constit utional amendment (many be li eve the

pr opos ed Equal Rights Amendment would ha ve done t his) ,

l egi sl a t i ve action (non", has been thus Ea r ) , or court

decision ( thus far , all courts that have been urged to

approve homose xual marriages have refused t o do s o) . The

l i ber a l Uni tarian Uni versalis t Assoc iation recently became

t he first major Pr o t e st a nt denomination to approve

homosexual ma r r i age s . (Deseret News , June 29 , 1984 . )
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Recogniti on of ho. os exual .a r r iages woul d en t i t l e

homosexua l couples t o such dive r se pr iv i leges a s c h i l d

adoption , t ax bene fi ts , ri ght to cour t- enf or c ed support ,

al imony and property divis i on upon divorce , socia l security

benefit s , propert y ri ght s s uch as i nt estate inher itance or

"s pous e ' s indefeasible sha r e , c i t i %ensh i p privil eges , ri ght

to sue f o r wr ongf ul death , acce ss to hous in g t ha t is

re s t r i c t ed t o marri ed couples or unatta ched singles , and

pens i on and group in s ura nce benefits , to name on ly a few.

In my op i ni on , t he in t eres ts at s ta ke i n t he proposed

l ega l i %a t i on of so- ca ll ed homosexua l ma r r ia ges a r e

suffi cien t to justify a formal Church position a nd

sign ifi c ant effort s i n oppos ition . Such a posi t io n could

. ake t he f oll owing points , wh i ch are s t a ted her e in s ecu lar

te rms appropriate fo r pub l ic deba t e on proposed

l egi s lation:- (This l is t i s on ly i llust rativ e , and sho uld

be supplemented In t he con t ext of t he particu lar propo sa l

bei ng oppos ed. )

(1) We speak in de fense of tte fa mily , wh i ch is the

bulwa rk o f s ociety .

- We t hc r e f' o s-e do no t ..en t ion that, in r e li gi ou s t erms , homo-
sexua l "ea r r La ges" woul d be a dev i lish pe rversi on o f t he
p roc r ea t i ve pur po se s o f God and the ea rth life lie has gran ted
Hi s ch i ld ren . 1I0. osex ual r elati ons a r e wholl y de vi ant t o t he
pr ocreativ e pur pose o f s exua l r ela t i ons. ucec s e xue r .a r r iages
are who ll y de v ia n t to t he patri ar chal f amil y .
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(2) The legal r i gh t s c onf erred on ma r riag e pa r t ne r s

are grant ed in conside ra t i on o f th e procreativ e

purpos e and e ffec t s o f a be t ween a man a nd a

woman . (Even between men and women who a re

past th e chi ld-bearing yea rs serve th is procreatI ve

purpose, s i nce t hey a r e rol e mode ls f or younge r ,

ch i l d- bea r i ng c oup l es . )

(3) Cohabi ta t ions between persons o f t he same s ex do

not mee t the ti . e-honor ed de f i ni t ion and purpo se s o f

"ma r r i age " a nd there f or e shou ld not qua li fy for t h e

legal r i ght s and pr iv il ege s gr a nted to ma r riag e .

(4 ) One gene ra t ion o f homos exua l "ma rr iage s" woul d

depopu l at e a nat i on, and , if s uff i c ient ly wi de s pr e ad,

wou l d exti ngu i s h i t s peop le . Ou r ma r r i ag e l aws shou ld

not abe t nationa l s u ici de.

IV. TWO CLOSI NG OBSERVATIONS .

1 . The r e i s an irony i nher ent In t he Chur ch' s t akin g a publ i c

positi on oppos ing homos exua l mar r i age s . Thi s s hou l d be

men t ioned he r e since it i s su re t o be not ed by ot he rs. The

l eadi ng United Sta t es Supreme Cour t a utho r i t y f or t he

propos i t ion t hat ma r r iage means a r e l ati ons h i p be t ween a man

and a woma n i s Reynol ds v . Un it ed St a tes , 98 U. S. 145 (1 878) .


