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Should homosexual couples receive the same marital rights as heterosex-
ual couples?

A) Yes.
B) No.
C) I don’t know.
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For the second time, the U.S. 9th
Circuit Court of Appeals ruled in
favor of Sacramento atheist Michael

Newdow and his quest to rid public
schools of the entire Pledge of Allegiance.

Newdow claims the words “under
God” violate the separation of church and
state. After the court ruled in favor of
Newdow in 2002, the case was taken to
the U.S. Supreme Court. 

It ruled that Newdow didn’t have
standing in the case because he was suing
on behalf of his daughter, of whom he did
not have custody. As a result, the Supreme
Court didn’t hear the case and it reverted
the ruling back to the 9th Circuit.

Last Wednesday, U.S. District Judge
Lawrence Karlton ruled — once again —

that the phrase “under God” in the pledge
violates the rights of school children to be
“free from a coercive requirement to
affirm God,” as he wrote in his decision.
Karlton couldn’t be more correct.

Those who claim the words “under
God” aren’t religious, but are merely patri-
otic, need to check their history. The
words in question were
inserted into the pledge dur-
ing the mid-1950s as a way
to distinguish morally
upstanding Americans from
evil, godless Soviets. The
phrase became an ego boost
for a fearful nation caught
up in the Cold War. 

To put this editing of the
pledge into a present-day
context, it would be like
changing the Star Spangled
Banner after 9/11 to read,
“o’er the land of the free
and the home of anti-terror-
ists.” It doesn’t sound right
and it certainly doesn’t
sound patriotic. “Under
God” is divisive and contentious language
that has remained in the pledge for too
long.

When viewed in the scope of the
Constitution and all previous precedents
relating to this case, Newdow is right.
Furthermore, he’s not merely some wacko
from Berkeley as many contend; he’s a
medical doctor and a lawyer who under-
stands that just because something has
seeped into the American subconscious, it
doesn’t mean it’s right. 

Because of religion’s segregating

nature, it has absolutely no place in
schools, federal buildings or the public
realm of this great nation. America was
founded on the basis of freedom of and
freedom from religion.

Religions are often like fraternities. You
belong to one, believe vigorously in its
teachings and look down on those who

believe differently. When
even one person feels alienat-
ed in a public school, some-
thing must change. Newdow
is trying to effect this change
and is proving, even though
his beliefs may be of the
minority opinion, they are no
less valid.

Many will argue the
framers of the Constitution
intended to make religion a
part of the daily exercises of
this country. After all, it was
Thomas Jefferson who
wrote, “endowed by their
Creator with certain unalien-
able rights.” But the framers
also knew a secular govern-

ment is the only way to maintain a work-
ing democracy. We don’t want to become
a nation that allows too much God in its
government, such as the Afghani Taliban
— one of our greatest enemies during the
last four years and one of the world’s lead-
ing theocracies.

Today, our goal as a nation should be
progression, not regression. Separating our-
selves from the limitations of religion can
allow us to move forward. Nations that are
steeped in religion often find themselves
steeped in controversy, or holy wars.

God belongs in His houses: churches,
mosques, synagogues and the like — He
does not belong in the White House.
Sure, the words “under God” seem harm-
less enough — just two words for school
children to recite before their day begins.
But they are not just any two words, and if
use of them continues we will tumble into
a non-secular society that we don’t want
to be in. Remember the final words of the
9/11 hijackers: Allah akbar — God is great.

—Ben Shore is a political science sophomore.

—This column does not necessarily reflect the
opinion of The Daily Aztec. Send e-mail to
letters@thedailyaztec.com. Anonymous let-
ters will not be printed — include your full
name, major and year in school.

Omission of Pledge’s ‘under God’ needed
BBEENN SSHHOORREE

C O N T R I B U T I N G C O L U M N I S T

For gay
rights

activists, the
past few days
have been a
roller coaster
of emotion. On
Sept. 7, the
California State
Assembly
passed a bill
that legalized
same-sex mar-
riages. Coming
on the heels of
the March 14 California
Supreme Court decision declar-
ing same-sex bans unconstitu-
tional, the bill caused countless
couples to rejoice at the
prospect of legitimate marital
rights.

Not so fast — Gov.
Schwarzenegger immediately
announced he will veto the bill.
Citing passage of Proposition 22
as a demonstration of the will of
California voters,
Schwarzenegger declared, “we
cannot have a system where the
people vote and the legislature
derails that vote,” according to
MSNBC.

Given the requisite super-
majority needed to override
Schwarzenegger, an executive
veto is unlikely, leaving same-sex
advocates to feel as if they’ve
taken one step forward and two
steps back. Tasting equal rights
only to have them snatched
away has to sting, especially

when you’ve worked tirelessly
just to be viewed as an equal.
However, in the long term, this
event will be nothing more than
a footnote in the inevitable legal-
ization of same-sex marriage.

Confused? Don’t be. While
the debate over same-sex unions
has been heated and tumul-
tuous, consider the events of the
past 50 years. Until a 1967 U.S.
Supreme Court decision, many
states didn’t recognize interra-
cial marriage. When California
became the first state to legalize
interracial marriage, 90 percent
of the country still opposed it,
and in some states the “offense”
was a felony.

In the context of today’s soci-
ety, such bans seem ludicrous
and for good reason. If two peo-
ple love each other, why should-
n’t they have an opportunity to
be happy together?

The recent events in
California notwithstanding,
same-sex couples have made
great progress in attaining equal
rights. Judges in New York and
Washington have ruled in favor
of same-sex couples filing dis-
crimination suits, and
Massachusetts recognizes same-
sex marriage.

In the Supreme Court’s
March decision, San Francisco
Superior Court Judge Richard
Kramer stated there was “no
rational purpose” in banning
same-sex marriages, according to
MSNBC. Kramer also categori-

cally dismissed domestic-partner
provisions in California, likening
them to a modern “separate but
equal” ruling.

The equal rights movement
for same-sex couples has unde-
niable momentum within
America and abroad. The push
for a constitutional ban on same-
sex marriage is a desperate act
that has little chance to succeed
given the complexities of ratify-
ing an amendment.

Speaking of the Constitution,
the 14th Amendment declares,
“No State shall … deny to any
person within its jurisdiction the
equal protection of the laws.” All
citizens must be given the same
rights, not just heterosexuals.

The federal government has
been dragging its feet with this
issue, but stalling will only work
for so long. The government
can’t ignore the fact that legaliz-
ing same-sex marriage is the
right thing to do. And given past
precedent with marriage rights,
no one will be able to prevent
this from coming to fruition.

—Jonathan Sullivan is a finance
senior and a staff columnist for
The Daily Aztec.

—This column does not necessarily
reflect the opinion of The Daily
Aztec. Send e-mail to
letters@thedailyaztec.com.
Anonymous letters will not be
printed — include your full name,
major and year in school.
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DDeebbaattee  oovveerr  tthhee  rreelliiggiioouuss  rreeffeerreennccee  iinn  tthhee
PPlleeddggee  ooff  AAlllleeggiiaannccee  bbeeggaann  iinn  22000022  .. KRT Campus

Once again, I am truly
amazed by the amount of

time people have on their
hands. Researchers at the
University of California,
Berkeley, have recently con-
cluded a study that demon-
strated “sounds from typing on
computer keyboards are dis-
tinctive enough to be decod-
ed,” according to Reuters,
which calls this newly discov-
ered phenomenon  “acoustic
snooping.” Researchers were
able to analyze the sound from
typing with a computer algo-
rithm and obtain 96 percent of
the correct keys struck by a
typist.

It’s surprising that this has-
n’t been thought of before. I
guess it’s a good thing Berkeley
researchers stumbled upon it
before some terrorist group
did. But it may reflect society’s
growing paranoia, and many
may begin to fear that Big
Brother will now listen to our
keystrokes. There isn’t much
we could possibly do to protect
ourselves from this — maybe
we can develop stealth key-
boards, or just type as softly as
we can.

This discovery, however, is
the least of our worries, espe-
cially in a nation that can’t
even adequately implement
emergency management dur-
ing a national disaster — such

as a hurricane.
I was once told by an intelli-

gent professor that wasting
time is one of the worst things
society can do since we already
have so little. Now, I’m not try-
ing to completely knock
Berkeley’s study of this latest
cloak and dagger development,
but I agree with computer
security expert Peter Tippet
who said, “(these) kinds of
attacks … are only relevant to
top secret organizations.”

Let’s all calm down just a
little and stop being so worried
about who’s watching and
what someone might steal
from us. “Acoustic snooping”
can now slide to the very bot-
tom of the list of things to
worry about. We will leave all
of that to the “top secret”
organizations we’ll never know
about.

My advice to all of you:
Type as loudly as you possibly
can.

—Macie Schreibman is an English
senior and a contributing colum-
nist for The Daily Aztec.

—This column does not necessari-
ly reflect the opinion of The
Daily Aztec. Send e-mail to let-
ters@thedailyaztec.com.
Anonymous letters will not be
printed — include your full name,
major and year in school.
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Do you think the FDA’s primary concern is to
protect the pharmaceutical industry?
Yes. — 46%
No. — 44%
I don’t know. — 10%
The Daily Aztec poll is not scientific and reflects
the opinions of only those Internet users who
have chosen to participate. The results cannot
be assumed to represent the opinions of Inter-
net users in general, nor the public as a whole.

R e l i g i o n s  a r e
often like fraterni-
ties. You belong
to one,  bel ieve
vigorously in its
t e a c h i n g s  a n d
l o o k  d o w n  o n
those who believe
differently.
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”
History of the Pledge
The origin of the Pledge of Allegiance and how it has been changed:

11998822:: Written by socialist, Baptist minister France Bellamy;
published in Family magazine; first used in public schools
on Columbus Day.
11992244:: For Flag Day, the phrase “the flag of the United
States of America” replaces “my flag.”
11995544:: Congress adds “under God” after campaign by

Knights of Columbus, other Christian groups.

OOrriiggiinnaall:: I pledge allegiance to my
flag and to the Republic for

which it stands; one nation,
indivisible, with liberty and

justice for all.

CCuurrrreenntt:: I pledge allegiance to
the flag of the United States of
America, and to the Republic for
which it stands; one nation
under God, indivisible, with lib-
erty and justice for all.


	DA_9-19_P1.PDF
	DA_9-19_P2.PDF
	DA_9-19_P3.PDF
	DA_9-19_P4.PDF
	DA_9-19_P5.PDF
	DA_9-19_P6.PDF
	DA_9-19_P7.PDF
	DA_9-19_P8.PDF

