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On Rosh Hashana I shared some thoughts with you about the central quality that Judaism demands we cultivate, expand, and demonstrate in our actions toward others. That quality is empathy, the ability to see things from the point of view of the other. I particularly invited you to consider the plight of those at the bottom of America’s increasingly shaky economic ladder, and consider what a genuine appreciation of the facts of their lives requires of us. Tonight, I want to invite you to consider the situation of another group long considered “the other” by most in American society, and to focus on one critical aspect in these people’s lives. 

Of all the groups within American society whose struggle for equal rights found a renewed voice in the ‘60s and ‘70s, homosexuals are alone in still suffering widespread, socially accepted discrimination. Make no mistake: racism, sexism, anti-semitism continue to exist in this country. But all are now seen as utterly beyond the pale in America, officially forbidden from government policy by law, and almost universally condemned in society at large. Only homophobia continues to be tolerated, even embraced, not only by large numbers of private citizens, but in law and public policy as well. This November, we California voters have the opportunity to either take a step toward ending this shameful record of discrimination and denial of equal rights, or to take a giant step backward, denying others the basic rights and dignity we take for granted for ourselves.

A coalition of Reigious Right activists and churches has succeeded in placing Proposition 8 on the California November ballot. The proposition’s title, the “California Marriage Protection Act”, as we shall see shortly, is pure Orwellian Newspeak. Proposition 8’s text could not be simpler: “Only marriage between20a man and a woman is valid or recognized in California.” Why is this limitation necessary? Why are we being urged to inject this unprecedented restriction of the rights of a specific group into our state constitution? Because, according to Prop. 8’s supporters, gay marriage will undermine marriage, the family, and the very underpinnings of the American way of life.

Wow. That’s pretty sobering stuff. One would expect such dire, damning charges to be backed up with equally damning evidence. But one searches in vain for any validating proof in support of these claims. Instead, the claims are simply repeated again and again, as if they were articles of blind faith, their immutable truth self-evident. The truth is that gay marriage threatens no one - not straight marriages, not children, not the fabric of society itself, and the experience of Californians since the state supreme court decision legalizing same-sex marriage has demonstrated that truth. Life has gone on, with its usual trials and satisfactions, just as it did before. There has been no rush of straight married couples on the divorce courts, decrying the irreparable damage done to their marriages by those same-sex couples applying for marriage licenses down at city hall. But there has been a growing wave of joy, as an estimated 11,000 same-sex couples were married in the Golden State in the first three months after such unions were legalized. The LA Times editorialized: “As the state's voters watch the celebrations in the coming months, they should enjoy the sight of fellow citizens availing themselves of a public institution, that of marriage. These celebrations allow us to share in 

the newlyweds' happiness, to join in acknowledging a milestone of joy and lifelong commitment. And they prompt at least one more question for those who disapprove: How can the state's blessing on these acts of love in any way diminish us?”

In the absence of any genuine, cogent reasons why gay couples should be denied the same right to marry that straight couples enjoy, supporters of Proposition 8 resort to the big lie. A television ad  asserts that gay marriage would have to be "taught" in California public schools unless the right of same-sex couples to marry is overturned. As it turns out, the only thing in the education code related to marriage has to do with teaching "the legal and financial aspects and responsibilities of marriage and parenthood." In “An Open Letter to Religious Leaders On Marriage Equality”, a group of Christian and Jewish theologians brief ly outlined the ideal that marriage, at its best, represents. “Good marriages,” they wrote, “are:

 -committed to the mutual care and fulfillment of both partners,  

 -increase the capacity of the individuals to contribute to the common good  

 -assure that all children are wanted, loved, and nurtured  

 -are free of threats, violence, exploitation, and intimidation.”

This ecumenical group of religious leaders admirably described the qualities found in good marriages - not gay marriages, not straight marriages, but good marriages. And that’s what we should be teaching in our schools. Nothing in California law requires a teacher to speak of gay marriage, or straight marriage, but simply of marriage...because the benefits of a good marriage are the same, no matter your sexual orientation.

This particular lie, now being spewed out over the airways thanks to millions of dollars from right-wing fundamentalists, is based on another, even more pernicious lie that has long been promulgated by the homophobic right. Martin Mawyer, President of the Christian Action Network, wrote, “Homosexuals don’t reproduce. So they recruit new generations from among our children. And they are using schools as recruiting offices.” Like every good, big lie, this one paints the “other” as mountng a mortal attack, not just against us, but against our innocent children. To the barricades! To the polling booths! The perverts are coming after our children! We must defend ourselves! Suppoorters assert that the measure “protects marriage as an essential institution of society. While death, divorce, or other circumstances may prevent the ideal, the best situation for a child is to be raised by a married mother and father.” But Michael Bailey, Associate Professor of Psychology at Northwestern University, writes, “Studies comparing the children of gay and lesbian parents with those of heterosexual parents show that there are no significant differences on measures of sexual identity, personal development, and social relationships.” 

Jonathan Rauch writes, “Gay marriage is not a civil right worth having if it will wreck straight marriage or leave millions of children bereft. But it won’t. In fact, gay marriage’s denial, not its recognition, poses the greater risk to American kids. The 2000 census counted about 160,000 same-sex-couple households with one or more children. Those children, of course, would be directly affected if their parents got married, and there seems to be little dispute that the effects would be positive. Marriage would, to begin with, give their families the additional legal security that marriage provides. The children would have, as Evan Wolfson notes in his book Why Marriage Matters, “automatic and 
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undisputed access to the resources, benefits, and entitlements of both parents.” Marriage law is rich with provisions ensuring that if one spouse meets with death or disability, the other can carry on - for the good of the kids. Moreover, marriage itself makes couples better off. Marriages are more durable than co-habitations. Many gay couples who have wed in San Francisco and Massachusetts have attested that the act and fact of marriage has deepened and strengthened their bond - sometimes to no one’s surprise more than their own. Family stability is very important for children. On average, marriage also makes couples healthier, happier, and wealthier, which must also be good for their childr en.”

Even the most die-hard cynic must find truly breathtaking the spectacle of those who would impose their religious views on us all now cloaking themselves in the constitutional principle of Separation of Church and State. If Proposition 8 is defeated, its supporters tell us, churches will be forced to recognize gay marriages, even if such recognition flies in the face of church doctrine. Clergy, they tell us, will have to officiate at gay marriages, even if that officiation violates their religious convictions. But wait a moment. There is nothing in the law today that would require any clergyperson or religious institution to endorse or accept gay marriage in any way. As the LA Times correctly noted, “Some religious organizations won't perform these marriages or recognize these unions -- that's their constitutional right. But the government, which has obligations of equity, may not engage in the discrimination that religions are allowed. As long as it bestows the privileges of marriage on some couples, it must bestow them on all.” Yet, despite this most basic truth, supporters of Proposition 8 continue to spew forth lies about denial of religious freedom for those who oppose gay marriage. Now that’s what I call perversion...

Finally, supporters of Proposition 8 fall back on the simple assertion that same-sex marriage is not “traditional” marriage. But this assertion ignores the fact that the institution of marriage has changed and evolved in profound ways over the centuries. Proposition 8 supporters often appeal to the Bible, which, for them, is the source of unchanging values par excellence. Very well, then. If it’s “biblical values” regarding marriage that we’re after, there’s a wonderful (and biblically accurate) document being circulated on the internet that will truly bring biblical values to modern America. It’s called a “Draft of a Constitutional Amendment to Defend Biblical Marriage”, and it includes the following provisions:

 

   1. Marriage in the United States of America shall consist of a union between one man and one or more women. (or didn’t you notice that we recognized three patriarchs and four matriarchs in our Amidah prayer tonight). (Gen 29:17-28; II Sam 3:2-5.) 

 

   2. Marriage shall not impede=2 0a man's right to take concubines in addition to his wife or wives. (II Sam 5:13; I Kings 11:3; II Chron 11:21) 

 

   3. Marriage of a believer and a non-believer shall be forbidden. (Gen 24:3; Num 25:1-9; Ezra 9:12; Neh 10:30) 

 

   4. Since marriage is for life, neither the US Constitution nor any state law shall permit divorce. (Deut 22:19; Mark 10:9-12)
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There’s more, but I think you get the idea.

The ecumenical authors of the “Open Letter to Religious Leaders On Marriage Equality” remind us that, “Marriage is an evolving civil and religious institution. In the past, marriage was primarily about 

property and procreation, whereas today the emphasis is on egalitarian partnership , companionshipand love. In the past, neither the state nor most religions recognized divorce and remarriage, 

interracial marriage, or the equality of the marriage partners. These understandings changed, and 

rightly so, in greater recognition of the humanity of persons and their moral and civil rights.”

Years before the movement for same-sex marriage began, interracial couples endured the same hurtful excuses we hear today as rationale for barring lthem from marriage: that it’s a sin, that it was harmful to children, that it would destroy the tradition of marriage. and that it would lead to polygamy, bestiality, and the destruction of American society. They were absurd, bigoted lies then, as they are now. Supporters of Proposition 8 rail against the California Supreme Court’s decision legalizing same-sex marriage as another example of “activist judges denying the clear will of the majority.” But that is exactly what our founders established the judiciary branch to do: to apply the guarantees of the Constitution equally to all citizens, and to ensure that no tyranny of the majority would ever exist in America. In 1958, when a sheriff and two deputies burst into the bedroom of Richard and Mildred Loving, an interracial couple, there can be no doubt that the vast majority of Virginians, and, yes, of Americans across the country, did not approve of interracial marriage. But the majority’s opinion did not give it the right to deny interracial couples equal rights and opportunity under the Constitution, and in 1969 the Supreme Court affirmed that basic principle. On June 16 of this year, the California Supreme Court affirmed that the rights of gays and lesbians cannot be denied, even by the majority, either.  As none other than Barry Goldwater, the father of modern Conservatism, put it, 

“There was no gay exemption to the right to ‘life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness’ in the Declaration of Independence.”

In 2006, at a hearing on the then-proposed national Constitutional Amendment to prohibit gay marriage, Jamie Raskin, professor of law at American University, was asked to testify. At the end of his testimony, Senator Nancy Jacobs said: "Mr. Raskin, my Bible says marriage is only between a man and a woman. What do you have to say about that?" Raskin replied: "Senator, when you took your oath of office,=2 0you placed your hand on the Bible and swore to uphold the Constitution. You did not place your hand on the Constitution and swear to uphold the Bible." The room erupted into applause. 

Finally, backers of Proposition 8 claim that this is a matter of basic morality, and they are absolutely right. The moral question is just this: is it morally defensible to deny the basic right of civil marriage to one class of citizens simply on the basis of their sexual orientation? The editors of The Economist answer this central question most eloquently: “The case for allowing gays to marry begins with equality, pure and simple. Why should one set of loving, consenting adults be denied a right that other such adults have and which, if exercised, will do no damage to anyone else? Not just because they have always lacked that right in the past, for sure: until the late 1960s, in some American states it was illegal for black adults to marry white ones, but precious few would defend that ban now on 
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grounds that it was “traditional”. Another argument is rooted in semantics: marriage is the union of a man and a woman, and so cannot be extended to same-sex couples. They20may live together and love one another, but cannot, on this argument, be “married”. But that is to dodge the real question—why not?—and to obscure the real nature of marriage, which is a binding commitment, at once legal, social and personal, between two people to take on special obligations to one another. If homosexuals want to make such marital commitments to one another, and to society, then why should they be prevented from doing so while other adults, equivalent in all other ways, are allowed to do so?”

Our Reform Movement has come out squarely in opposition to Proposition 8. Speaking of the  effort to similarly amend the national Constitution, Rabbi Michael Namath of the Religious Action Center of Reform Judaism said, “We do not believe that all religions should have to recognize same-sex religious marriage, but we do believe that the government must give equal protection to all its citizens and equal respect to all its religions. ...Jewish values and American history require us to speak out against this egregious proposal to enshrine discrimination against a specific group of citizens and intolerance of specific religious beliefs into our nation's most sacred document. ...This proposed amendment is a stain on America's promise of equal rights for all. We call on Congress to ensure that such an effor t to enshrine homophobia, intolerance, and inequality in our Constitution fails...”

Last week, the Board of Rabbis of Southern California, made up of rabbis from virtually all streams within Judaism, passed the following resolution:

Whereas the Board of Rabbis of Southern California recognizes that the State of California permits civil weddings for gay men and lesbians;

And whereas we honor and uphold the separation of synagogue and State;

And whereas we recognize that to officiate at any wedding is a matter of religious discretion of the clergy and is not legislated by California civil law;

And whereas Proposition 8 on the November ballot would eliminate the equal civil rights of gay men and lesbians to wed and protect their families:

The Board of Rabbis of Southern California hereby resolves that we oppose any effort to eliminate the civil rights of any citizen.

The Board of Rabbis of Southern Californ ia therefore urges its members and the Jewish community to oppose Proposition 8 which would eliminate the equal rights of gay men and lesbians to civilly marry and deny them equality under the law.”

The resolution opposing Proposition 8 passed by a vote of 112 to 6, with 2 abstentions.

Numerous mainstream Christian organizations have also come out against Proposition 8. And, in an editorial that no doubt shocked some on the right, the arch-conservative Orange County Register said, "In an ideal world, the state would have little or no role in defining or regulating so intimate a relationship as marriage. However, the state has inserted itself into all too many aspects of our private lives. Given that it has done so, it is only fair that it afford equal protection to all who choose to make loving lifelong commitments to one another. We recommend a 'no' vote on Proposition 8.”
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There is so much more that could be said. We haven’t touched upon the inadequacy of Domestic Partnerships in ensuring equa l rights for same-sex couples legally, to say nothing of emotionally. But for now, let me leave you with the words of Mark Morford, in the San Francisco Chronicle, who I believe sums up what the whole Proposition 8 brouhaha is really all about: “So why is gay marriage so wrong? Because, well, it just is. ...And there you have it. This is, I believe, the last remaining detestable thing. It is a vagueness of mind, of spirit, a tepid sort of oatmealy hate that knows no real reasoning or heat or nuance. It just is. ...There is no threat. There is no danger to children, the economy, sunshine, puppies. They are merely scared to death of change, of the Other, of their own buried impulses. They don't like gay love because it's not what they do and it's not what their neighbors do, and therefore it must be evil and wrong and bizarre, ...and we vote against it about 1,000 times until we exhaust every possible angle of idiocy. And the last thing we do, the very last thing of all, is to finally, reluctantly, nervously welcome it in. A change finally happens, a switch is thrown, a new generation sweeps in and wonders what the hell the big deal was in the first place, and we wake up to a world that says: Wow, I guess that wasn't so bad after all.”

Hi, Shira. Gencie tells me you've been able to get up a bit, eat, go to the bathroom, all of which sounds great! She said you look good, which is something she never says about me! I'm sorry you're having to deal with such pain, but hopefully that will really lessen quickly. I'm looking forward to seeing you on Friday. Let me know what Dylan's schedule is that day, so I can be sure to be there when he is unable to be. Mark is planning to come around noon, so we'll all have a chance to have lunch and then hang out together. Feel better, and heal fast - I love you.

Dad

PS- Here's my sermon - I already got a couple of very positive e-mails, and one guy at services said I changed his vote. I understand that there were several people in the office after services screaming for my blood because of the sermon, but=2 0(typically) they didn't talk to me (lack of any good arguments and good old fashioned cowardice).
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On Rosh Hashana I shared some thoughts with you about the central quality that Judaism demands we cultivate, expand, and demonstrate in our actions toward others. That quality is empathy, the ability to see things from the point of view of the other. I particularly invited you to consider the plight of those at the bottom of America’s increasingly shaky economic ladder, and consider what a genuine appreciation of the facts of their lives requires of us. Tonight, I want to invite you to consider the situation of another group long considered “the other” by most in American society, and to focus on one critical aspect in these people’s lives. 

Of all the groups within American society whose struggle for equal rights found a renewed voice in the ‘60s and ‘70s, homosexuals are alone in still suffering widespread, socially accepted discrimination. Make no mistake: racism, sexism, anti-semitism continue to exist in this country. But all are now seen as utterly beyond the pale in America, officially forbidden from government policy by law, and almost universally condemned in society at large. Only homophobia continues to be tolerated, even embraced, not only by large numbers of private citizens, but in law and public policy as well. This November, we California voters have the opportunity to either take a step toward ending this shameful record of discrimination and denial of equal rights, or to take a giant step backward, denying others the basic rights and dignity we take for granted for ourselves.

A coalition of Reigious Right activists and churches has succeeded in placing Proposition 8 on the California November ballot. The proposition’s title, the “California Marriage Protection Act”, as we shall see shortly, is pure Orwellian Newspeak. Proposition 8’s text could not be simpler: “Only marriage between a man and a woman is valid or recognized in California.E2 Why is this limitation necessary? Why are we being urged to inject this unprecedented restriction of the rights of a specific group into our state constitution? Because, according to Prop. 8’s supporters, gay marriage will undermine marriage, the family, and the very underpinnings of the American way of life.

Wow. That’s pretty sobering stuff. One would expect such dire, damning charges to be backed up with equally damning evidence. But one searches in vain for any validating proof in support of these claims. Instead, the claims are simply repeated again and again, as if they were articles of blind faith, their immutable truth self-evident. The truth is that gay marriage threatens no one - not straight marriages, not children, not the fabric of society itself, and the experience of Californians since the state supreme court decision legalizing same-sex marriage has demonstrated that truth. Life has gone on, with its usual trials and satisfactions, just as it did before. There has been no rush of straight married couples on the divorce courts, decrying the irreparable damage done to their marriages by those same-sex couples applying for marriage licenses down at city hall. But there has been a growing wave of joy, as an estimated 11,000 same-sex couples were married in the Golden State in the first three months after such unions20were legalized. The LA Times editorialized: “As the state's voters watch the celebrations in the coming months, they should enjoy the sight of fellow citizens availing themselves of a public institution, that of marriage. These celebrations allow us to share in 

the newlyweds' happiness, to join in acknowledging a milestone of joy and lifelong commitment. And they prompt at least one more question for those who disapprove: How can the state's blessing on these acts of love in any way diminish us?”

In the absence of any genuine, cogent reasons why gay couples should be denied the same right to marry that straight couples enjoy, supporters of Proposition 8 resort to the big lie. A television ad  asserts that gay marriage would have to be "taught" in California public schools unless the right of same-sex couples to marry is overturned. As it turns out, the only thing in the education code related to marriage has to do with teaching "the legal and financial aspects and responsibilities of marriage and parenthood." In “An Open Letter to Religious Leaders On Marriage Equality”, a group of Christian and Jewish theologians briefly outlined the ideal that marriage, at its best, repr esents. “Good marriages,” they wrote, “are:

 -committed to the mutual care and fulfillment of both partners,  

 -increase the capacity of the individuals to contribute to the common good  

 -assure that all children are wanted, loved, and nurtured  

 -are free of threats, violence, exploitation, and intimidation.”

This ecumenical group of religious leaders admirably described the qualities found in good marriages - not gay marriages, not straight marriages, but good marriages. And that’s what we should be teaching in our schools. Nothing in California law requires a teacher to speak of gay marriage, or straight marriage, but simply of marriage...because the benefits of a good marriage are the same, no matter your sexual orientation.

This particular lie, now being spewed out over the airways thanks to millions of dollars from right-wing fundamentalists, is based on another, even more pernicious lie that has long been promulgated by the homophobic right. Martin Mawyer, President of the Christian Action Network, wrote, “Homosexuals don’t reproduce. So they recruit new generations from among our children. And they are using schools as recruiting offices.” Like every good, big lie, this one paints the “other” as mountng a mortal attack, not just against us, but against our innocent children. To the barricades! To the polling booths! The perverts are coming after our children! We must defend ourselves! Suppoorters assert that the measure “protects marriage as an essential institution of society. While death, divorce, or other circumstances may prevent the ideal, the best situation for a child is to be raised by a married mother and father.” But Michael Bailey, Associate Professor of Psychology at Northwestern University, writes, “Studies comparing the children of gay and lesbian parents with those of heterosexual parents show that there are no significant differences on measures of sexual identity, personal development, and social relationships.” 

Jonathan Rauch writes, “Gay marriage is not a civil right worth having if it will wrec k straight marriage or leave millions of children bereft. But it won’t. In fact, gay marriage’s denial, not its recognition, poses the greater risk to American kids. The 2000 census counted about 160,000 same-sex-couple households with one or more children. Those children, of course, would be directly affected if their parents got married, and there seems to be little dispute that the effects would be positive. Marriage would, to begin with, give their families the additional legal security that marriage provides. The children would have, as Evan Wolfson notes in his book Why Marriage Matters, “automatic and undisputed access to the resources, benefits, and entitlements of both parents.” Marriage law is rich with provisions ensuring that if one spouse meets with death or disability, the other can carry on - for the good of the kids. Moreover, marriage itself makes couples better off. Marriages are more durable than co-habitations. Many gay couples who have wed in San Francisco and Massachusetts have attested that the act and fact of marriage has deepened and strengthened their bond - sometimes to no one’s surprise more than their own. Family stability is very important for children. On average, marriage also makes couples healthier, happier, and wealthier, which must also be good for their children.”

Even the=2 0most die-hard cynic must find truly breathtaking the spectacle of those who would impose their religious views on us all now cloaking themselves in the constitutional principle of Separation of Church and State. If Proposition 8 is defeated, its supporters tell us, churches will be forced to recognize gay marriages, even if such recognition flies in the face of church doctrine. Clergy, they tell us, will have to officiate at gay marriages, even if that officiation violates their religious convictions. But wait a moment. There is nothing in the law today that would require any clergyperson or religious institution to endorse or accept gay marriage in any way. As the LA Times correctly noted, “Some religious organizations won't perform these marriages or recognize these unions -- that's their constitutional right. But the government, which has obligations of equity, may not engage in the discrimination that religions are allowed. As long as it bestows the privileges of marriage on some couples, it must bestow them on all.” Yet, despite this most basic truth, supporters of Proposition 8 continue to spew forth lies about denial of religious freedom for those who oppose gay marriage. Now that’s what I call perversion...

Finally, supporters of Proposition 8 fall back on the simple assertion that same-sex mar riage is not “traditional” marriage. But this assertion ignores the fact that the institution of marriage has changed and evolved in profound ways over the centuries. Proposition 8 supporters often appeal to the Bible, which, for them, is the source of unchanging values par excellence. Very well, then. If it’s “biblical values” regarding marriage that we’re after, there’s a wonderful (and biblically accurate) document being circulated on the internet that will truly bring biblical values to modern America. It’s called a “Draft of a Constitutional Amendment to Defend Biblical Marriage”, and it includes the following provisions:

 

   1. Marriage in the United States of America shall consist of a union between one man and one or more women. (or didn’t you notice that we recognized three patriarchs and four matriarchs in our Amidah prayer tonight). (Gen 29:17-28; II Sam 3:2-5.) 

 

   2. Marriage shall not impede a man's right to take concubines in addition to his wife or wives. (II Sam 5:13; I Kings 11:3; II Chron 11:21) 

 

   3. Marriage of a believer and a non-believer shall be forbidden. (Gen 24:3; Num 25:1-9; Ezra 9:12; Neh 10:30) 

 

   4. Since marriage is for life, neither the US Constitution nor any state law shall permit divorce. (Deut 22:19; Mark 10:9-12)

There’s more, but I think you get the idea.

The ecumenical authors of the “Open Letter to Religious Leaders On Marriage Equality” remind us that, “Marriage is an evolving civil and religious institution. In the past, marriage was primarily about 

property and procreation, whereas today the emphasis is on egalitarian partnership, companionshipand love. In the past, neither the state nor most religions recognized divorce and remarriage, 

interracialC2marriage, or the equality of the marriage partners. These understandings changed, and 

rightly so, in greater recognition of the humanity of persons and their moral and civil rights.”

Years before the movement for same-sex marriage began, interracial couples endured the same hurtful excuses we hear today as rationale for barring lthem from marriage: that it’s a sin, that it was harmful to children, that it would destroy the tradition of marriage. and that it would lead to polygamy, bestiality, and the destruction of American society. They were absurd, bigoted lies then, as they are now. Supporters of Proposition 8 rail against the California Supreme Court’s decision legalizing same-sex marriage as another example of “activist judges denying the clear will of the majority.” But that is exactly what our founders established the judiciary branch to do: to apply the guarantees of the Constitution equally to all citizens, and to ensure that no tyranny of the majority would ever exist in America. In 1958, when a sheriff and two deputies burst into the bedroom of Richard and Mildred Loving, an interracial couple, there can be no doubt that the vast majority of Virginians, and, yes, of Ame ricans across the country, did not approve of interracial marriage. But the majority’s opinion did not give it the right to deny interracial couples equal rights and opportunity under the Constitution, and in 1969 the Supreme Court affirmed that basic principle. On June 16 of this year, the California Supreme Court affirmed that the rights of gays and lesbians cannot be denied, even by the majority, either.  As none other than Barry Goldwater, the father of modern Conservatism, put it, 

“There was no gay exemption to the right to ‘life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness’ in the Declaration of Independence.”

In 2006, at a hearing on the then-proposed national Constitutional Amendment to prohibit gay marriage, Jamie Raskin, professor of law at American University, was asked to testify. At the end of his testimony, Senator Nancy Jacobs said: "Mr. Raskin, my Bible says marriage is only between a man and a woman. What do you have to say about that?" Raskin replied: "Senator, when you took your oath of office, you placed your hand on the Bible and swore to uphold the Constitution. You did not place your hand on the Constitution and swear to uphold the Bible." The room erupted into applause. 

Finally, backers of Proposition 8 claim that this is a matter of basic morality, and they are absolutely right. The moral question is just this: is it morally defensible to deny the basic right of civil marriage to one class of citizens simply on the basis of their sexual orientation? The editors of The Economist answer this central question most eloquently: “The case for allowing gays to marry begins with equality, pure and simple. Why should one set of loving, consenting adults be denied a right that other such adults have and which, if exercised, will do no damage to anyone else? Not just because they have always lacked that right in the past, for sure: until the late 1960s, in some American states it was illegal for black adults to marry white ones, but precious few would defend that ban now on grounds that it was “traditional”. Another argument is rooted in semantics: marriage is the union of a man and a woman, and so cannot be extended to same-sex couples. They may live together and love one another, but cannot, on this argument, be “married”. But that is to dodge the real question—why not?—and to obscure the real nature of marriage, which is a binding commitment, at once legal, social and personal, between two people to take on special obligations to one another. If homosexuals want to make such marital comm itments to one another, and to society, then why should they be prevented from doing so while other adults, equivalent in all other ways, are allowed to do so?”

Our Reform Movement has come out squarely in opposition to Proposition 8. Speaking of the  effort to similarly amend the national Constitution, Rabbi Michael Namath of the Religious Action Center of Reform Judaism said, “We do not believe that all religions should have to recognize same-sex religious marriage, but we do believe that the government must give equal protection to all its citizens and equal respect to all its religions. ...Jewish values and American history require us to speak out against this egregious proposal to enshrine discrimination against a specific group of citizens and intolerance of specific religious beliefs into our nation's most sacred document. ...This proposed amendment is a stain on America's promise of equal rights for all. We call on Congress to ensure that such an effort to enshrine homophobia, intolerance, and inequality in our Constitution fails...”

Last week, the Board of Rabbis of Southern California, made up of rabbis from virtually all streams within Judaism, pas sed the following resolution:

Whereas the Board of Rabbis of Southern California recognizes that the State of California permits civil weddings for gay men and lesbians;

And whereas we honor and uphold the separation of synagogue and State;

And whereas we recognize that to officiate at any wedding is a matter of religious discretion of the clergy and is not legislated by California civil law;

And whereas Proposition 8 on the November ballot would eliminate the equal civil rights of gay men and lesbians to wed and protect their families:

The Board of Rabbis of Southern California hereby resolves that we oppose any effort to eliminate the civil rights of any citizen.

The Board of Rabbis of Southern California therefore urges its members and the Jewish community to oppose Proposition 8 which would eliminate the equal rights of gay men and lesbians to civilly marry and deny them equality under the law.”

The resolution opposing Proposition 8 passed by a vote of 112 to 6, with 2 abstentions.

Numerous mainstream Christian organizations have also come out against Proposition 8. And, in an editorial that no doubt shocked some on the right, the arch-conservative Orange County Register said, "In an ideal world, the state would have little or no role in defining or regulating so intimate a relationship as marriage. However, the state has inserted itself into all too many aspects of our private lives. Given that it has done so, it is only fair that it afford equal protection to all who choose to make loving lifelong commitments to one another. We recommend a 'no' vote on Proposition 8.”

There is so much more that could be said. We haven’t touched upon the inadequacy of Domestic Partnerships in ensuring equal rights for same-sex couples legally, to say nothing of emotionally. But for now, let me leave you with the words of Mark Morford, in the San Francisco Chronicle, who I believe sums up what the whole Proposition 8 brouhaha is really all about: “So why is gay marriage so wrong? Because, well, it just is. ...And there you have it. This is, I believe, the last remaining detestable thing. It is a vagueness of mind, of spirit, a tepid sor t of oatmealy hate that knows no real reasoning or heat or nuance. It just is. ...There is no threat. There is no danger to children, the economy, sunshine, puppies. They are merely scared to death of change, of the Other, of their own buried impulses. They don't like gay love because it's not what they do and it's not what their neighbors do, and therefore it must be evil and wrong and bizarre, ...and we vote against it about 1,000 times until we exhaust every possible angle of idiocy. And the last thing we do, the very last thing of all, is to finally, reluctantly, nervously welcome it in. A change finally happens, a switch is thrown, a new generation sweeps in and wonders what the hell the big deal was in the first place, and we wake up to a world that says: Wow, I guess that wasn't so bad after all.”

