Paternity Matters: The Best Parent is Both Parents
It’s all about the money, not the bond. 
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REF: The Case Against Paternity Fraud Laws 

The redefinition of the family. 

This article stresses the new father (step dad).  Understand why?  It’s the only “safe ground” for feminist “legal scholars” (advocates of gender inequity).  For all the other scenarios concerning paternity fraud she smartly doesn’t mention or detail any of the deceitful particulars.  That would be going to far towards maternal responsibility, and there is none of that mentioned in Melanie’s article.  To feminist thinking a family seems to be “mom and child” with some man involved at moms whim.  Dad is subject to dismissal physically, but obligated financially.  As long as mom wishes his presence, he is allowed to stay, but if he leaves or she dismisses him, she can still obligate him for money.  Dad has no corresponding right to visitation, or at least no real efforts towards enforcement of visitation.  Feminists created the “new family”, through “no fault” divorce, in-vitro-fertilization, helping to make sure women GET the children and dad gets the bill, and now want to expand “family” so that the new “dad” is liable for “child support”.

Now that the means to determine bio-fathers (through DNA) is here we need to redefine who “dad” is.  Realize that before this we took the woman’s word on this, and “erred on the side of the child”.  We “erred on the side of the child” because feminists have made sure that the woman and child would be the “family”. For years this fraud was perpetrated on men who were husbands who accepted their bride’s vow of fidelity.  Or men were picked out (for whatever reason the woman self-justified) and made to pay child support.  And even today woe betide the man who asks for a DNA test at the hospital before signing the birth certificate.  Marriages are destroyed on questions like that.  Now with DNA providing certainty and not allowing women to “father shop”, the feminists wish to once again redefine the family.  And the mother is the one who defines it.  Before, she could name any man she had bedded, and even some she had not.  She simply picked the one who was the most promising prospect for a steady and preferably large paycheck, and stuck him with the bill.  

Melanie Jacob’s article was written by a family lawyer who knew full well that a father’s chances of gaining custody were about nil.  Understand that before cheap and accurate DNA tests the feminists were all singing the chorus of “fathers need to take responsibility.”  Now that the enormity and extent of paternity fraud is coming to light, now it’s time to change the tune.  “Parent” is re-defined to a choice, but only if mom is the one making it.  Mom can allow a man to be in her life, and obligate him for a financial burden, or, mom can dismiss he who displeases her or leaves her “unfulfilled”, while having a stranglehold on his wallet.  

What’s NOT talked about in Melanie Jacob’s article is quite telling:
            A woman’s lying about something critically fundamental to a human being: the care and growth of a child.  

Is a woman who would lie about something so important as “whose child is this” to be entrusted with raising a child?  Her value of another human being’s self-determination of their life (the father’s financial, emotional, parental, and social value) is completely lacking.  The mother’s respect of the legal premise of fraud is non-existent.  The feminist’s moral-relativism, such as in this article, excuses it and tries to normalize it  The mother’s sense of personal accountability is duplicitous.  She wants OTHERS to be held to account, even if they are not responsible.  But come time for HER responsibilities to be taken seriously, she wants none of it placed at her doorstep.  Most moms can expect to keep the child after a divorce or break-up, and send some of the burden of her choices elsewhere.  Her choices, to have a child, to keep a child, to name a man who is not the father to be the father, are hers alone.  Dad?  “Dad” is no longer “needed”.  His wallet is, but any input he has for the “family” is “intrusive”.  Even Bio-fathers (funny how with feminists we have to put it that way) have seen feminist groups use the courts to dictate what he can teach his children.  Religion, values, eating/dietary beliefs, type of education, and where dad can even take the children are determined by the feminist indoctrinated courts.  And woe to the man who angers his ex-wife, ex-girlfriend, or the woman he never slept with but who’s child he is obligated to pay for.

Feminists hate DNA tests apparently.  Now the word of some women has been proven to be false.  Even the feminists have to admit that:

            “For wrongly convicted felons, improved DNA testing has increasingly provided the means by which innocence was finally proved and freedom from incarceration secured. Regularly, newspapers regale readers with stories of prisoners who were wrongly convicted and were proven innocent through advanced scientific testing. Reliance on DNA testing is not relegated to criminal law, however. Many men who have either been adjudicated fathers or who have voluntarily acknowledged their paternal legal status are now challenging those legal determinations because genetic testing subsequently revealed their non-paternity.”
[emphasis mine]

            The first part I emphasized is true, but no depth is added.  What depth?  What is not said is that a goodly portion of the men serving time behind bars were put there by women whose word was later proven to be worthless because DNA exonerates the falsely accused.  Who made these baseless accusations so easy to sling and made sure the accused had little recourse in prosecuting his false accuser?  The same feminists who don’t want DNA to matter in paternity.  

The second part is deceptive in the extreme.  “Adjudicated to be a father” means to be judged to be a father by a court.  Often this is done with default judgment whereby a man has no knowledge of the proceedings and only finds out the courts decisions when his wages are garnished.  

And finally she talks about men who have “voluntarily acknowledged their paternal legal status”.  She must mean those husbands who found out their lying unfaithful wives had been sleeping around and had tried to stick dad with the responsibility of fatherhood (the bills) while the feminist courts won’t give him custody or enforce his visitation rights.  I think the way I put the issue is a bit more open and realistic with the facts than how Melanie’s legalese summed it up.

            Long before we got to a false charge of paternity, the lying schemer either planned out how to financially enslave another person didn’t care about the consequences to another person’s life.  

A woman who commits paternity fraud, at best, doesn’t know exactly who the father is and doesn’t care. She picks the victim/target from whom she can soak the most money on a long term basis, or, at worst, is making a wage slave who faces severe financial and legal penalties for an act he did not participate in nor even have knowledge of.  Notice how the article skips that whole part of the process of these scheming and amoral acts and thoughts and goes right to the “best interests of the child”?  That’s not on accident.  Often I have thought that how we got to where we are is as important as what we do now that we are here. 

If the man was married to her the article glosses over how a woman betrays a marriage (possibly exposing her partner to disease).  Melanie’s article pointedly ignores how the trusting husband signs his name at the hospital while sharing the bliss of fatherhood with all who will listen, how he helps make the preparations in the house for “his” child, and doing other tasks happily unaware that his lying unfaithful wife has betrayed the marriage bed.  The trusting but betrayed father signs a birth certificate in good faith.  What he is duped into signing is a gender specific (in practical application) obligation for payment of money, which same money is unaccountable in its use, under the threat of debtor’s prison.  And the mother has to at least know that the child might not be her husbands.  And at worst she is sure it is not his. She knows he signed a piece of paper that commits him and his future to offspring he had no part in making.  And that is the best case scenario.  

Some of the worst are when a woman goes “father shopping” and picks a likely target/victim to rob for the next 18+ years.  Often in such cases the defrauded victim/target is hit with back child support and is immediately in arrears.  In between are men who dated or married women who had children prior to the relationship.  According to Melanie Jacobs the criteria for 18+ years of debt without rights (or the horrors of prison – as “dead beat dads” often get housed with violent felons):

“I propose that a man have no recourse to challenge his paternity after two years from the date on which he begins to function as a parent and hold himself out as a parent to the child”
            And whom, do you suppose, should determine this “holding himself out as a parent”?  Is there any legal document he has to sign?  None is mentioned, and Melanie is a family lawyer and aware of such details.  Maybe she is referring to the fact that many men assume “parental responsibilities” such as cleaning up, feeding, and driving the youngster to school or daycare?  That sounds suspiciously like a man dating a woman who has stepped up to the plate to be a part of her life.  He sounds dependable.  He sounds helpful.  Feminist “legal scholars” think he should be made to pay for his responsible ethics and supportive actions.  After two years, under feminist legal thinking, he has no choices (these are the same feminists who cry “choice” even after the child is born for women).  He may or may not be her husband, but after 2 years, according to Melanie and her fellow feminist thinkers, he should be responsible for his girlfriend’s/ex-wife’s child’s/children’s financial future for the next 1-18 years.  And if they separate and Melanie and her fellow feminists have her way, that’s what he’ll be obligated to do.  He may or may not have visitation rights, and they may or may not be enforced, but that was inconsequential or unimportant in Melanie’s article.  She was too busy making talking about “bonding” and making excuses for mothers who want a free ride.  No mention is made that the man may then wish to make a choice and go and start a family of his own and provide for his own children.  Why, because nothing in her article was truly about bonding, family (unless it’s “mom and child” as the definition of a family), or responsibility of a mother and the rights of a father.  Wasn’t it feminists who decried people being chained to a household or an abusive relationship and sponsored legislation to put a stop to it?  Where is their fervor now?

            According to feminist thinking:

            “The Michigan legislature should redraft its proposed paternity fraud statute so that it strikes a more equitable balance between the rights of a non-biological, legal father and his child. More often than not, diapers make a daddy—not DNA. The proposed Michigan paternity fraud statute should be amended to better reflect the reality of today’s families”
[emphasis mine]

Let’s look at that statement.  The purported proposals of “More equitable balance”, “rights of the non-biological, legal father”, and “the reality of today’s families” are rather fluffy and lacking substance.  The previous statements make it so a man dating a woman for two years or more can be summarily kicked out of the “family”.  Notice how the “family” is whatever the mother chooses it to be.  And then the use of a “child’s needs” to pull at the heart strings while ignoring the “legal father’s” rights.  What rights does he have exactly?  I mean apparently two years is enough “power bonding” for him to be obligated to decades of unaccountable discretionary and nontaxable income euphemistically called “child support”.  However, those rights stop at the court house doors if he applies for full custody.  Are there exceptions?  Sure, but those are exceptions.  The exceptions are few and far between.  Anyone think that Melanie Jacobs, as a family law practitioner, is unaware of that?  She’s too busy getting on to the next part:

 “better reflecting the reality of today’s families”.  Before DNA it was a woman’s word that was “proof of paternity”, now it’s simply living with her that gives mom the court enforced power to make a man a wage slave.  Today’s “families” are a mixed bunch.  I grant Melanie that.  I want to know why feminists, who inspired “no fault” divorce and applauded the current “child support” extortion apparatus now think that any man off the street who dates a woman for two years should pay for her “lifestyle” and be forced to contribute to the raising of her children monetarily while having no say in anything about the raising of the children in any matter that has true impact on their growth into upstanding citizens.  It seems that they created the current “family” unit of mom and child, but want men to continue to fund it.  If it’s done through fraud feminists trot out “the best interests of the child”.  This “best interests of the child” apparently has nothing involving morals, respect for the law, respect of the rights of all people regardless of gender, personal responsibility, or any value on fathers save what he can send by check.  If that is feminists’ “new realities of the family” no wonder they are writing convoluted and unjust laws to ensure financial support for women who never learned a work ethic, to honor wedding vows, to be responsible for their choices, or that men and specifically fathers have value to a family structure.  It’s not a surprise to read this thinking in Melanie’s article as she is a former counsel to the Massachusetts Department of Revenue Child Support Enforcement Division.  Their record for keeping the matching federal funds rolling in while having little to no care for the involvement of fathers can be read in Boston Globe Op-Ed pieces and in how they lobby for “tougher enforcement” on “deadbeats”.

Melanie apparently dismisses men’s concerns about paternity fraud and the criminal element with this:

“Non-biological fathers equate their non-paternity with a wrongful criminal conviction. As authors Anderlik and Rothstein have recently observed, “...those within the father’s rights movement...tend to view family law through the lens of criminal law…It is common to find the issue framed as one of justice or fairness, in the sense that evidence admissible to ‘convict’ should also be available to ‘exonerate.’”4 But can (should) family law be equated with criminal law? A wrongly convicted man should be exonerated: he has been the victim of the system. A man who has no biological connection to his child may also feel wrongly adjudicated and tricked by the mother of the child and/or victimized by a federal and state system that forces the mother to name her baby’s father in order to qualify for certain financial benefits. To simply disestablish paternity, however, ignores the crucial difference between the criminal and family law contexts: the presence and best interests of a child.”
It seems feminists forget laws they helped to get legislated.  A man who falls behind in his “child support” payments is put into prison.  His credit reports are destroyed.  He loses his drivers license and professional licenses.  He can be denied a passport.  The only form of “debtor’s prison” we have is for fathers.  Deemed unconstitutional by the courts, family courts are not criminal courts and thereby can split that hair and imprison for “contempt” while the arrearages stack up.  The practical application is to create a wage slave who will in all likelihood lose his job due to prison time and criminal record.  We all know that the current business climate is nothing like it used to be.  Few people work in the same field for the same company for 20-40 years.  Temporary unemployment, a job change, or an economic downturn can bring the loss of freedom.  And by definition, these changes are often unexpected economic woes.  When this happens a man must pay from his depleted funds (if he has any) to go to court and beg for a payment reduction.  This is the economic reality we all face.  But Child Support Enforcement Divisions don’t care.  They get matching funds for each dollar collected and that is their emphasis.  Men’s groups treat paternity fraud as a criminal matter because it is a criminal matter.  

And to add further drama and violins to this already sad excuse for a treatise on family law Melanie says that mothers are “forced to name her baby’s father in order to qualify for certain benefits.”  Let’s take out the euphemisms and set this one straight.  The mother is not forced by anyone to go on welfare.  She is damn lucky to have that option that taxpayers fund.  She is not forced to name the wrong man as the father.  She chooses to implicate the wrong man solely for her own benefit and to his detriment.  If her sexual attitudes and recklessness means she doesn’t know who the father is maybe she shouldn’t be entrusted to a child’s moral development.  And if she is morally and financially incapable to help in the growth of that child maybe she should let someone else do it, get a J-O-B, send “child support”, and start taking responsibility for her choices.  With feminists apologists cheering her on she is just propagating the problem of fatherless homes, children in poverty, intergenerational-welfare, children growing up and being raised with no moral compass by a child in a woman’s body who wants everyone else/anyone else to fund her poor impulse control 

This article shows how feminists want anyone and everyone, even the provably innocent, to pay for a woman’s choice.  Even in this soft-soap proposal the role of the father is human wallet who must accept the choices he had no part in making for a child that is not his over whom he is allowed almost no parental guidance and/or input unless mom (who has falsely accused the wrong man in the first place) allows it.  This article wasn’t about bonding or better families, because by definition it was talking about money and wealth transfer at the end of a marriage, at then end of a dating relationship, or even for just being the most available target.  No where in this “proposal” of furtherance of criminal fraud was there any mention of responsibility of mothers for their choices.  The bonding mentioned was a stage tool that was mentioned to soothe while the perpetrator of a vile betrayal was excused her actions and asked to take a bow before her feminist sisters at her cleverness in manipulating the courts, our hearts, and doing it all in “the best interests of the child”.  I argue that the “best interests of the child” involve a loving relationship with their parents (plural and inclusive of step-parents), with a solid foundation on responsibility, ethics, a work ethic, mutual respect, and love.  I saw none of this presented in Melanie Jacob’s article.

            To illustrate this point I have drawn up an analogy that might put the shoe on the other foot.  Imagine a young woman, who I’ll call Kathy, who was impregnated.  She was not far along and didn’t know of her pregnancy.  Kathy somehow has an accident and goes into a coma.  She wakes up a year or two later in a hospital never knowing she gave birth.  I admit that is the only hard part to swallow in my illustration, but let’s accept it.  Three or four years later she is served with maternity papers and is ordered to pay child support for the past 4-5 years, including arrears.  Kathy is shocked to find that she has a child, let alone that the father had taken the child from the hospital and never told her.  She has never bonded with this child, doesn’t know the child’s name, she couldn’t pick her own child out of group of children, and she has missed a huge developmental swath in her child’s life.  She tries to contact the father, we’ll call him Michael, but he puts her off with lawyers and threatens her with a restraining order.  He demands she “step up to the plate” and pay her “fair share” of the child’s upbringing.  Kathy is tied to a job she must keep in order to stay out of jail, she lives too far away to drive to see her child very often, and when she does make the trip she is humiliated by the father at every opportunity and often told at the end of her long drive that “he doesn’t feel well” or “he’s doing homework”.  No mention of this was made at the beginning of her hours long trip to see her child, but only when she shows up at the door.  Her child, we’ll call him David, asks her why she doesn’t call and Kathy can’t answer that her child’s father won’t let her talk to him.  She can’t say it for fear her answer will get back to Michael and that he’ll only be more cruel in denial of her visitation.  Kathy has little money but uses it to get a lawyer to enforce her visitation.  Michael stalls, delays, and lies outright in court about Kathy’s lack of effort or interest to visit her child.  And her lawyer advises her that Michael will never go to jail and that there is almost no chance of custody reversal because Michael has been the “primary caregiver” for years.  Kathy argues that she never had the chance to be David’s primary caregiver and that Michael is even asking for a raise in the child support because he found out she got a raise.  Michael is making tons more money than her but always seems to need more “child support”, and when Kathy asks, through her lawyer, for some accountability of the money, her request is flatly refused.  Kathy’s summer 2 weeks are denied because ‘cash strapped” Michael, who is always in need or more “child support” is flying his new family down to the Bahamas for the same 2 weeks that Kathy had scheduled to be with David months in advance.  She doesn’t have the money to fight it, and has put her whole life on hold to see her son for those two weeks.  She goes to court anyways and a week before the vacation asks for a finding, only to have the judge tell her, at Michael’s request, that the motion will be delayed until the end of the summer when it will be revisited.  Kathy finds a job that actually pays more money close to David and begs, borrows, and begs some more so she can move.  She moves and even meets a new man.  Upon hearing that Kathy is involved with a new man, Michael alleges that when David came home from his weekend visit that he found bruises and suspects that Kathy or her new beau are abusing David.  Now Kathy must go to court, and pay more to even see her son.  Her visits are shut down completely until a few months later she is allowed to have supervised visits.  These are visits for which she must pay a hefty sum per hour.  After months of “expert” testimony, which drain Kathy emotionally and financially, Kathy proves beyond a shadow of a doubt that no abuse occurred.  Visitation is reinstated but only on condition that Kathy’s boyfriend not be present on the weekend visits.  Her new relationship is taking a beating, her son mistrusts her word, she is so far in debt that she can’t see a way out and one day she gets a phone call from Michael’s lawyer saying that the family has moved due to Michael finding a “better job prospect”, and Michael’s lawyer gives her the new mailing address for her “child support”, and reminds her not to be late in paying.

All of these instances, save the genders being reversed, are documented in actual cases and are far far far from being extreme in a custody case.  The only difference is that Kathy would be the one collecting “child support” and playing vicious games with Michael using her own son as a pawn in a game of vindictive, controlling, and cruel spitefulness.   

The best parent is both parents.
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