Gay Marriage is NOT a Civil Right

Andy Miracle wrote the letter to the editor entitled “Gay Marriage is a Civil Right,” which appeared in the April 24, 2006, edition of The Daily News Record.  His letter was a response to Jim Holbert. Below, I summarize his main points and respond: 

1. Gay marriage is a civil right: Gay marriage is NOT a civil right.  Freedoms of religion, speech, etc., are civil rights available to all citizens.  However, marriage does not fall into that category.  My single friends have freedom of religion and speech, but are not married.  Does this mean that they are being denied a civil right?  Of course not!  Marriage is a privilege, not a civil right. Marriage is “[t]he legal status, condition, or relationship that results from a contract by which one man and one woman, who have the capacity to enter into such an agreement, mutually promise to live together in the relationship of husband and wife in law for life, or until the legal termination of the relationship. Marriage is a legally sanctioned contract between a man and a woman” (source: West’s Encyclopedia of American Law). Maybe I think it is my right to be a fighter pilot, but it’s not.  There are certain conditions required to be a fighter pilot and I do not meet those conditions.  It does not mean I am any less valuable than a fighter pilot.  It just means that I am supposed to do something else.  Some are single by choice and some aren’t, but this is not about denying their civil rights if they remain unmarried. 

2. Tradition means bad things: This is erroneous. Andy Miracle brings up slavery as the picture of tradition.  I agree with him that slavery was horrific and evil.  However, tradition is not all bad.  We have good and bad things in tradition just as we have good and bad things in progress.  I could very well use the same argument Andy Miracle uses and cite something good from tradition.  

3. The First Amendment makes “government distinctly separate from religious dogma.”  This is false.  Here is what the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution says: “Congress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise thereof; or abridging the freedom of speech, or of the press; or the right of the people peaceably to assemble, and to petition the government for a redress of grievances.”  As far as religion, this means that the U.S. cannot make itself a theocracy demanding that all persons be of one religion (establishment).  It also says that Congress cannot make a law that prohibits free exercise of religion.  There is nothing about “separation of church and state” in there.  “Separation of church and state” comes from a letter.  Thomas Jefferson and the Danbury Baptists were corresponding over concerns regarding freedom of religion and Jefferson “assured them that they need not fear; that the free exercise of religion would never be interfered with by the federal government” (SOURCE:  http://www.wallbuilders.com/resources/search/detail.php?ResourceID=9).  Hence, “Separation of Church and State” was protecting religion from government, not removing religion. 

4. Jesus says nothing with regards to being “homophobic” and “discriminatory” but instead “fraternized” with prostitutes, et. al., and “defied traditions of his time.”  Before really looking at this point, let me address the misnomer of a term: homophobic.  I am no more “homophobic” than I am “2+2=5 phobic.”  I do not fear homosexuals.  I disagree with them.  I do not fear 2+2=5.  I disagree with it. Now, while Jesus does not mention homosexuality specifically, he speaks against sexual immorality on several occasions.  Further, in the full context of Scripture (or even if just looking at the New Testament), sexual immorality includes homosexuality.  So, Jesus does speak against sexual immorality which includes homosexuality. There is nothing in Scripture that endorses homosexuality.  True, Jesus did fraternize with sinners and challenge the bad (not all) traditions of His day.  I believe that there should be more “fraternizing” of these sorts to offer hope in Jesus Christ to a lost world.  We are all sinners, but Jesus loves us and calls us to live life differently than our natural tendencies. And as far as challenging traditions, see my point above. Some traditions are bad, but some are good.  Jesus didn’t challenge all traditions.  Marriage between one man and one woman is not a bad tradition.  

5. Discrimination is bad. Since discrimination is a buzz word that mostly denotes horrible things such as racism or hate, then I can agree that it is bad.  However, looking at the term not as a buzz word, but as an objective definition (one definition by Merriam-Webster is “the quality or power of finely distinguishing”), not all “discrimination” is not bad.  According to West’s Encyclopedia of American Law, “Not all types of discrimination are unlawful and most of an individual's personal choices are protected by the freedom to choose personal associates, to express herself or himself, and to preserve personal privacy.” We are to choose between right and wrong daily.  We have to discriminate when we drive with various factors on the road.  However, discrimination is bad when it involves hate.  It is not necessarily bad if it is disagreement.  We are not supposed to be a bunch of clones who agree on everything so that no one is offended. 

Finally, Andy Miracle asks, “How are two responsible, loving, caring parents, who also want what is best for their children not suitable for the title of marriage and the insurance benefits that it provides?”  One of the key phrases is “what is best for their children.”  Studies suggest having both a mother and father married as the best for a child.  If Andy Miracle wants what is best for a child, then perhaps he could support having one man married to one woman first. 

--Jamie Johnson

Additional interesting reading:  

http://www.familylife.com/articles/article_detail.asp?id=939&page=1&keywords=homosexual+marriage
 

http://www.familylife.com/articles/article_detail.asp?id=527&page=1&keywords=homosexual+marriage
 

http://www.familylife.com/articles/article_detail.asp?id=694&page=1&keywords=homosexual+marriage
 

http://www.drthrockmorton.com/article.asp?id=45
 

http://newoman.org/documentos/articulo.phtml?id=3193
 

http://www.mafamily.org/AboutMFI.htm
 

http://www.aim.org/aim_report/A3709_0_4_0_C/
 

http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=BC04C02
 

http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=IS01J3
 

http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=IS05B01
 

http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=IS03D1
 

"It's extremely unfortunate for anyone to deliberately create motherless and fatherless families for children," says Peter Sprigg of the Family Research Council, a nonprofit Christian organization based in Washington, D.C. "There is an overwhelming body of research that children do best when they are raised by their own biological, married mother and father."

 

Sprigg adds that "an important developmental task for children is to develop a healthy and stable gender identity. Children raised by homosexuals are handicapped by not having a mother and father in the home to model male and female roles."

 

A man and a woman bring "something different to family life as role models that cannot be substituted in same-sex families," says Ed Vitagliano, a spokesman for the American Family Association, a Christian organization based in Tupolo, Miss. "The current model of marriage and family exists for a reason. Tampering with (the natural law) will lead to a devastating series of consequences, especially for children who are part of a vast social experiment."

(source: http://www.capecodonline.com/special/gaymarriage/gayfamilies16.htm)

