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Marriage Rights are a contentious 1ssue about
which perfons of all walks of life may paflionat’ly
debate. Liberals and confervatives, in particular, have
been known to argue this iflue bas’d upon their
re{pective ideological per{pectives. Unfortunat’ly for
us, both liberals and confervatives hav’ turn’d out to be
wrong about marriage.

On the one hand, the confervative, {eeing
homofexuality as a threat to his traditional way of life,
will argue with fervour that marriage is a religious
inftitution exifting betwixt a man and a woman, and
that it is therefore neceflary that big government ban
alternative marriage {tructur’s, thereby protecting its
fanctity.



The liberal, on the other hand, recognifing that all
men and women poflefs equal natural Rights and
fhould thus poflefs equal civ’l Rights (they deviate
from this pofition in a number of ways, but I digrefs),
will argue that big government fhould codify gay
marriage into the currently-exifting legal inftitution of
“marriage,” thereby beftowing to homosexual c’uples
the fame priv’leges being currently granted by the
State to heterofexual c’uples.

Is there any hope for reconciliation between thefe
divergent {tances?

The {olution can be found, and 1t 1s found in the
[LIBERTARIAN call for the Separation of Marriage and
State.

The confervative who calls for the government
ban on alternative marriages is, in effect, faying that
marriage 1s 7oz a religious inftitution. Paradoxic’ly,
they hav’ taken to oppoling their ow# freedom of
religion. A conftitutional amendment banning gay
marriage makes as little {enfe as would an amendment
declaring that, defpite the claim of Cath’lics, the
Eucharift 1s “not the actual body of Chrift.” Some
religious inftitutions, {uch as the United Church of
Chrift, hav’ b’en known to {upport gay marriage; if
marriage 1s a religious inftitution as claim’d—and I
would agree it 1s—it {tands to reafon that each church
be free to ordain whatever marriages it {ees fit,



including homofexual or polygamist marriages. This
would afford for us true marriage equality.

The liberal who calls for more government
involv’ment in marriage calls, in effeét, for more
difcrimination. When the State grants certain
priv’leges to married c’'uples which it does not grant to
the unmarried, it inherently difcriminates againit thofe
who object to marriage per fe. Some view marriage as
a patriarchal inftitution. Others find the inftitution
burdenfome. Still others are {imply unable to find a
{uitable {ignificant other. Whatever the reafon, they
choos’ not to marry, and thus find themf{elv’s
difcriminated again{t by big government.

The government alfo difcriminates 1n 1ts choice of
which alternative marriage {tructur’s to confider valid
and which to confider invalid. We recall not too long
ago that government difcriminated againft interracial
c’'uples. Ultimat’ly, the only way to prevent
difcrimination on the part of government with regards
to marriage Rights 1s fimply to {eparate marriage from
{tate, thus affording for us true marriage equality.

The LLIBERTARIAN generally believes, as did
Jefferfon and other anti-foederalifts, that that
government is beft which governs lealt. If we apply
this principle today, we fhall {ee its many benefits for
our lives. No where this 1s truer than with regards to
marriage.



