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Introduction
This week I’m going to take on the issue of homosexual marriage. A few months ago, someone sent me an article entitled: “An Ever-Changing Union” – which was basically an apologetic for homosexual marriage – and asked me to comment on it. So, that’s what I’m going to do here. 

First I will give you the article in its entirety, then I will repeat the article with my comments interspersed throughout.

One thing to note here, is that a number of the objections I raise below to this article are common sense objections that can be applied in a lot of other situations like this. A lot of people write me week in and week out asking me to comment on this or that article they’ve read, or video that they’ve seen, that is challenging the Church’s doctrinal or moral teaching, and has caused them some consternation or has given them difficulty in coming up with a response. The arguments and logic I use below can often be used to respond to a lot of these type of articles and videos.

An Ever-Changing Union – How marriage has changed over centuries
Critics of gay marriage see it as an affront to sacred, time-tested traditions. How has marriage been defined in the past?

From: The Week, June 1, 2012    
Has marriage always had the same definition?
Actually, the institution has been in a process of constant evolution. Pair-bonding began in the Stone Age as a way of organizing and controlling sexual conduct and providing a stable structure for child-rearing and the tasks of daily life. But that basic concept has taken many forms across different cultures and eras. "Whenever people talk about traditional marriage or traditional families, historians throw up their hands," said Steven Mintz, a history professor at Columbia University. "We say, ‘When and where?’" 
The ancient Hebrews, for instance, engaged in polygamy — according to the Bible, King Solomon had 700 wives and 300 concubines — and men have taken multiple wives in cultures throughout the world, including China, Africa, and among American Mormons in the 19th century. Polygamy is still common across much of the Muslim world. The idea of marriage as a sexually exclusive, romantic union between one man and one woman is a relatively recent development. Until two centuries ago, said Harvard historian Nancy Cott, "monogamous households were a tiny, tiny portion" of the world population, found in "just Western Europe and little settlements in North America."

When did people start marrying?
The first recorded evidence of marriage contracts and ceremonies dates to 4,000 years ago, in Mesopotamia. In the ancient world, marriage served primarily as a means of preserving power, with kings and other members of the ruling class marrying off daughters to forge alliances, acquire land, and produce legitimate heirs. Even in the lower classes, women had little say over whom they married. The purpose of marriage was the production of heirs, as implied by the Latin word matrimonium, which is derived from mater (mother).

When did the church get involved?
In ancient Rome, marriage was a civil affair governed by imperial law. But when the empire collapsed, in the 5th century, church courts took over and elevated marriage to a holy union. As the church’s power grew through the Middle Ages, so did its influence over marriage. In 1215, marriage was declared one of the church’s seven sacraments, alongside rites like baptism and penance. But it was only in the 16th century that the church decreed that weddings be performed in public, by a priest, and before witnesses.

What role did love play?
For most of human history, almost none at all. Marriage was considered too serious a matter to be based on such a fragile emotion. "If love could grow out of it, that was wonderful," said Stephanie Coontz, author of Marriage, a History. "But that was gravy." In fact, love and marriage were once widely regarded as incompatible with one another. 
A Roman politician was expelled from the Senate in the 2nd century B.C. for kissing his wife in public — behavior the essayist Plutarch condemned as "disgraceful." In the 12th and 13th centuries, the European aristocracy viewed extramarital affairs as the highest form of romance, untainted by the gritty realities of daily life. And as late as the 18th century, the French philosopher Montesquieu wrote that any man who was in love with his wife was probably too dull to be loved by another woman.

When did romance enter the picture?
In the 17th and 18th centuries, when Enlightenment thinkers pioneered the idea that life was about the pursuit of happiness. They advocated marrying for love rather than wealth or status. This trend was augmented by the Industrial Revolution and the growth of the middle class in the 19th century, which enabled young men to select a spouse and pay for a wedding, regardless of parental approval. As people took more control of their love lives, they began to demand the right to end unhappy unions. Divorce became much more commonplace.

Did marriage change in the 20th century?
Dramatically. For thousands of years, law and custom enforced the subordination of wives to husbands. But as the women’s-rights movement gained strength in the late 19th and 20th centuries, wives slowly began to insist on being regarded as their husbands’ equals, rather than their property. "By 1970," said Marilyn Yalom, author of A History of the Wife, "marriage law had become gender-neutral in Western democracy." At the same time, the rise of effective contraception fundamentally transformed marriage: Couples could choose how many children to have, and even to have no children at all. If they were unhappy with each other, they could divorce — and nearly half of all couples did. Marriage had become primarily a personal contract between two equals seeking love, stability, and happiness. This new definition opened the door to gays and lesbians claiming a right to be married, too. "We now fit under the Western philosophy of marriage," said E.J. Graff, a lesbian and the author of What Is Marriage For? In one very real sense, Coontz says, opponents of gay marriage are correct when they say traditional marriage has been undermined. "But, for better and for worse, traditional marriage has already been destroyed," she says, "and the process began long before anyone even dreamed of legalizing same-sex marriage."

Gay ‘marriage’ in medieval Europe
Same-sex unions aren’t a recent invention. Until the 13th century, male-bonding ceremonies were common in churches across the Mediterranean. Apart from the couples’ gender, these events were almost indistinguishable from other marriages of the era. Twelfth-century liturgies for same-sex unions — also known as "spiritual brotherhoods" — included the recital of marriage prayers, the joining of hands at the altar, and a ceremonial kiss. Some historians believe these unions were merely a way to seal alliances and business deals. But Eric Berkowitz, author of Sex and Punishment, says it is "difficult to believe that these rituals did not contemplate erotic contact. In fact, it was the sex between the men involved that later caused same-sex unions to be banned." That happened in 1306, when the Byzantine Emperor Andronicus II declared such ceremonies, along with sorcery and incest, to be unchristian.

-—————————————————————————————————————————

Has marriage always had the same definition?
Actually, the institution has been in a process of constant evolution. Pair-bonding began in the Stone Age as a way of organizing and controlling sexual conduct and providing a stable structure for child-rearing and the tasks of daily life. But that basic concept has taken many forms across different cultures and eras. "Whenever people talk about traditional marriage or traditional families, historians throw up their hands," said Steven Mintz, a history professor at Columbia University. "We say, ‘When and where?’" 

The ancient Hebrews, for instance, engaged in polygamy — according to the Bible, King Solomon had 700 wives and 300 concubines — and men have taken multiple wives in cultures throughout the world, including China, Africa, and among American Mormons in the 19th century. Polygamy is still common across much of the Muslim world. The idea of marriage as a sexually exclusive, romantic union between one man and one woman is a relatively recent development. Until two centuries ago, said Harvard historian Nancy Cott, "monogamous households were a tiny, tiny portion" of the world population, found in "just Western Europe and little settlements in North America."  

My Comments
The first thing to notice is that nowhere do we have any actual references to back up the claims made here.  Is any scholarly or even pseudo-scholarly work referenced?  No!  For example, the claim that: "Pair-bonding began in the Stone Age as a way of organizing and controlling sexual conduct and providing a stable structure for child-rearing and the tasks of daily life," how does the author know that?  On what does he base his claim?  Is there some historical document that is at least 4000 years old that the author can point to that says men and women started "pair-bonding" in order to control sexual conduct?  No.  In other words, that’s just a guess.  Even if the author had referenced some archeologist, it would still just be a guess – pure speculation, in other words – on the part of that archeologist.  There is no proof to back such a claim.

So, the author starts off this tour of the history of marriage with nothing more than a wave of the hand and "Poof!" we have "pair-bonding" for controlling sexual conduct as the first form of marriage.  Notice a couple of elements of trickery here, though.  He didn’t call it "marriage," rather it is referred to as "pair-bonding."  Why?  Because he basically is saying, that the history of marriage begins with a union between one man and one woman.  
Yet, he goes on to claim later in the article that what we now call "traditional" marriage – the union of one man and one woman - is a relatively recent invention.  He is, in essence, contradicting himself.  So, he has to disguise the contradiction by using the term "pair-bonding" rather than the term "marriage." 

Furthermore, the author goes on to say, "But that basic concept [union between one man and one woman] has taken many forms across different culture and eras."  "Many forms?"  Really?  He names one other – polygamy.  And, he mentions the example of the many wives of King Solomon to claim, "The ancient Hebrews, for instance, engaged in polygamy – according to the Bible."  Of course, he would never take the Bible as an authority on anything that might contradict his point of view.  For instance, in the beginning, way before Solomon, we see talk of marriage – one man and one woman – in Genesis 2:24.  Cain is also mentioned as having one wife.  The first time we see someone mentioned as having two wives is in Gen 4:19, when it says that Lamech took two wives.  So, one may assume that none of his forebears did.  But Lamech seemed to be a pretty nasty dude (Gen 4:23-24), and he was of the line of Cain.  

We also see that Noah only had one wife, as did each of Noah’s sons.  Abraham only had one wife, and when she died, he took another wife.  So, he had two wives, but one at a time.  Lot only had one wife.  Isaac had only one wife.  Jacob had two wives, but he only wanted one – he was tricked into marrying one of them.  It seems that, from the beginning, the biblical norm is one man and one woman for marriage.  The exception to this rule is usually among the kings – David and Solomon, for example – and not among the normal folks.  But, of course, that would not be a good thing to point out when you are trying to make the case that "traditional" marriage really isn’t "traditional," so the author avoids such inconvenient facts.  And, even in the polygamous unions, what do we see?  Husbands and wives.  Men and women.  Never men with men or women with women. 

Oh, and notice, the author throws in a quote from some historian at Columbia to give scholarly respectability to his claim.  But, again, no source is given that one could follow up on the quote to find out more about the context, or anything else.  And, who is this historian?  Is he an atheist?  Is he homosexual?  How do we know we can trust the accuracy of anything he has to say We don’t. 

Then, there is this quote from a Harvard historian, "The idea of marriage as a sexually exclusive, romantic union between one man and one woman is a relatively recent development."  How can that be when I’ve just given a number of examples from the ancient world that say otherwise?  She then goes on to say that until 200 yrs. ago, monogamous households were a "tiny, tiny portion" of the world population.  Are you given any statistics?  Any citations?  Again, no.  If that’s true, then what happened 200 years ago that changed the entire world to all of a sudden believing in monogamous relationships?  Why do we have mostly monogamous relationships among the relatively areligious Chinese?  Why do we have monogamous relationships among the Hindus in India?  Among the Japanese?  Among the Africans?  What changed everything 200 years ago?  Sorry, but I just don’t buy it.  

What historians teach is quite often influenced by what historians believe, or don’t believe.  If they believe in homosexual "marriage," then, lo and behold, history will help them make their case.  If they don’t believe in God, then they don’t believe Jesus was truly an historical figure.  Objectivity in the sciences is a rare thing these days.

All in all, this is a pretty weak – if not somewhat dishonest – foundation for the case the author is trying to make in this article. 
When did people start marrying?
The first recorded evidence of marriage contracts and ceremonies dates to 4,000 years ago, in Mesopotamia. In the ancient world, marriage served primarily as a means of preserving power, with kings and other members of the ruling class marrying off daughters to forge alliances, acquire land, and produce legitimate heirs. Even in the lower classes, women had little say over whom they married. The purpose of marriage was the production of heirs, as implied by the Latin word matrimonium, which is derived from mater (mother).

My Comments
Multiple problems here.  "The first recorded evidence of marriage contracts and ceremonies dates to 4,000 years ago."  First "recorded" evidence.  So, that is when they date the beginning of marriage.  Did they ever consider that., since reading and writing weren’t that big of a deal to most folks thousands of years ago, that there may have been marriage contracts and ceremonies for thousands of years beforehand but the records of such just didn’t carved in stone?  Of course not.  That’s why they used the term "pair-bondings," because they have evidence of men and women living together during the Stone Age, but they don’t have written evidence of marriage contracts from the Stone Age, so the author used the term "pair-bondings" instead of marriage.  How disingenuous is that?!

And, instead of "pair-bonding" for controlling sexual conduct, it’s now marriage for the preservation of power.  But, once again, the author fails to focus on the fact that it is the kings and rulers who married for that reason.  No mention of this being the "primary" reason for marriage in the lower classes.  And, the author points out that "women had little say over whom they married."  No mention, however, of the fact that in arranged marriages, the men often didn’t have any say over who they married either.  Inconvenient fact.  And, the purpose of marriage is now for the production of heirs.  Evidence?  Just another claim thrown out there without anything to back it up.  Although, I would agree with the claim in part, although instead of using the term, "heirs," I would use the term "children."  Yes, one of the purposes of marriage, then and now, is to produce children.  That is what we call, "traditional" marriage.  Notice, though, how he makes it seem as if love played no role whatsoever in marriage.  I’ll address that momentarily.
When did the church get involved?
In ancient Rome, marriage was a civil affair governed by imperial law. But when the empire collapsed, in the 5th century, church courts took over and elevated marriage to a holy union. As the church’s power grew through the Middle Ages, so did its influence over marriage. In 1215, marriage was declared one of the church’s seven sacraments, alongside rites like baptism and penance. But it was only in the 16th century that the church decreed that weddings be performed in public, by a priest, and before witnesses.
My Comments
Sorry, but there is plenty of evidence to show that the Church was involved with marriage from the very beginning of the Church. 

St. Augustine in his "Of the Good of Marriage," chapter 24, says, "Among all people and all men the good that is secured by marriage consists in the offspring and in the chastity of married fidelity; but, in the case of God’s people [the Christians], it consists moreover in the holiness of the sacrament, by reason of which it is forbidden, even after a separation has taken place, to marry another as long as the first partner lives . . ."   This shows that the Church considered marriage a sacrament, and there is no way the Church would have allowed civil authorities to conduct a sacrament of the Church. 

Furthermore, do you think the Jews went to Roman civil authorities to be married?  Of course not.  Well, since the first Christians were Jews, do you think they went to the Roman civil authorities to be married?  Again, of course not.  Do you think the Christians of the first few centuries, who were often being persecuted by Rome, would have been regularly going to Roman civil authorities in order to get married?  Oh, no doubt, right? 

Then, he goes on to declare that marriage wasn’t declared a sacrament until 1215.  But, I just quoted St. Augustine, from 700+ years earlier, calling marriage a sacrament.  And there are a number of other Church Fathers who do the same, either directly or indirectly, such as Ambrose in the 4th century and Tertullian in the 2nd century.  This paragraph is completely without merit and really shows that the author is not at all credible, but is merely putting forth whatever is necessary to further his agenda.   
What role did love play?
For most of human history, almost none at all. Marriage was considered too serious a matter to be based on such a fragile emotion. "If love could grow out of it, that was wonderful," said Stephanie Coontz, author of Marriage, a History. "But that was gravy." In fact, love and marriage were once widely regarded as incompatible with one another. A Roman politician was expelled from the Senate in the 2nd century B.C. for kissing his wife in public — behavior the essayist Plutarch condemned as "disgraceful." In the 12th and 13th centuries, the European aristocracy viewed extramarital affairs as the highest form of romance, untainted by the gritty realities of daily life. And as late as the 18th century, the French philosopher Montesquieu wrote that any man who was in love with his wife was probably too dull to be loved by another woman.

My Comments
"For most of human history," love played no role in marriage at all?  Again…really?!  Did they interview people from 4000 years ago?  2000 years ago?  1000 years ago?  300 years ago?  What a bunch of garbage.  Have they ever read the story of Isaac and Rebekah?  How Isaac worked for years for Rebekah’s dad so that he could marry her?  And it says in Gen 24:67, that Isaac "loved her."  And, when reading about Abraham and Sarah, do you not get the sense that Abraham loved her?  And what about Adam and Eve?  When Adam first meets Eve, what he has to say sounds a bit like love to me?  What about Ephesians 5:25, "Husbands, love your wives."  No, of course marriage had nothing to do with love, even though the Christian concept of marriage is that it is patterned on the love of Jesus for His Church. 

And look at the example from Rome that is given to show that "love and marriage were once widely regarded as incompatible with one another" – Plutarch condemned a public display of affection as "disgraceful."  Does that mean that Plutarch considered the man loving his wife as being disgraceful, or was it the public display of this affection that got him so worked up?  Also, Montesquieu is quoted to prove the author’s point, but nowhere is Shakespeare and all of his writing about love quoted.  Inconvenient facts.
When did romance enter the picture?
In the 17th and 18th centuries, when Enlightenment thinkers pioneered the idea that life was about the pursuit of happiness. They advocated marrying for love rather than wealth or status. This trend was augmented by the Industrial Revolution and the growth of the middle class in the 19th century, which enabled young men to select a spouse and pay for a wedding, regardless of parental approval. As people took more control of their love lives, they began to demand the right to end unhappy unions. Divorce became much more commonplace.
My Comments
More garbage.  I guess the author has never read the Song of Songs.  Also, I guess the author is unaware of the fact that divorce was apparently a fairly common phenomenon in the ancient Near East.  All you have to do is read Matthew 19 to find that out.  So his assertion that divorce really wasn’t common until the 19th century simply does not hold water.  But, all of that is pretty much irrelevant anyway.  So what if divorce was common or not?  
That does nothing to change the underlying reality that marriage has been, for thousands of years, primarily the union of one man and one woman.  Whether the divorce rate is high or low, it doesn’t change the fact that marriage was between a man and a woman.  That did not change.  So, it is not an "ever-changing union" as the title of the article would like you to believe.
Did marriage change in the 20th century?
Dramatically. For thousands of years, law and custom enforced the subordination of wives to husbands. But as the women’s-rights movement gained strength in the late 19th and 20th centuries, wives slowly began to insist on being regarded as their husbands’ equals, rather than their property. "By 1970," said Marilyn Yalom, author of A History of the Wife, "marriage law had become gender-neutral in Western democracy." At the same time, the rise of effective contraception fundamentally transformed marriage: Couples could choose how many children to have, and even to have no children at all. If they were unhappy with each other, they could divorce — and nearly half of all couples did. Marriage had become primarily a personal contract between two equals seeking love, stability, and happiness. This new definition opened the door to gays and lesbians claiming a right to be married, too. "We now fit under the Western philosophy of marriage," said E.J. Graff, a lesbian and the author of What Is Marriage For? In one very real sense, Coontz says, opponents of gay marriage are correct when they say traditional marriage has been undermined. "But, for better and for worse, traditional marriage has already been destroyed," she says, "and the process began long before anyone even dreamed of legalizing same-sex marriage."

My Comments
The fact that women gained more rights in the 20th century is not the same thing as saying that marriage changed in the 20th century.  Yes, the relationship between husband and wife evolved in the 20th century, but it was still the relationship between the husband and the wife – one man and one woman – that changed.  It was not marriage itself that changed.  That’s like me saying since my daughter has changed between the age of 4 and the age of 12, she is no longer the same person.  She is the same person, she’s just different in how she looks, how she acts, etc.  A change in the particulars of marriage – the relationship between husband and wife, the divorce rate, marriage law, the view of society towards marriage, and so on – is simply not the same as a change in marriage. Such an assertion is the product of faulty reasoning.  "What a maroon," my friend Bugs would say.  Marriage, throughout the 20th century, was always a union between one man and one woman, and that relationship can be traced all the way back, using the author’s own words, to the Stone Age.  

I love the two sentences, one right before the other: "Marriage had become primarily a personal contract between two equals seeking love, stability, and happiness," is preceded by, "If they were unhappy with each other, they could divorce – and nearly half of all couples did."  So much for love and stability and happiness.  The author is pretty much blind to the fact that so many of the problems we have with divorce and unhappiness in marriage, are because people have lost the true sense of what marriage is.  They expect it to be something that it is not.  Instead of viewing it as a lifelong sacramental union between one man and one woman which requires hard work and sacrifice and unselfishness to make work – they view it like my younger kids view their toys: they play with them for a little while, and then when they get bored with a particular toy, they just toss it aside.  If you think the primary purpose of marriage is for you to be happy, you’ve got a problem from the outset.  You can be truly happy in marriage, but that comes from sacrificing yourself for others, the way Jesus sacrificed Himself for the Church.  
Gay ‘marriage’ in medieval Europe
Same-sex unions aren’t a recent invention. Until the 13th century, male-bonding ceremonies were common in churches across the Mediterranean. Apart from the couples’ gender, these events were almost indistinguishable from other marriages of the era. Twelfth-century liturgies for same-sex unions — also known as "spiritual brotherhoods" — included the recital of marriage prayers, the joining of hands at the altar, and a ceremonial kiss. Some historians believe these unions were merely a way to seal alliances and business deals. But Eric Berkowitz, author of Sex and Punishment, says it is "difficult to believe that these rituals did not contemplate erotic contact. In fact, it was the sex between the men involved that later caused same-sex unions to be banned." That happened in 1306, when the Byzantine Emperor Andronicus II declared such ceremonies, along with sorcery and incest, to be unchristian.
My Comments
This makes me want to puke.  First of all, to quote the author of a book entitled, "Sex and Punishment," on anything concerning marriage is problematic in the first place.  Here we have another example of unsubstantiated claims just being tossed out there like facts.  Medieval male bonding ceremonies are called "same-sex unions," as if they were the same thing as homosexual marriages?!  Really?!  So if my buddies and I go to a particular sports bar every Saturday, at the same time, to watch college football – does that ritual mean that we have entered into a same-sex union?  "Male bonding rituals were common in churches across the Mediterranean."  Evidence?  Citations?  Let’s say, for the sake of argument, that that was true.  What did these ceremonies consist of?  Were these single men, or possibly married men?  What was the intent – fraternity, comrades-in-arms?  Well, according to Eric Berkowitz, author of "Sex and Punishment," it is "difficult to believe that these rituals did not contemplate erotic contact."  Really?!  It’s not very difficult for me to believe that, but I guess if you have a perverted mind, it might not be that difficult to imagine. 
Finally, the claim that "traditional marriage has already been destroyed," is a bit premature, I do believe.  I am in a traditional marriage.  Most people I know are in traditional marriages.  But, they have to make that claim so that no one can point a finger at same sex marriage as being problematic.  I do agree that same sex marriage is not the cause of why traditional marriage is in trouble, it is merely a symptom.  A symptom of a sick society that has turned its back on God and on centuries old Judeo-Christian values – the values that made Western civilization flourish. 

Last thing, notice how the homosexual marriage advocates cite the rise of contraception as a major contributing factor to this movement.  I wish those priests who believe contraception is no big deal and, therefore, never say anything to their flocks about it, will open their eyes and see that even the folks on the other side recognize the truth spoken by the Church in this regard.

In Conclusion

Whenever you come across garbage like this article, first thing to notice is all of the unsubstantiated claims put out there as if they were stone cold facts. Secondly, look for the inconsistencies. This article tries to make it look like “traditional marriage” is a relatively recent phenomenon, but if you read closely, you realize that they are actually admitting traditional marriage can be traced back to the Stone Age. Notice, too, how some of the facts the author presents, are flat out wrong. In this article, the assertion of the Church not declaring marriage a sacrament until 1215 A.D. is a perfect example of this. Finally, pay attention to how the folks who do these things are very selective in their citations. They’ll cite something in the Bible, for example, that appears, at first glance, to support their argument, but they then ignore biblical examples that blow their argument out of the water. Or they cite some oddball in history who said something that supports their argument, while ignoring a whole bunch of other folks in history who said or did things that contradict their argument. Selective citation based on a pre-determined outcome.
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Yesterday on CNN (http://www.cnsnews.com/blog/curtis-kalin/cnn-anchor-our-rights-do-not-come-god), their anchor, Chris Cuomo, was debating the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of Alabama - Judge Roy Moore - on the issue of same-sex "marriage" here in Alabama.  Many of the "sophisticated crowd" around the country take Judge Moore to be some sort of ignorant backwoods country bumpkin.  Sorry, but whether you agree with him or disagree with him, you make a big mistake if you judge the Judge in that manner.  Anyway, in the course of the debate, Chris Cuomo, who I believe professes to be Catholic - his daddy, former Governor Mario Cuomo of New York, who was famous for his, "I am personally opposed to abortion but I can't force my beliefs on you," philosophy, also professed to be Catholic - said this to Judge Moore: "Our rights do not come from God, your honor, and you know that. They come from man...That’s your faith, that’s my faith, but that’s not our country. Our laws come from collective agreement and compromise.” Well, I just felt the need to answer Chris Cuomo, so here goes...
Chris Cuomo, CNN anchor, in a debate on same-sex "marriage" with Judge Roy Moore, Chief Justice of the Alabama Supreme Court, stated the following: “Our rights do not come from God...They come from man."  He also essentially stated that even though it is Judge Moore's faith, as well as Chris Cuomo's faith, that our rights do indeed come from God, "...but that’s not our country. Our laws come from collective agreement and compromise."  I assume Cuomo is referring, first and foremost, to the Constitution of the United States and, particularly, to the Bill of Rights - which enumerates our rights of freedom of religion, freedom of speech, freedom of the press and so on - a document about which it can indeed be said it originated from the collective agreement and compromise of men.  

 

The problem here, though, is that Cuomo appears to be ignorant of the fact that the founding document of our country, the Declaration of Independence, states quite clearly that our rights do in fact come from God - "We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable rights, that among these are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness" - and it was this document that served as the philosophical well from which the Constitution of the United States was drawn. In fact, this idea among our Founding Fathers that our rights emanate from our Creator - God - was so pervasive that the Constitution did not have an enumeration of our rights in it.  Why?  Because James Madison, the main author of the Constitution, thought it unnecessary to list any of our rights in the document as the Constitution had nothing to do with giving us our rights, but was merely concerned with setting up a government whose function it would be to protect our God-given rights.  In fact, Madison, and Alexander Hamilton, argued against having the Bill of Rights amended to the Constitution.  In Federalist Paper No. 84, Hamilton stated, "(B)ills of rights...are not only unnecessary in the proposed Constitution, but would even be dangerous." He went on to say, "For why declare that things shall not be done (by Congress) which there is no power to do? Why, for instance, should it be said that the liberty of the press shall not be restrained, when no power is given (to Congress) by which restrictions may be imposed?" 

 

Why would Hamilton and Madison argue against a Bill of Rights if the Founding Fathers at the Constitutional Convention all believed that our rights do not come from God, but from men?  

Wouldn't they want the Constitution to grant them those rights and that liberty that just a few years before they had risked their lives, reputations, and properties for, if they thought it was man who indeed gave them their rights and their liberty?  "Well," one might ask, "why then did Thomas Jefferson and George Mason argue so strenuously that the Constitution did indeed need to include an enumeration of our rights?"  Why?  Because they were concerned that if our most basic rights were not enumerated in the Constitution, then the government (Congress), once formed, would be tempted to think it could put limits on them.  Any serious student of history knows that Hamilton and Madison were not arguing the end with Jefferson and Mason, they were merely arguing the means to the end. The end they all wanted was protecting the God-given rights of all Americans.  Hamilton and Madison thought that would be done best by not enumerating rights in the Constitution; whereas Jefferson and Mason thought it would be done best by enumerating rights in the Constitution (or the amendments thereon.)  They all recognized that our rights were God-given, they simply disagreed on the best way to preserve and protect those rights in and through the constitutional process.

 

Which means that Chris Cuomo has no clue what he was talking about when he said that in our country our rights come from man.  As further evidence that in no shape, manner, or form was the Constitution seen by our Founding Fathers as granting us our basic rights and liberties as human beings, all one has to do is look at Amendment IX of the Bill of Rights:

 

Article [IX] (Amendment 9 - Unenumerated Rights) - The enumeration in the Constitution, of certain rights, shall not be construed to deny or disparage others retained by the people.
 

It specifically states that just because certain rights are mentioned in the Constitution, that does not mean that other rights are not "retained by the people."  This amendment was essentially a compromise in response to Madison's and Hamilton's arguments.  In other words, Amendment IX of the Constitution tells us that the Constitution does not give us our rights.  Because if it did, then where do these "other rights" that it speaks of the people as having, come from?  Who gave the people of the United States these other rights that are not specifically mentioned in the Constitution if it was the Constitution that gave us our rights?  Where did they come from Mr. Cuomo?  

 

Another thing that really bothers me about what Chris Cuomo said, is that even though he believes our rights come from God, "that's not our country."  Sounds just like his dad - "I personally believe that my rights come from God, but I can't force my belief on you."  Really?!  First of all, I just spoke to the fact that it is indeed "our country" wherein our fundamental rights as human beings are seen as coming from God.  Secondly, doesn't a law forcing people to accept a particular type of sexual perversion as legitimate, force the beliefs of those who agree with sexual perversion onto those who disagree with sexual perversion?  But you have no problem with that, do you, Chris?  But still, the underlying issue I'm getting at here, is that he seems to treat his "beliefs" as something that really don't count.  Or, maybe as something that doesn't reflect reality.  "Well, yeah, I believe that our rights come from God, but that's because I'm Christian.  But if I had a brain, which would mean I wasn't Christian, then of course I would know that our rights come from men."  It's almost as if feels his "beliefs," his Catholic faith, is good for Sunday morning, but it doesn't really apply outside of the church building.  I find that attitude disingenuous at best, intellectually dishonest and hypocritical at worst.  Why say you believe something on one hand, but then say it isn't true on the other hand?

 

What Chris Cuomo stated to Judge Moore is something that carries within it a very dangerous idea.  The idea that our rights come from man, and not God ((which, of course, happens to be the only conclusion an atheist can come to), carries within it the logical extension that our rights can, therefore, be taken away by man.  If man gave Jews in Germany the right to life, then it's okay for man to take away that right.  If man gave the Native Americans the right to property, then it's okay for man to take away that right.  If man gave religious freedom to Christians to believe that homosexuality is wrong, then it's okay for man to take away that freedom.  To drive home this point with Mr. Cuomo, I would like to offer an amendment to the Constitution: 

 

Proposed Amendment #28 to the United States Constitution: Be it resolved that Chris Cuomo's rights come from man, they are hereby removed by man.  Henceforth, Chris Cuomo shall no longer have the rights to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness.  He shall no longer have the right of free speech or the right to freely assemble or to address his grievances in court. He shall no longer have access to the press.  Furthermore, Chris Cuomo shall henceforth be employed by the City of New York to scoop dog excrement out of Central Park, 60 hours each week, for an annual salary of $520.
 

And here's the thing.  If Chris Cuomo is to be consistent, if he does not want to be seen as a hypocrite, then even though he might fight with all his might against the passage of the proposed amendment (which he has the right to do...for now), he has to defend with all his might my right to propose it.  Given what he said to Judge Roy Moore, Chris Cuomo cannot say that it would be wrong to propose and pass such an amendment.  After all, if it were to pass, it would be because of the "collective agreement and compromise" of man. 
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