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Praise for Saving Marriage

“Saving Marriage will have you on the edge of your seat with its portrayal of this passionate movement demanding the rights of all people to love the partner of their choice.” – QDOC 
“A spectacular look at how gay marriage came to Massachusetts.” –B RIGHT LIGHTS FILM JOURNAL

“’Saving Marriage’ reduced them [the audience] to tears.” – INDIE WIRE
‘Saving Marriage’ is compelling viewing.” – BAY WINDOWS
Logline
A landmark court decision in Massachusetts allows gay people in that state to marry - forcing activists, legislators, and ordinary people to reconsider how they view same-sex relationships.
Short Synopsis
When the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial court makes gay marriage legal, the public outcry pushes legislators to approve a constitutional amendment that would override the decision and take gay marriage away.

But there is still hope.  To become law, the amendment must withstand a second vote in eighteen months.  In the meantime, gay and lesbian couples begin marrying all over Massachusetts.

That fall, every legislator stands for re-election, and gay marriage takes center stage in the campaigns.  Both sides know that the outcome will decide which lawmakers are present for the crucial second vote on the amendment.  And the results surprise everyone. 

After the elections, there are just a few more months to convince legislators to change their minds.  The newly married couples spark a conversation, talking of how marriage has transformed their lives.  The legislators – and the people – begin to understand, but will it be enough to affect the second vote?

Saving Marriage is there as this two year-long drama unfolds, following people who are making history:  Career politicians who stand up to their constituents and follow their hearts.  Seasoned lobbyists who see the holy grail of the gay rights movement suddenly within reach.  And ordinary people who are spurred to action by an issue that could change their lives.

Directors’ Statement

In March 2004, the two of us – a lawyer and a veteran television cameraman – took breaks from our careers in Los Angeles and started filming something truly historic that was happening in Boston.
 
It was called the Constitutional Convention, or “ConCon.”  Beneath the gold dome of the 18th-century Statehouse, the Massachusetts Legislature was deciding whether to put a constitutional amendment on the ballot that would ban gay marriage in that state forever.


Only months before, the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court had ordered the state to begin issuing marriage licenses to gay couples. The legislature was responding to a public outcry over that ruling.
 
The ConCon stirred emotions deeper than had ever been seen in the Statehouse.  Thousands of people packed this old building to capacity and overflowed onto the streets outside.   The legislators were truly moved and the result was a mesmerizing debate.

When it was over, dozens of legislators took a vote against the amendment – and for gay marriage – that had the potential to end their careers.

The ConCon ended in a defeat for same-sex marriage, as the ballot measure was narrowly approved.  But in Massachusetts that’s not enough.  To make it to the ballot, the measure had to be approved a second time – in late 2005.  


Meanwhile, in May 2004, thousands of gay couples began filing out of city halls across the state with their marriage licenses. These people are now legally married.  And as a result, gay people everywhere – not just in Massachusetts -- have begun looking differently at their lives. 


Another amazing thing happened. Small-town high school students, suburban soccer moms, and tough Irish-Catholic guys were seeing these couples on their TV screens and in their neighborhoods.  And they started getting used to the idea.

After filming for those memorable days in 2004, it was clear that we were documenting history.  We saw gay and lesbian people – our people – experiencing the birth of a right that we thought we would never see.   Young gay people would be growing up with a hope for their future that we never had.

We committed ourselves to making a film about what would happen in Massachusetts through the second ConCon.

This was not only about politics in one tiny state.  As long as gay marriage could remain legal here, gay people and their families across the country would know that it was a real possibility for them some day.  And, perhaps more importantly, legal marriage in this one state would help to transform the way the whole society would view gay relationships.

For that hope to survive, the right to marry in Massachusetts had to be saved at the second ConCon.  So, in September 2005, when the day came for the second and final legislative vote, gay marriage supporters and opponents once again journeyed to the State House to see what their lawmakers would do.  

And when the speeches were done and the votes were tallied, the results surprised everyone.
ABOUT THE FILM

Saving Marriage, a two-year long documentary film project, tracks one state as it grapples with a simple question: Should gay and lesbian couples have the right to marry?

Massachusetts Was First

In November 2003, the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court made a historic ruling that required that state to legalize same-sex marriage.  As the only state where such marriages are legal, Massachusetts was instantly vaulted to the front lines in a war now raging throughout America. 

The court decision led to a public outcry and the state legislature responded by considering a state constitutional amendment that would override the decision and take away the right of gay couples to marry.  In March 2004, legislators voted by a razor-thin margin – only five votes -- to present the amendment to the voters on the 2006 ballot.

Keeping the Victory
But there was still hope that equal marriage rights could be saved.  Under Massachusetts law, the ballot measure required one more vote by the legislature, in a second Constitutional Convention to be held in late 2005.  In the meantime, the entire legislature would stand for re-election, and lobbyists would have more than a year to persuade legislators to change their votes.  

On May 17, 2004, the court’s decision went into effect.  Even though their right to marry remained in jeopardy, gay and lesbian couples began marrying all over the state.  These marriages put a real face on the issue facing the legislature. 

In the Fall of 2004, many lawmakers who supported gay marriage stood for re-election and faced angry voters and well-funded opponents.  At the same time, some legislators who had opposed gay marriage faced challenges from pro-gay marriage candidates.  The outcome of those races would be a key determinant in the vote at the second Constitutional Convention.  And the results surprised everyone.

But the elections were only the first step.  In order to get the votes needed to kill the constitutional amendment, gay leaders became engaged in an unprecedented effort to convince legislators who had voted for the amendment the first time to change their mind before the crucial second vote. 

The final vote, in September 2005, was a cliffhanger.

National Repercussions

Several states have laws that provide limited rights to gay and lesbian couples, but Massachusetts is the only state in which gay couples can “get married,” receiving exactly the same rights and social recognition as straight couples.

If gay marriage remains legal in Massachusetts, the political and legal reverberations will spread to other states and may help secure marriage rights across the nation.  Massachusetts could thus be the starting point for a gay rights quantum leap in the United States.  On the other hand, if the proposed state constitutional amendment passes the legislature and reaches the voters, that quantum leap could be stopped in its tracks.

Saving Marriage tracks this real-life drama as it unfolds.  It follows the lives of everyday people in Massachusetts who are shaping history. Career politicians who stand up to their constituents and follow their hearts. Seasoned lobbyists who see the holy grail of the gay rights movement suddenly within reach. And first-time activists thrust into the world of politics by an issue that could change their lives.
SOUND BITES

“I burst into tears because it really finally felt so real that those people who have really loved each other could finally say ‘I do.’”

Mary Bonauto, lead attorney for gay marriage plaintiffs, on seeing the first gay couples married

“The minute that ceremony started to go down … it was just that stunning moment: Oh my God, this is going to happen.  And when I watched the two of them do that, the fact that — forget social security, forget Medicaid, forget benefits – that the world is now going to see that we love, just like crashed around me.”

Amy Hunt, activist, on watching her first gay wedding

“I won’t deny that there’s a little bit of me that says, ‘Wow, had I been born ten years later, chances are I would have spent a lot more of the last ten years looking for Mr. Right instead of fighting for the right to marry Mr. Right.’”

Josh Friedes, activist, on the intersection of legal gay marriage and his 40th birthday 

“I’ve never seen so many legislators brought to tears on any issue, ever.”

Arline Isaacson, veteran Statehouse lobbyist working for gay marriage

“Same sex marriage degrades the value of my marriage.  It says to me that my uniqueness as a man, as a father and as a husband is irrelevant.”

Kris Mineau, president, Massachusetts Family Institute

“This is really the civil rights movement of the new millennium and Mommy has the awesome opportunity to be in the right place at the right time and make a difference.”

Barbara L’Italien, legislator, explaining to her children why she was risking her career by voting in favor of gay marriage

“If gays and lesbians were jailed, beaten – I would stand up for their civil rights.”

Shirley Owens-Hicks, the only African-American legislator to vote in favor of the anti-gay constitutional amendment

 “I don’t like lesbians, I don’t like fags.  That’s the name of the game.”

Tom Pellegino, campaigning for Rep. Vinnie Ciampa, a 14-year incumbent who voted against gay marriage and later drew a challenge from an openly gay man

“We said it before.  We talked about the future and kids and all of that stuff.  But it feels different once you’ve actually signed the piece of paper and gone through the process together and stood in front of your family.  It’s different.”

Kat Cambra, age 25, on the difference between having a girlfriend and having a wife

“We have created an entire movement in this state that is changing our country.  Slowly but surely our country will move in favor of equal marriage rights.  We are going to be ultimately victorious one state at a time.”

Marty Rouse, political strategist

PARTIAL CAST OF CHARACTERS

Arline Isaacson, lobbyist.  

With over twenty years experience lobbying for gay and lesbian issues in the State House, Arline has developed a style that is at once fiery and folksy, and which draws the admiration of friends and foes alike.  At the Constitutional Convention, she leads an effort to convince legislators that they should risk their careers and vote in favor of gay marriage.  When Arline comes to report on what’s happening in the legislative chamber, cameras crowd around her and chanting demonstrators become instantly silent.  Arline takes the crew of Saving Marriage behind closed doors through which news cameras do not pass.  There, she lets her guard down, speaking not only of  inside strategies but of the unlikely sources of emotional strength that keep her fighting when her community’s struggle seems hopeless. 

Carl Sciortino, health care worker/political candidate.  

Carl, 25 years old and openly gay, has tried to convince his state representative Vinnie Ciampa, a 14-year incumbent, that he should vote against the constitutional amendment.  But Ciampa votes the wrong way, and.  Carl decides to run against Ciampa in the Democratic primary.  Saving Marriage first meets up with Carl at a sparsely attended summer fundraiser, where he has little chance of defeating the entrenched incumbent.  But while Ciampa takes the summer off, Carl quietly builds his support.  When the primary comes in September, volunteers show up in droves at the eleventh hour and push Carl to victory with a margin of 117 votes.  Ciampa, furious at the result, vows to re-take his seat in the general election.  He launches a write-in campaign, and this time is openly backed by vitriolic anti-gay organizations.  Election day is filled with tension and the outcome sends shock waves through the State House.

Becky & Kat, social workers.  

Becky and Kat, both 25, have been a couple for about a year when they see riveting television footage from the Constitutional Convention and decide to venture to the State House to see what all the fuss is about.  They aren’t ready for marriage themselves; they only know they have to stand up for equality.  But the experience lights something inside of each of them, and they gradually realize that the reality of legal marriage has caused them to look at their relationship as something more permanent.  A year after the Constitutional Convention, they have proposed, exchanged rings, set a date, and are already planning for a family.  Still, not everyone in their lives knows they are gay.  So, simple acts like wearing a ring or mailing a wedding invitation push them further and further on their journey out of the closet.
Marc Solomon, activist.
Marc, now in his late 30s, spent his younger years working for conservative politicians and keeping his sexuality a secret.  Now, he’s making up for lost time.  Saving Marriage meets him just after the first Constitutional Convention.  He is political director for the gay rights group Mass Equality and he’s still getting his bearings.  Through months of midnight strategy sessions, nail-biting election night vote tallies, and on-the-street confrontations with gay marriage opponents, he gradually acquires the confidence he needs to become a central figure in the struggle for marriage rights.  Ironically, he’s so busy fighting for marriage that there’s no room for a partner in his own life.

Debates over terminology

The word “marriage” is a loaded one, especially in today’s society.  Many conservative groups object to the word “marriage” being used for same sex couples because of religious reasons.  They argue that the Bible states that marriage is between one man and one woman.  However, some groups have begun to use the phrase “equal marriage” to define their relationships; meaning that both partners are equal in the eyes of the law.

A small group has considered using the word “marriage” only for religious purposes and making the legal term “civil unions”, but this has been widely disregarded.  

Definitions

Same-Sex Marriage

Same-sex marriage is a term for a recognized marriage between two people of the same sex. This is also known as gay marriage or equal marriage. 

Marriage

Marriage is the governmentally and socially recognized intimate union between two individuals. It is viewed as a contract.  Once two parties enter in to a recognized legal union their social and personal status often changes.  The union can also be called matrimony or wedlock.

Domestic Partnerships

The definition of domestic partnership can vary from state to state.  Broadly speaking, a domestic partnership is a relationship shared by two individuals that live together but are not joined in a traditional marriage or civil union.  In California, domestic partnership allows gay couples almost all of the rights afforded to straight couples who are legally married.  The term is also often used to apply to people over 62, who wish to enter into a union with their partner (hetero or homosexual) but do not wish to lose their Social Security benefits.
Common Law Marriage

It is difficult to pin down a definition of common law marriage because each state and country seems to have their own meaning of what it is.  In the most general terms, common law marriages are not licensed by the government, although the may be recorded in public record.  There is no ceremony associated with common law marriage, but cohabitation alone does not make a common law marriage.  The couple must declare themselves as husband and wife.  

Nikah Urfi

Other religions also have their own definitions for different types of marriage.  In the Muslim world, Nika Urfi is a type of common-law union.  It is a marriage without an official contract, although it does require that the couple repeat the words “We got married” three times in front of witnesses.  It is difficult for a couple to separate from this type of marriage, since there is no divorce for an illegal union.  However, due to the high cost of marriage and conservative religious values that prohibit sex before marriage, many Islamic couples are using Nikah Urfi as an option.

In other parts of the country…

The Fight Continues….

In California:

The Los Angeles Times  - May 16, 2008

The California Supreme Court struck down the state's ban on same-sex marriage Thursday in a broadly worded decision that would invalidate virtually any law that discriminates on the basis of sexual orientation…

…The campaign over that measure began within minutes of the decision. The state's Catholic bishops and other opponents of same-sex marriage denounced the court's ruling. But Gov. Arnold Schwarzenegger, who previously has vetoed two bills in favor of gay marriage, issued a statement saying he "respects" the decision and "will not support an amendment to the constitution that would overturn" it.

The ruling was greeted with loud cheering and whooping when it was released at the high court's headquarters here Thursday morning. About 100 people lined up outside to purchase copies of the decision for $10 apiece. Some people bought 10 to 15 copies, calling it a historic document. One man said he planned to give them out as Christmas presents.

Gay groups planned celebrations up and down the state.

The New York Times - California Court  Affirms Right to Gay Marriage - By Adam Liptak May 16, 2008

The California Supreme Court, striking down two state laws that had limited marriages to unions between a man and a woman, ruled Thursday that same-sex couples have a constitutional right to marry. 

The court’s 4-to-3 decision, drawing on a ruling six decades ago that struck down the state’s ban on interracial marriage, would make California only the second state, after Massachusetts, to allow same-sex marriages.

The decision, which becomes effective in 30 days unless the court grants a stay, was greeted with celebrations at San Francisco City Hall, where thousands of same-sex marriages were thrown out by the courts four years ago. It was denounced by religious and conservative groups, who pledged to support an initiative proposed for the November ballot that would amend California’s constitution to ban same-sex marriages and overturn the decision.

Same-sex marriage has been a highly contentious issue in past presidential and Congressional elections, but it was not immediately clear what role the ruling would play in this year’s elections. The Democratic and Republican candidates for president have all said that they believe marriage should be between a man and a woman, but Republicans could use a surge in same-sex marriages in the country’s most populous state to invigorate their conservative voters. 

Given the historic, cultural, symbolic and constitutional significance of marriage, Chief Justice Ronald M. George wrote for the majority, the state cannot limit its availability to opposite-sex couples.

“In view of the substance and significance of the fundamental constitutional right to form a family relationship,” he wrote, “the California Constitution properly must be interpreted to guarantee this basic civil right to all Californians, whether gay or heterosexual, and to same-sex couples as well as to opposite-sex couples.”

Supporters of gay marriage said the ruling was a milestone. “This decision will give Americans the lived experience that ending exclusion from marriage helps families and harms no one,” said Evan Wolfson, executive director of Freedom to Marry, who noted that same-sex marriages are now legal in South Africa, Canada, Spain, Belgium and the Netherlands.

But opponents said they expected the proposed ballot initiative, which has been submitted to state election officials with more than one million signatures, to pass in November. 

“The court was wrong from top to bottom on this one,” said Maggie Gallagher, president of the National Organization for Marriage. “The court brushed aside the entire history and meaning of marriage in our tradition.” 

There about 110,000 same-sex couples in California, according to census data, and the state has a strong domestic partnership law giving couples who register nearly all of the benefits and burdens of heterosexual marriage. But the majority of the justices said that is not enough. 

The court left open the possibility that the Legislature could use a term other than “marriage” to denote state-sanctioned unions so long as that term was used across the board — for both opposite-sex and same-sex couples.

The state’s ban on same-sex marriage was based on a law enacted by the legislature in 1977 and a statewide initiative approved by the voters in 2000, both defining marriage as limited to unions between a man and a woman. The question before the court was whether those laws violated provisions of the state Constitution protecting equality and fundamental rights. 

Mathew D. Staver, a lawyer with Liberty Counsel, a public interest firm that defends traditional marriage, said it would ask the court to stay its decision until the election in November, meaning that Thursday’s decision could be overturned before it becomes effective.

“It would only be logical” for the court to grant a stay, Mr. Staver said, given the confusion that would arise if same-sex marriages were available for only a few months. 

Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, a Republican, said in a statement that he respected the court’s ruling and did not support a constitutional amendment to overturn it. 

In a dissenting opinion, Justice Marvin R. Baxter said the majority should have deferred to the state Legislature on whether to allow same-sex marriage, particularly given the increased legal protections for same-sex couples enacted in recent years.

“But a bare majority of this court,” Justice Baxter wrote, “not satisfied with the pace of democratic change, now abruptly forestalls that process and substitutes, by judicial fiat, its own social policy views for those expressed by the people themselves.” 

Also dissenting, Justice Carol A. Corrigan wrote that her personal sympathies were with the plaintiffs challenging the bans on same-sex marriage. But she said the courts should allow the political process to address the issue.

“We should allow the significant achievements embodied in the domestic partnership statutes to continue to take root,” Justice Corrigan wrote. “If there is to be a new understanding of the meaning of marriage in California, it should develop among the people of our state and find its expression at the ballot box.”

The Supreme Court was the first state high court to strike down a law barring interracial marriage, in a 1948 decision called Perez v. Sharp. The vote in Perez, like the one in Thursday’s decision, was 4-to-3. The United States Supreme Court did not follow suit until 1967. 

At present, six of the seven justices on the California court, including all of the dissenters, were appointed by Republican governors.

Thursday’s decision was rooted in two rationales, and both drew on the Perez decision. 

The first was that marriage is a fundamental constitutional right. “The right to marry,” Chief Justice George wrote, “represents the right of an individual to establish a legally recognized family with a person of one’s choice and, as such, is of fundamental significance both to society and to the individual.”

Chief Justice George conceded that “as an historical matter in this state marriage has always been restricted to a union between a man and a woman.” But “tradition alone,” the chief justice continued, does not justify the denial of a fundamental constitutional right. Bans on interracial marriage were, he wrote, sanctioned by the state for many years.

In a second rationale from the interracial marriage case, the court struck down the laws banning same-sex marriage on equal protection grounds, also adopting a new standard of review in the process.

When courts weigh whether distinctions among people or groups violate the right to equal protection, they general require only a rational basis for the distinction, a relatively easy standard to meet. But when the discrimination is based on race, sex or religion, the courts generally require a more substantial justification.

Discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation, the majority ruled Thursday, also requires that sort of more rigorous justification. The court acknowledged that it was the first state high court to adopt the standard, strict scrutiny, in sexual orientation cases.

Lawyers for the state identified two interests to justify reserving the term marriage for heterosexual unions: tradition and the will of the majority. Chief Justice George said neither was sufficient.

Still, Chief Justice George took pains to emphasize the limits of the majority’s ruling. It does not require ministers, priests or rabbis to perform same-sex marriages, he said.

He added that the decision “does not affect the constitutional validity of the existing prohibitions against polygamy and the marriage of close relatives.”

Other state high courts to consider the question of gay marriage in recent years, including those in New York, New Jersey and Washington, have been closely divided but stopped short of striking down state laws forbidding it. A decision from the Connecticut Supreme Court is expected shortly.

Gaywired.com  - California’s First Hollywood-Style Gay Divorce - August 11, 2008

Following in the footsteps of some of Hollywood’s best known names, a recently married lesbian couple is about to become the first to divorce since California became the first state to fully recognize same-sex unions.
Theresa Ramirez and Adelita Guajardo of Fresno County, Califronia married on June 27, 2008 and filed for divorce just three days later on June 30. The ramifications of the divorce will however be no different for Ramirez and Guajardo under California law.
According to ABC News Legal Analyst Tony Capozzi while a same-sex divorce in Fresno County is unprecedented, legally it is not significant. "The fact that it is a same-sex marriage and now a divorce is of no consequence to the court. They’re going to be treated as equally as anyone who comes before that court," Capozzi said.

Short-lived marriages are not uncommon in the state of California for couples, same-sex or otherwise. In fact in Hollywood, they are not out of the ordinary at all. Britney Spears’ shotgun Las Vegas marriage to Jason Allen Alexander was annulled barely two days after it happened in 2004. That same year Nicky Hilton’s three-month marriage to money manager Todd Meister found a similar fate. And years before them in 1984 Janet Jackson had her brief marriage to James Debarge annulled as did Zsa Zsa Gabor in 1983 when she voided her day-long marriage to her eight husband, Mexican actor Felipe de Alba, via an annulment because she was still married to husband no. 7. Similarly Carmen Electra and Dennis Rodman were married for only 9 days in November 1998.
More recently the union of Oscar-winning actress Renee Zellweger and country crooner Kenny Chesney in May 2005 saw a controversial end four months later when Zellweger filed an application for annulment that was eventually granted.

In Arizona:

The Advocate November 09, 2006

Arizona became the first state to defeat an amendment to ban same-sex marriage Tuesday, bucking a strong national trend by refusing to change its constitution to define marriage as a one-man, one-woman institution. The measure also would have forbidden civil unions and domestic partnerships.

''We knew all along that once voters were informed about the true impact…they would oppose this hurtful initiative,'' said Steve May, treasurer for Arizona Together, which organized opposition to the measure. ''They made the right decision.''

In New York:

The New York Times February 5, 2008

In a decision at once common-sensical and profound, a New York State appeals court ruled Friday that same-sex marriages validly performed in other jurisdictions are entitled to recognition in New York. It was common sense because it simply accorded same-sex marriages the same legal status as other marriages. It was profound because of the way it could transform the lives of gay people….

…The new decision still leaves considerable work to be done. New York’s ban on performing same-sex marriage remains in force. And there is a chance that the marriage-recognition decision will now be appealed. 

Still, the ruling marks important progress toward changing laws and attitudes that deprive gay people of equal rights and deny the dignity of New York’s many gay families. They should be able to live, marry and raise children with the same respect and the same rights as anyone else. 

In Maryland:
The Washington Post September 19, 2007

Maryland's highest court yesterday upheld a 34-year-old state law banning same-sex marriage, rejecting an attempt by 19 gay men and lesbians to win the right to marry.

In reversing a lower court's decision, the divided Court of Appeals ruled that limiting marriage to a man and a woman does not discriminate against gay couples or deny them constitutional rights. Although the judges acknowledged that gay men and lesbians have been targets of discrimination, they said the prohibition on same-sex marriage promotes the state's interest in heterosexual marriage as a means of having and protecting children.
In Iowa: 

The Chicago Tribune August 11, 2008

Many Iowa lawmakers point to the need to put a gay marriage ban before voters as a proposed constitutional amendment. 

State Sen. Ron Wieck, R-Sioux City, said he, like most Republicans in the Iowa Senate, supports such an amendment. Wieck said state Sen. Dave Mulder, R-Sioux Center, worked a 2008 petition to get a proposed state amendment out of committee but didn't get enough signatures to accomplish that after some lawmakers backed away from pledges to sign on. 

Other gay marriage opponents, including DiAnn Rose of Mapleton, cite the Bible when discussing their opposition. 

"I hope to never see (gay marriage). If it's gotta come to pass, I hope it is after I'm long gone," Rose said. "It goes against the Bible's teachings." 

Rose said if a gay couple adopted children, "physically, they could do everything (in child rearing); emotionally, I don't think it would be as good for the child." 

Organizations 

If you are interested in learning more about gay marriage, or becoming involved in the cause, you can contact the following organizations:

Freedom to Marry (freedomtomarry.org)

American Civil Liberties Union (aclu.org)

Equality California (eqca.org)

Mass Equality (massequality.org)

Gay and Lesbian Alliance Against Defamation (glaad.org)

National Gay and Lesbian Task Force (thetaskforce.org)
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Sonia Chang
Anne Clements
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Dana Elmendorf
Carey Erdman
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Rep. Mike Festa
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Rev. Jeff Gill
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Sen. John Hart
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Sen. Bob Havern
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Kevin Iwashina
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Rosalie and Sean Kivlehan
Carl Kraenzel
David Magdael
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Mass. Family Institute
Rosemarie Moriarty
Angus McQuilken
Amy Mello
Sen. Joan Menard
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New Light Media
John Olsen
Rep. Matt Patrick
Rep. Alice Piesch
Jeremy Pittman
Pam Postrel
Philip Ramsey
Sen. Pam Resor
Brad Reichard
Wes Ritchie
Joseph Romanelli
Rouse-Sherman Family
David Schmerler
Springfield Central H.S.
State News House Service
Marc Stewart
Tread & Marc Strickland
Marcia Szymanski
John & Moui Tran
Susan Tran
Sen. Robert Travaglini
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Iven Walters
Jeffrey Winter
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Adam Roteberg
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