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The question of whether same sex marriage should be allowed has been an ongoing argument for some time now and there is little hope that it will be settled soon.

For those who are pushing the “gay” agenda they will continue the status-quo argument that they have “special rights” simply because they are gay.

They have already pushed their agenda under the Obama administration to the point of making it more criminal to murder a “gay” person than it is to murder any other man.


They have already pushed their agenda under the Obama administration to the point of taking away the freedom of speech regarding “gay” citizens.  Apparently it is acceptable for “gay” people to speak with hatred against those of the Christian faith to the point of condemning all Christians who do not agree with the “gay” viewpoint.  However, those who do not agree with the “gay” viewpoint have now become targets of the new hate speech law that can be used to jail anyone who speaks out against homosexuality.

Now the “gay” people have decided that they have a fundamental right under the constitution to be married to each other.  Poppycock.


I think we need to start a push for our public school systems to start teaching students about the constitution early on in life.  I have read the Constitution several times and nowhere can I find the part that says that two men have the right to be married.  Nowhere can I find the part that says two women have the right to be married to each other.


A judge in Pennsylvania recently heard a case in which a lesbian couple who were “married” in the state of Massachusetts, where homosexual “marriage” is legal, now wanted a divorce.  The problem was, they did not meet the residency requirements of the state of Massachusetts, so they decided to try to get a divorce in Pennsylvania which has a Defense of Marriage Law that defines a marriage as between one man and one woman.
This couple apparently argued that under the constitutional “Right to Privacy”, their same-sex marriage passed the test for being a “fundamental right”.


Where did these people go to school?  First of all, “gay” people have never understood even the definition of the word “privacy”.  They seem to think that “privacy” came out of the closet when they did.  How can you claim any kind of “privacy” when you are holding parades and marching down the streets dressed like vulgar clowns?  How can you claim any kind of “privacy when you run to court every time that there is a chance to get some headlines?

The judge in the case was one of the few good judges in this country who still believes that the court should not be used to make law but merely to uphold the law.  "This is a plea for social change," the judge wrote. "If homosexuals had a fundamental right to be married to each other, this plea would be unnecessary."


The judge did rule that the two had a right to privacy. But... "The second [question] was whether that right to privacy guarantees a right to marriage, is basically what he said, And the other [question] was [whether] the fundamental right of marriage contemplate[s] same-sex marriage."
And to both questions, the judge answered no. Lash also wrote the following in his ruling:

"Courts should be reluctant to identify a right as fundamental when not clearly required by the Constitution or established precedent. A court who finds a fundamental right where none exists bypasses the legislative process and denies the people a voice in effecting social policy, in essence, trumping democracy by judicial fiat."

It is my opinion that the underlying purpose behind this case to begin with was basically the same as with most cases of similar virtue.  It was not simply a divorce case; it was more of a test case.  Since those pushing the “gay” agenda have not been able to manage to get laws passed to make same-sex marriage legal in every state, they have decided to do what all single agenda groups do.  Circumvent the law!

After all, if you can’t get a law passed to legalize “gay” marriage, then what is the next best step to forcing the issue to become legal.  You push to legalize the divorce of “gay” marriage and once you get the divorce pushed through a couple of courts where you can show that a “gay” couple who were married in a state where homosexual was legal but was divorced in a state where it is not, you have a new argument.  Now you can claim that since the divorce of a same-sex marriage is legal, then the same-sex marriage itself must have been legal.

While this kind of logic makes no sense at all, it is the type of logic that is commonly used in appeals courts to get judges to MAKE law instead of upholding law.  Too many judges fall for this tactic and end up setting a precedent that is used by other judges to the point it becomes a law without any governing body voting on it and without the voice of the people being heard.

The other question that I would have about the legalizing of “same-sex” marriage is exactly where does it stop?  One man and one woman marriage has always been the foundation in this country.  To destroy that foundation because someone decided that they want to be different and marry someone of the same sex, would open up a world of possibilities that would be endless and unbelievable.

Once you legalize marriage between two men or two women, what do you do when the issue comes up where a man wants to marry his dog and claims that he has the right to do so.  There has been an exception to the law to allow members of the same sex to be married, so this man claims that exception should to cover different species marriage.

Would all of the activist judges then begin allowing a man and a dog to be legally married?  Would their be a move to pass new laws in the states to legalize marriage between a man and his dog?  What about the other laws that would have to be changed to accommodate that.


What about when the dog went to do the grocery shopping for the family and was denied entry to the grocery store?  Would that be a case for discrimination?  As a legally wed spouse, would the dog not have the right to do the shopping for the family/

What about insurance and benefits for this new category of “domestic partners”.  That kind of puts “pet” insurance into a new perspective doesn’t it?


And then comes along the woman who wants to marry a kangaroo from Australia.  Would we have to issue a “green” card to the kangaroo to allow it to be in this country legally?  Would a divorce in the future be granted because the kangaroo was “hopping mad”.  Could the kangaroo draw disability or social security at some point because other spouses are granted that right?

Then what happens when the kangaroo and the dog divorce their spouses?  Would we have to allow them to get married simply because it has come that far and what do we do when CPS is called and removes all the little kangadogs and dogaroos from the home?  Would they have to be put in a foster home at government expense?

Why not?  I am sure they would already be covered under Obama’s healthcare plan!


That is a lot to think about. WHEW!  One man and one woman. Refreshing. Exhilarating! Energizing!  The only way to go!
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