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Marriage License or Just License

CHOICE:

The following paper is, in the opinion of the editorial board, one of the
most important which ONE has published. [Its implications are stagger-
ing. The author(ess?) was little short of staggering, too, in the mild

letter which accompanied this historic essay: ‘ . '
But on second thought, Writer Saunders, it

not seem an itmpertinence.”

“I hope the enclosed will

18 tmpertinent and exactly the type of impertinence all thinking persons

and this magazine*vitally need!

There is something terribly wrong in
the reasoning behind the organization
which calls itself the Mattachine Soci-
ety. 'This applies also to the magazine
ONE. It is true that in both the reader
sees commendable unification, excel-
lent anger and astonishing enthusiasm—
vet a person comes away from them feel-
ing uneasy. Can it really be as simple
as all this> Does the answer lie in
merely “all of us getting together”»> A
person wants to withdraw a bit from all
this bouncing energy and mull over
what he or she has heard. You review
the prospectus of the Society and go
through the back issues of the magazine
and this uneasiness increases. Then you
sit back and try to visualize our society
as these well-meaning enthusiasts would
have it. And suddenly you realize that
their plans are impossible! They have
missed one of their most essential points
and committed a basic and staggering
Eerror.

It has to do with acceptance. The
Society desires to win from society ac-
ceptance for the deviate. On the sur-
face, this aim is certainly fine. Yet
look at the tremendous change it im-
plies! Nor is this reference to the
change in the general prejudice. That

‘is simple compared to the huge prob-

lem which azceptance for the deviate
propaoses.

Imagine that the year were 2053 and
homosexuality were accepted to the
point of being of no importance. Now,
15 the deviate allowed to continue his
pursuit of physical happiness without
restraint as he attempts to do today?
Or is he, in this Utopia, subject to mar-
riage laws? It is a pertinent question.
For why should he be permitted per-
miscuity when those heterosexuals who
people the earth must be married to
enjoy sexual intercourse? The answer
does not lie in the fact that the deviate
cannot reproduce; this is irrelevant to
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the effect upon society of his acceptance
as a valuable citizen,

This effect would be one of immense
consternation for it would be a legal-
izing of promiscuity for a special section
of the population—which, incidentally,
now begs for its rights on the very
grounds that it desires the respectability
and dignity of all other citizens. It is
not likely that either of these would
be attained by a lifting of legal sex re-
straints for this group alone. Actually
such a change would loosen hetero-
sexual marriage ‘ties, too, and make even
shallower the meaning of marriage as
we know it. It cannot be seriously
claimed that this would be a good thing.
The problem of marriage versus promis-
cuity is an old one, stitl moot and fondly
dwelt upon by the dissatisfied. Yet for
heterosexuals, at least, there yet has not
been found a better arrangement on
which to base the family unit. Hetero-
sexual marriage must be protected. The
acceptance of homosexuality without
homosexual marriage ties would be an
attack upon it.

Then let us look at homosexual mar-
riage. Here indeed is a dubious prop-
osition. Available statistics do not in-
dicate that most or even a large percent-
age of deviates want a binding and legal
marriage. Undoubtedly if it were pos-
sible there would be more who attempt-
ed it and many who might make it
work. Yet today, even among the most
stable and respectable of homosexuals,
there are very few who have lived to-
gether an appreciable time. It is true
that social pressure makes success in

such marriages highly unlikely. Yet one
would think that in a movement de-
manding acceptance for this group, le-
galized marriage would be one of its
primary issues. What a logical and
convincing means of assuring society
that they are sincere in wanting respect
and dignity! But nowhere do we see
this idea prominently displayed in eith-
er Society publications or the magazine
ONE. It is dealt with in passing and
dismissed as all-right-for-those-who-want-
it. But it is not incorporated as a key-
stone in Society aims—which it must be
before such a movement can hope for
any success.

Yet even were homosexuals gener-
ally eager for legalized marriage there
would appear many, many very human
problems which only generations of liv-
ing would effectively resolve. For in-
stance, should the Mr. and Mrs. idea be
retained? If so, what legal develop-
ments would come of the objection by
the “Mr.” that “Mrs.” doesn’t contrib-
ute egually? In heterosexual marriage,
the wife has the general drop on the
husband in that she bears children
hence needn’t punch a timeclock as na-
ture apparently decrees he must. Will
there be a new law forbidding one per-
son to be “kept” by another then? And
what of adoptions? Must the State be
forced to give over a child to a pair of
Lesbians merely because they are a leg-
ally married couple and have identical
rights to childless heterosexual couples?
‘What effect would a home with both
parents of the same sex have upon mass-
es of children? Or would the time
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