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1 Picking up the gauntlet

Frankly, the subject of homosexuality is very distagtto me. | would prefer to ignore it
altogether, so as not to be mentally tainted by it atdanbe in any way associated with it
in other people’s minds. Homosexuality existed in the a@v@iound me when | was
younger, but it was something one hardly ever came sadBos$ nowadays, the media keep
pounding the subject into our minds, so that hardly a dagpagthout it being brought to
our reluctant attention.

It is as if the homosexuals are not content witimgpdiomosexuals, but additionally want to
force their presence on the rest of us. They are ahiand politically aggressive,
demanding that everyone else consider them and treatabamrmal. Nay, more: they
even want us all to follow their way, and our childretéoceducated to do so.

Just recently, in the city of Geneva, Switzerland,dhstwhile capital of Calvinist morality,
a shocking advertising campaign was launched, ostensib&ncourage homosexuals to
use condonis Large posters showing nude males playing hockey and nudisword
fighting were posted all over the city. A supposed impiicaof this campaign is that
many sportspeople engage in homosexual acts in the cgargpms (whether this is
common or not, | do not know), and it would seem sociadponsible for the public
health authorities to remind them to take precautionsda a@iseases.

But what of the education of the children who see sucteEsWhat of the sensibilities of
purer souls, who would never even think of such acts weyenibietold about them? One
can only suppose that such campaigns are only superfitialp with public health or
targeted at homosexuals. In view of the advertisergfferdnce to the value of sexual
innocence, it must be assumed that the real motiveudi sampaigns is tpromote
homosexuality.

This philosopher has therefore decided to analyze thecsuifjdvomosexuality— so that
such people not get away with their sexual revolutioreyTthink they’'ve got it made,
ethically and politically; but no, they can surely beutefl and defeated. They can be
challenged, not just emotionally, but also by rationahnse

Our primary task is to try to understand the psychologyh@fmosexuals, so as to
objectively explain why they are as they are, and oarewhy they oughhot to be as
they are (and how they might change). We have to sleowincingly that such behavior is
abnormal and harmful, for the individuals concerned andgdarety as a whole. We must
also consider the arguments of those who defend howml#y, and show the fallacies
they involve.

We must also look at the propaganda, social, political legal means used by the
proponents of this movement in pursuit of their goalegftimatization. And to complete
the analysis, we must consider what can be done tosepjhese recent tendencies in our
society.

Homosexuality has in a matter of only a generation passem banned activity to
widespread social phenomenon, even fashion. This is simgrand appalling; yet we

! Geneva, by the way, organizes a yearly fest calletlt#iee Parade”, during which
some half a million people (including a large number ofaa@pt homosexuals) dance for
hours on end — in many cases hopped up on drugs — to the deaftmumidg sf “techno
music”.

2 What they have to do with condoms, | am not suréhdparthey are bisexuals.

3 | would have preferred not to get my hands dirty dealiitly this subject, but then
it occurred to me that “you can’t clean up a place withaiging dust”.
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encourage ourselves with the thought that social chaagemove equally fast in the
opposite direction.

2. Homosexuals defined

Let us first clarify and define some terms. Forgive éRplicit language sometimes used
here.

Concerning the terms “sex” and “gender”: they mean déineesthing, of course — they both
refer to the distinction between males and femd@esthe more colloquial term “sex” can
sometimes, in the context of a discussion like thegreone, be confused with reference
to the sex act — so the term “gender” (which was tilengly only used by grammarians)
seems often preferable.

Males and females are distinguishable physically, mgnaad behaviorally. They have
markedly different anatomies (sex organs, hormonegeshand sizes, facial appearances)
and genetic makeup (sex chromosomes), somewhat difflereimgs, thoughts, attitudes
and characters, and somewhat different behavior pattdimere may also be spiritual
differences between the sexes (and maybe even seftaedces between souls).

Thus, gender is a complex of many factors, some of wdmelclear-cut, while others are
more difficult to define precisely. Still, it is quitamazing how quickly we are, in the vast
majority of cases, able to “tell”’ a man from a wonara glance (although sometimes we
are uncertain or wrong in our initial assessmént).

Broadly speaking, heterosexuality refers to sexualioelatbetween people of different
sexes — i.e. a man and a woman, while homosexualitpsresxual relations between two
(or more) people of the same gender — i.e. between twesroatwo females.
Heterosexuality and homosexuality are distinguished wéference to the “sexual
relations” they involve. However, since sexual relati@ns occasional, how shall we
define “a heterosexual” or “a homosexual’? Because owuskion here is focused on
homosexuality rather than heterosexuality, we must @@fgee following.

A heterosexual is someone who, occasionally engagisgx, always does sexclusively
with a member of the opposite gender (i.e. never witk of the same gender). A

N Note, though it happens extremely rarely, that theeeborderline cases not easy to

classify. For instance, people who have both malefemdle sex organs (hermaphrodites).
According to what | have read, these people are uspatigominantly male or female,
whether due to their genetic makeup, their hormonal belatieir psychology or other
factors (or combinations of factors). Such people do theldly (very occasionally) present
a difficult problem for sexual ethics; but in view of theany parameters involved, this
problem can only conceivably be solved on a case-by-case(ba. by casuistry, usirag
hocinsights of wisdom).

Another difficulty occurring in exceptional cases e tdiscrepancy between
genotype and phenotype, i.e. between a person’s genetial séantity (XX or XY) and
their sexual morphology (male or female sexual orgarg.genetic male with a female sex
organ to be counted as female, as superficially appaverts “really” male? Likewise,
what is a genetic female with male sex organ to betedusss? Hard to say. Note that such
disorders are fatalities, mostly due to genetic defedss, such people lack reproductive
ability. The moot question here from an ethical standpsirghould sex between a normal
man and a “dubious” female, or between a normal womahaafdubious” male, be
considered as homosexual or heterosexual? A humaneeamgyuld seem to be: act
according to outer bodily appearances; but many scrupuéiasolsexuals would probably
prefer to preempt such ambiguities by asking their partodeke a genetic test.
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homosexual is someone who occasionally has sex withegne of the same gender
(whether or not he or she also occasionally has g&xsameone of the opposite sex).
Thus, under our definitions, a bisexual, a male or ferm#l® has sexual relations
occasionally with men and occasionally with women, vath both at once, is a
homosexual. That is, whether someone only turns teahee gender for sex (an exclusive
homosexual) or sometimes also turns to the opposttéaskisexual) — such an individual
is, for all intents and purposes here, to be termeafaolsexual’.

These distinctions are important to note, because aptdogf homosexuality often
cunningly use bisexuality to blur differences with heterosiyua peoples’ minds.
Vague terminology is used to confuse issues.

It is clear that a person can be called homosexual ibhlg or she engages in sex with
someone of the same gend@owingly and willingly If he or she did not know the sex
partner to be a transvestite or transsexual if the sex act occurred under coercion or
before being mature enough to understand what is happenindiet@nshe is obviously
not a homosexual, but simply a victim of homosexuakérg or rape.

The question may be asked: is a person who has engageahasdxaual activities (once or
more) in the past (recent or distant) to be called aodsewual? The logical answer would
be: yes — unless or until that person has sincerely tedneast deeds and resolved never to
repeat them. For an unrepentant past homosexual is sumehg susceptible to
homosexuality than a non-homosexual. Only a repepi@stthomosexual may properly be
called an ex-homosexual.

Some people, of course, are neither heterosexual smmodexual. They may have no
sexual relations at all (through voluntary abstinencewahout choice, for whatever
reasons). Some heterosexuals, homosexuals and peopteitwiex partners sometimes
engage in activities resembling sex by themselves,laee §masturbatiofi)

This brings us to the next question: what is meant enabove definitions by “sexual
relations” or “having sex’? The primary intent heredsreéfer tophysicalacts or events
producing sexual sensations in one or more of the peopl@d/o

Is a mere hand caressing someone’s arm, or a kissnaepsie’s cheek, or a gentle hug — to
be termed a “sex act”? The answer is, obviously, somasti yes. It is yes in cases where
such conceivably non-sexual acts arouse sexual sensdiwsyer vague, in at least one
of the persons concerned. Even a seductive smile,eadbroice or a perfume can be
considered a sexually charged phenomenon, in this perspattingn judging the nature
of volitional actions, we must especially focus onttletent A smile or caress without
sexual intent is obviously not comparable to one with dexndertone. But such cases
would be the minimal degree in a wide continuum of posséslit

At the other extreme of this continuum, there ar@st bf sex acts involving active usé
the sex organ()f the person(s) involved. That is, when a sex orgawtisally touched by

° When referring to transsexuality, we must distingingd sorts. If someone is born

with an ‘intersex’ condition, like a hermaphroditesomeone whose sexual genotype and
phenotype are at odds, it would seem biologically and ratigiethical to legally allow
them to have corrective physical treatment. But thisvery different from someone
normally constituted whaevillfully changes sex; for in such case, there is no conceivable
biological or hygienic justification for surgery.

6 Some people go so far as to have sex with membeoshef species of animal
(bestiality or ‘zoophilia’). Fortunately, this seemsle extremely rare — but there have
been times and places where it was more common {(amalyi yet again spread, judging by
current Internet trends). In the present context, \vag mew this as a farfetched sort of
masturbation (although it is much more than that, afse).
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some part of the partner’'s body. And between theseeixtiemes, there are an infinite
number of possible acts or events, of greater or lsgseral implication.

This infinity of varieties of sexual activities and ofgtdees of sexuality should not,
however, divert our attention from the central definissue: whether the physical act or
phenomenon concerned, whether “lightly” or “coarsedgiformed, produces or does not
producesexual sensations

A phenomenological remark is worth making here, concerrinegviarying quality of
sexual sensations. Every sex act arouses a partiauaiofssexual sensations — these
sensations are evidently not all one and the same. €heations aroused within
heterosexual sex differ from each other, and no doobt most of those of homosexual
sex or of masturbation. This means that homosexualsadrattracted to just any sexual
sensation, but specifically to the peculiar sensatibas homosexual acts, perceptions or
imaginings arouse in them.

3. Homosexual tendencies

As we all know, sexual sensations are not only producedabgus physical contacts,
movements, pressures, temperatures, sights, soundds smdl tastes — they can be
aroused by mere thoughts. Physical deeds and words arp ti¢he iceberg of sexuality.
Mental imaginings and desires can equally well produce seruaghtions.

Indeed, most (though not all) sexual sensations ostgreabised by physical phenomena
are due to intermediate thoughts. It is usually the thoutitfds generate the sexual
sensations, by attaching sexual value to the physical ph@aof@gy. a kiss or an odor). In
this context, note that the physical phenomena of poapby (magazines, videos) do not
cause sexual sensations directly, but by way of stimualatf thoughts and actions that in
turn cause sexual sensations.

The question therefore arises: how are we to clagsdfgple who are in practice
heterosexual or without sex partner, and yet whose theughe. whose mental sexual
fantasies and desires — are directed (occasionallkadusevely) at people of the same
gender? The simple answer is: insofar as such people experactual sexual sensations
directed at people of the same gender, their “sexuahtation” may be considered as
homosexual to that extent.

Note well that it is not the content of thoughts thatermines sexual orientation. For
instance, we are here (writing or reading the presesatygshinking about homosexuality,
but if such mental consideration produces no sexual respongs, we are not being
homosexual. If, on the other hand, at the very thoughbmosexuality, feelings of desire
or physical pleasure are experienced by someone, themablem.

Even then, such feelings may only be due to the mind’s inhériekery, its impulse to
flirt with contradiction. The fear of having homosexuakponses may by itself cause
sexual sensations, as the subject’s attention idywdrawn to the bodily location of sexual
sensations in search of possible such sensations. Inwtinds, self-doubt may generate
test sensations resembling those feared.

Nevertheless, aside from such fleeting distortionseality, a person may indeed have
evident and enduring sexual sensations in the presencem& persons of the same
gender, even without ever having engaged in homosexual asth. & person may
correctly be said to havBomosexual tendenciess distinct from being a practicing
homosexual.

It would be unfair to class this person as a homosepeailhbd, since he or she does not
actually engage in homosexual acts. However, a furteaéndiion must be drawn between
two sorts of people with homosexual tendencies: those resist these tendencies and
those whandulgethem.
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Clearly, someone with apparent homosexual tendenciesemplition is not influenced by
them in imagination or action, is not comparable tmeone who mentally flirts with these
tendencies even though without actually putting them in edh the first case, the one
experiencing apparent homosexual lust regards it as ineoyy@nd does not identify with
it, but on the contrary seeks to be rid of it. Whilehe second case, the lust is tolerated
and even positively enjoyed, so that it is effectiweljuntary.

Although the two have similar bodily feelings with hogegual orientation, and both
abstain from corresponding physical actions, the onairesrmentally detached, whereas
the other is mentally complicit. A moral distinctitsetween them is clearly justified: the
former is effectively innocent, the latter effectiveguilty, of blame for the visceral
responses. Of course, these bodily inclinations madubeo past thoughts, words or deeds
with a homosexual taint — but in one case, the pasitigated by the present, whereas in
the other it is aggravated.

This is said in passing, so as to help people with appaoembsexual tendencies who wish
to be rid of them. The method recommended is the sanfer any psychological quirk —
develop frank awareness of the sensations felt; tveareness of their eventual sources in
unchecked thought, word and deed; then, gradually, throughmodéul thoughts, words
and deeds, bring your psyche and body under control. $hesdentially a meditative
method — and therefore a natural, deep, powerful anddaterapy.

In this context, | would like to draw attention to tinéellectual dishonesty of advocates of
homosexuality. They deliberately use generic terms ‘eane-sex attraction”, ranging
from outright sodomy to vague homosexual feelings ndaisput into action, in order to
fudgethe great psychological and moral differences that exi®ss this broad range. The
aim and effect of such neutral sounding vocabulary imdke active homosexuality seem
as innocuous as mere homosexual tendency, or the dsteommitted as the former.
Additionally, it sends a message to the uncommitted sinate they are already equivalent
anyway, they might as well put their desires into actio

4, The biological role of sex

Advocates of homosexuality claim it is something “naturpointing out that some
bonono monkeys do’itls that a valid argument? Are these people bonontkeys? Or
are bonono monkeys their spiritual guides? Do they nithah because some bonono
monkeys are pedophiles, humans should be s@ ©Blwser to home: could we argue that

! The feelings are not translated into action mecelt of lack of opportunity, or

perhaps just timidity (fear of social disapproval), ndt@iany moral rejection.

8 They also point to hermaphroditic snails. But in th&se, the physiological
differences with humans are so pronounced, the argus&wot even worth considering.
These “same sex” snails are naturally designed to depeotogether, whereas human
homosexuals are not. It is as absurd as arguing thatmay or ought to scatter their seed
on the ground, since trees do it! Whereas tree seeds canfrgra the ground into new
trees, it is not the case with human sperm.

° Incidentally, it is worth pointing out that the ptiae of homosexuality by some
bonono monkeys does not imply that such practice isralaand normal even for that
species of anthropoid. For, granting that these aniaralsa higher species (and they are
genetically, anatomically and on the evolutionary scedey close relatives of humans),
we can safely say that they have a high degree ofiorol{almost as high as humans,
except that their cognitive powers are evidently lesemat). In that case, it is appropriate
to speak of bonono monkeys as making some free chaindgherefore as being subject
to non-verbal considerations of good and bad. The phendoggeed given of
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because some people murder, we should all do so? Obvimiskthics is never based on
what people (or animals lower than them) actually do oitdi; it is about what they as
rational volitional beings preferably should or shouldi.

Since the issue of homosexuality is one concerning sexshould begin our analysis of
the subject by considering the biological role of sex.eketexual sexual activity is
primarily intended foreproduction so as to perpetuate the species. This is evident and
undeniable when we consider our anatomy and behavior. Magtrpges woman; he
ejaculates sperm that (usually) fertilizes her egg; ¢éwsntually gives birth to a new
human being.

If the sex act was just for pleasure, comfort or Jove might have had the same sort of
sex organs, but they would not have been instrument@bmnsmitting genetic material.
These features of our reproductive system would have dlesant. Gene transmission is
evidently the main function of our sex organs, and alegedl additional value of sex — as
a means to erotic pleasure, comfort or love — can onigdi@ental.

Another important biological observation to make &t thve have a strongstinct or drive

to engage in sex. That is to say, we commonly expegistrong feelings in our sex organ,
and elsewhere in our body and mind, which influence us tsupusex. The matter is not
left open to our occasional free choice for the @fnit; no, our body and mind are
programmed to push us to engage in sex often or evereasasfippossible.

We can easily see why such a conatus would exist. Itsgiwalofunction is to encourage
actual, frequent coitus, followed by reproduction, so that ¢pecies has a maximum
chance of continued existence.

The physical pleasure of sex must be viewed in this cgnteis intended to entice and
incite us to sex. Without the reward of pleasure, we avbel less likely to engage in sex;
and if it promised us only pain, we would avoid it altogetiidhe same reasoning can be
applied to other motives commonly given for sexual purstiitat it is psychologically
comforting or provides an opportunity for bonding (i.e. lobefween human beings.
These are mental and even spiritual pleasures, whieWwie encourage and reward us for
sex.

Moreover, it is biologically valuable for couples tackttogether after their sexual
encounters, because this ensures that the children thetualge give birth to are taken
care of, i.e. this maximizes the chances of survivah®fpecies.

From such biological considerations, we can easily corcthdt the sexual orientation
programmed into us by nature is necessarily heterose@ualnormal, natural tendency is
heterosexual, whether we are a man or a woman. Jhilear from the anatomy of our sex
organs and our emotional drives, and from the scierg@lanation of their biological
role.

Note that this conclusion is not solely based on s$ia¢i i.e. on enumerating what
proportion of humans are heterosexual, although statisan also be appealed to, to
confirm that most people have this orientation.

5. Non-reproductive sex
No one denies that homosexuals exist — but their exisiante population does not by
itself prove such behavior to be natural or normal. Thepgments of homosexuality

homosexuality in that species does not tell us whetlhhenod bonono monkeys are
conscious of “doing wrong” when they engage in such actsvfiether other members of
their species might or not find it objectionable). Thhs, argument put forward in defense
of such acts among humans, with reference to the behai/isome monkeys, is just a
smoke screen to evade the issue.
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sometimes present statistics (some claiming that as ama$-20% of the population are
openly or secretly homosexual) — but such an argumentcaalue in proving normalcy
or naturalness.

Human beings have freewill — so their behavior is suljecethical’ evaluation, and
cannot be taken as a deterministic ‘given’ (like the behaficmanimate matter, plant life,
or lower forms of animal life).

Aware of this weakness of the statistical argumemt,pifoponents of homosexuality next
argue that, while it is true that sexuality originallpse for reproductive and species-
survival purposes, human beings, as higher animals endowetteeittill, can voluntarily
bypass the reproductive aspect of sex, and focus exchsivethe adjacent sensual or
emotional aspects (which we may label hedonistic or eadstic).

Just as our culture accepts that heterosexual sex neduk raitned at reproduction, so
likewise homosexual sex (which is never for reproductien} they say — legitimate. In
this perspective, the distinction between male and femal irrelevant, and any
combination of partners would seem acceptable.

Moreover, they argue, such non-reproductive sexual pursiitfiasste biological value,
insofar as they facilitate the lives of people, makingnthmore pleasant, comfortable or
loving. They ask: What is wrong with that? So long as m® is hurt, what objections can
moralists raise?

Indeed, they go on, so long as homosexuals are cothegtcan be useful members of
society. They point to homosexuals who have made thaik on history: Alexander the
Great, Leonardo da Vinci, and so on. And there are meunyent examples of
homosexuals who are (at least apparently) “well-adjtistecially

Such arguments must and can be answered. The firstyfatlagote is the implied moral
equivalency between non-reproductive heterosexual selk@andsexual sex.

As we saw above, the sensual and emotional aspeats afs biologically justified with
reference to reproduction and survival of offspring. Natusednagrammed sexual desire
into us, to urge us to reproduce and to stay on with our soads to nurture the offspring
of such reproduction.

This heterosexual desire is legitimate even when itnas consciously aimed at
reproduction, or even when it is consciously intendealvtod reproduction (e.g. by use of
condoms or pills), because it can always (and verynhadees, if only accidentally, but
more often through growing attachment) lead to reproductidreabsequent family life.
On the other hand, homosexual sensual and emotionalitgunane no such justification,
since they are inherently sterile and non-cohesive. Téey ego pursuits without
redeeming feature comparable to heterosexual sexual astivitieir only goal is physical
or emotional gratification; they are radically divedcfrom any biological basis.

This is why it is correct to say that homosexualitpas anatural sexual orientation — but
one inherenthdeviant i.e. one that has lost track of its original goatj &ecome diverted
into incidental objects (i.e. people of the same skx$. as if we gave a monkey a pen to
write with, and he used it instead to scratch his behinchddexual sex is in fact a parody
of sex, a sort of disoriented role-play.

10 Of course, this tells us nothing, since external sscisesot proof of inner balance

and peace. How did Alexander or Leonardo feel and behade iafter awhile? Moreover,
how did they feel about their life of homosexualitgtjbbefore they died — proud and gay,
or ashamed and aggrieved? If moral judgments are baseartiad data, they are likely to
be skewed; it is important to try to consider theltpteture over time, to properly assess
conditions.
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The above discourse should not be interpreted aswamctign of heterosexual sex at every
opportunity* in order to make as many babies as possible. This maydifzbeseen as
Nature’s program; but remember that Nature relies obgiibties to achieve its ends. The
point intended is only that, to at all discuss sex,haee to first comprehend the natural
significance of it. Without such prior analysis, iingpossible to grasp why homosexuality
is unnatural and even against nature.

It is true that nowadays it is possible — or in the vegr future, it will be possible — for
homosexuals to have children through various medicatvietéions. But here certain
ethical questions have to be asked, like: Has the pygha@nd happiness of eventual
children of such unnatural unions been seriously considered@aimagine a worse
fate? What is the long-term viability of such artéicifamilies’; what kind of twisted
human beings would they produce? Have not all human benegsight to be born in
natural circumstances, and raised with a reasonabheeltd a normal life?

Similar questions can of course be asked with regarddtptian of children by
homosexual couples. It is surely criminal to disregardridiets and interests of unborn
children or orphans, just out of a desire to be toletawards homosexuals and to treat
homosexuals as ‘ordinary’ human beings. The selfishoéshose holding such opinions,
their willingness to sacrifice children just so as to plhg ego-role of tolerance and
humanity, has to be pondered on.

6. Deviance and suffering

Secondly, since homosexuals have similar instead opleynentary sex organs, the nature
of their sexual activity is not exactly comparable hattof heterosexuals. Admittedly,
some of the activities of the two groups resemble e#twdr: e.g. mutual masturbation, oral
sex and anal sex, are possible in either mode. But emesprecisely the activities that are
not biologically justified!

When a man loses his sperm through such extraneous iestivithether his partner is
male or female, he not only fails to engage in ordir@yus (theoretically capable of
reproduction), but he moreover physically incapacitatesdilinfor reproduction (at least
temporarily, through loss of erection and sperm). Tibeee such activities are to be
avoided on biological grounds.

Furthermore — and this is equally applicable to a woman —iN®rtohg natural desire
towards unnatural objects, a heterosexual or homosexudualla (by habituation)
psychologically incapacitates himself or herself for themanding task of straight
heterosexual sex and living. Even if a man or womamiiglly bisexual in outlook,
homosexual behavior surely takes its toll and eventuallys him or her off from
heterosexual activity.

It could of course be argued that homosexuals are doinmgshef humanity a favor hyot
reproducing. In view of the world population explosion, vathits nefarious consequences
on our economic and social wellbeing, and its ongoing de&tnuot the environment, it
may be regarded as a public service not to reproduce.Rdtia is the idea of the public
health officials who encourage such practices; butaitlea kind?

1 With a single partner or every available partnerthef opposite gender. In fact,

Nature would seem to prefer humans to stick to one@a(or one at a time), as this tends
to ensure offspring are taken care of. But even if manyadgrartnerships are made over a
person’s lifetime, it does not follow that total pronuigg is desirable. Our natures make us
somewhat selective, so that some partners seem attective than others. This is
admittedly often sheer vanity, but it is also oftenimstinctive choice of the best genetic
combination for one’s line.
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It could also be argued that, by failing to reproduce, horuzde voluntarily place
themselves outside the category of those fit to surviven(dee Darwinian “survival of the
fittest”). That is, their sexual disorientation daa viewed biologically as an expression of
some inherent unfitness for this world — which causes tizebe “naturally selectedjut

of it.

Let us move on, now, to a more psychological analygsid, raise a third objection to the
argumentum of the proponents of homosexuality. Thayncthat homosexuality makes
some people happy — or at least “gay” (i.e. jolly withaplee, characterized lgie de
vivre). If this were true, it might constitute a biologi@agjument for homosexuality, aside
from reproduction. But is it true? It can very much balited’.

It may seem true for some people in the short run, buerads to indicate that such
appearances are deceptive and that sooner or later painddquences will be felt by the
individual concerned. For most homosexuals, the negatimeequences are evidently not
long in coming. And even when the homosexual maintaingagseb “gay” face (for
purposes of self-justification) on the outside, he @& skll knows the pain and suffering
going on within.

This is true even in today’'s Western society, which jisrand defends homosexuality,
and not just in more traditional societies, which fdrénd persecute it. For it should not be
thought that the private unhappiness of the homosexual doomesocial rejection; rather
it comes from the fact that homosexuality goes agé#isgrain. Being psychologically, as
well as physically, unnatural, it is bound to lead to esiriy (i.e. to more suffering than
heterosexuality entails].

The use of the word “gay” (and for that matter “prida’tlearly just an advertising ploy, a
show of bravado (a pretense). It is a pity that thgligh language has, since this word was
kidnapped by homosexuals, lost a valuable word (which hesniee impossible to use
without evoking the new, homosexual connotation). Lingustswell aware of how words
are often used with the exact opposite of their caigineanind'.

2 My own observation of homosexuals, male and femalech | have by chance

met over the years, has left me with an impressionttiey are very immature, in some
basic, tragic way; and a sense of some deep rot aleui #s if their world is a very sad,
grey place indeed. All their outer cheer seems to meerous veneer. Given an
opportunity to be themselves in public, they show theafqund rudeness and vulgarity
(not surprisingly, considering their impure thoughts and deeds)

13 Even if homosexual youths might in a first phase applean-cut and normal, they
will in due course naturally suffer shame and guilt, ancerotiegative effects of their
aberrant thoughts and deeds. This is a law of nature — y@glicable to heterosexual
youths who opt for a licentious lifestyle. A persomsy of life even eventually gets
written on his or her face and body languagke Picture of Dorian Grays excellent
testimony to that common observation by a famous heruad (Oscar Wilde).

" For example, the verb ‘to sanction’” may mean tongteor to punish. Note that not
only the word “gay” has been hijacked, but also the wordl&ir The latter word is, of
course, intended to convey that homosexuals are “proudvhat they are (rather than
ashamed, as others consider they should be). But theeptgay pride”, applied to street
demonstrations by homosexuals, uses the term “pride’eirsénse found in “lions pride”
(meaning a social group of lions, the kings of the jungl@g latter, too, is a word-theft
that forever diverts and sullies the original sense.
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7. Some probable causes
Underlying homosexuality is a basic failure to relate ety to the commonplace
challenge of sex. Long before an “identity problem’sesi the homosexual is sim@y
failed heterosexualThat is, everyone (each according to his or her gemdeourse) is
naturally endowed with the same phenomenal feelingsétidich drive sexuality), but
some people fail to correctly identify the actual otaion of these feelings, or fail to
persist in trying to fulfill their manifest demands.
Some people become homosexuals because they warallgexbused as children or
adolescents, by older kids or by adults. They feel peentdnsoiled and incapacitated by
these early experiences, and always ashamed or afriade members of the opposite sex
as a result. For example, a woman might have beentian of heterosexual rape as a
child, and from then on feared and loathed men, and ottl}cdenfortable with other
women. Or again, a man may in his childhood have bbasea by a homosexual, and
thereafter felt too ashamed of his past misfortune tovieeen confidently.
Some children and adolescents have premature sexual exgsriamong themselves,
which happen to be homosexual (i.e. could perchance havehb&mwsexual, had those
opportunities presented themselves instead). These kixisalsdrives are just dawning,
and they have no idea what they are all about. The@ererent among themselves,
especially nowadays when adults make little efforthield them from bad influences like
pornography. In some cases, such children do as adultsneebomosexual, having
become used to or acquired a taste for that particulaossexual encount&r
(It is very important to note this observation, foerdpeutic purposes: at the root of
the self-identification of many homosexuals with thébmosexuality lies an
obsessiveattachmentto some early sexual experiences, which they errohyeous
mentally associate with sexual desire and satisfaagtiazeneral. They think such
attachment is indicative of some sort of natural pretida of theirs, but it is
simply an acquired and eliminable inclination. The problemolved is not
constitutional, but merely a psychological limitati@nlack of intelligence.)
But this scenario is not the main avenue. A person may blegir quest for a heterosexual
partner quite naturally; but, meeting failure after falur this quest, he or she may end up
going in the opposite direction, in the way of a consmiaprize or substitute. This may
begin tentatively at first — then become a habit and le&din. This sometimes occurs at
an older age, even after a lifetime of heterosexyaliben all attractiveness is lost.
It does not matter much where and how the dread offipesite sex is acquired. It may be
due to repeated rejection (for whatever reason, e.g. physic psychological
unattractiveness), or the cause may lie in some drémture of love or education
(causing shyness or inadequatyyVhatever the cause, the biological challenge of ngpaki

1 Some take such childish explorations even more lligeaaad become pedophiles,
forever trying to recapture their sharp childhood sexualirfigs. Of course, not all
pedophiles are homosexuals. But it is no accident thavlth@ess “politically correct”)
word for homosexual was “pederast” (from a Greek wordninga‘lover of boys’). Of
course, not all homosexuals are male — the yearningeott® childhood is often found in
females, too. Note that pedophilia is not limited to diky men or women — pedophiles
are often quite young, in their twenties or thirtiesthe latter cases, of course, we cannot
talk of a return to childhood, but must rather call reated development: they never left
childhood, i.e. their mental age did not follow thahysical age.

10 Some observers suggest that homosexuality, whetHerah&éemale, is often due
to the father being overly passive or absent, and titten being too old or domineering.
But it must be stressed that such “environmental’ causesotdmm regarded as
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oneself able to find a (suitable) partner for reproductias not been adequately met, and
that’s that. Since the underlying sexual urge, or libiémains active, even uncontrollably
S0, the sorry loser looks for another outlet.

Some losers in the mating game opt for masturbation;rotfee sainthood through
abstinence (chastity, celibacy). Some become rasistag become great artists or sports
champions. And some choose homosexuality.

There are of course many other specific ways homosgxumight be adopted. Some
people go this route as a life strategy — thinking that the@yntore easily make their way
in life through homosexual seduction, i.e. through samepsestitution for economic or
social benefits. Another, perhaps most pernicious, toadomosexuality — commonly
found today due to the currently popular ideology that ibkay, that it is natural and
normal — is to do it willfully, in the way of experimg for the alleged fun of it. Some
people no doubt simply unconsciously drift into it, unde tinquestioned influence of
their peers or the media.

It is wrong to expect that no negative psychologicad axistential consequences will
ensue from such choices, simply because they wellg frele, with a “good conscience”
as it were. For it is not the way one enters intchsoehavior that is its danger, but the
inherent nature of the behavior itself. Even if one does fear it, its dangers remain
operative.

One aspect of the homosexual relation that shoulcbbeed is the relation of domination
versus submission it often involves, at some levether, consciously or not, whether the
partners are male or female. Such uneven partnershipdnitiexdly occur in heterosexual
relations, too, although male-female combinations are lyscamplementary. But in the
case of homosexual relations, the imbalance is maliealaand inevitable, and a “pecking
order” is part and parcel of social coexistence betweemten or two women.

In homosexuality, because of the anatomical sinylasf the partners, one of them must
effectively “change sex” (if only behaviorally), to fara “yin-yang” balance. Among
males, one of the men must become effeminate, wdik@namong females, one of the
women must become masculine, man-like, “butch”. Thie&bpersonality change is
detrimental to both partners, making them both contradietr true sexual and human
identity. They all become something less than maleearafe, and thus something no
longer quite human.

In other words, it is not some sort of original sexuddntity problem that leads to
homosexuality; rather, it is homosexuality that gemsraprofound sexual identity
problems. Such transformations and doubts are bound to deegeand lasting suffering
in the people concerned. They simply cannot be expecteel without effect and painless.

8. Changing rationalizations

Our society’s view of homosexuality has gone through maoschanges in the last few
decades. At one time, homosexuality was frowned uporelarnous grounds, because of
the Biblical interdiction of it. Homosexuals were ahject of contempt and mockery;
people found them disgusting and avoided them as much ablpossi

determining homosexuality. Since homosexuals are human beingy, lthve freewill.
Environmental factors (like family problems or social catjtean onlystrongly influence
behavior, but the victim is still free to resist thegsure of these influences and go his or
her own way. There is no excuse, no genuine justificatiothe reference to such external
factors. However powerful their psychological impdmtman dignity remains possible.
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Then came the “sexual liberation” of the late 1960’s anty d®70’s, when the hippies
opted for sexual promiscuity — which though usually heteragdexsometimes included
homosexual encounters.

Around this time, apologists for homosexuality began agythat it should be regarded as
a mental “sickness”, caused by adverse family and social cistantes, and thus
compassionately excused. Opponents of homosexualityrsit tnded to accept this
semantic shift, viewing the epithet of sickness agropriate insult of sorts, a secular
replacement for the religious idea of sinfulness. dle who would want to be considered
mentally deranged (even in the way of a victim)?

Realizing this negative connotation, apologists for haxoality began proposing that it is
normal, in the sense that some people are so prograroyéthture, i.e. some people
maybe have these peculiar genes, constituting a sanirdfgender (or third and fourth
genders, if we distinguish male and female homosexual®gy sought in this way to
legitimatize homosexuality as neither a sin nor apspgical affliction, but something
natural though relatively uncommon.

However, no “homosexual genes” have ever been fodrmigh some researchers have
momentarily gained media attention by claiming to hauendl such distinctive genes).
And if you think about it — such genes are hardly conceivableé very improbable
according to the theory of evolution. For homosexuaditpy definition non-reproductive;
therefore, if such a gene ever arose by a spontaneoasionuit would soon enough be
naturally selected out of existence!

Fanciful notions of “a woman’s soul in a man’s body” “a man’s soul in a woman’s
body” were floated by the poets, implying that souls havgender and that these can
somehow enter the wrong kind of body.

The science-minded suggested that sex hormones might asiatoverride the gender
determination of the sex chromosomes, ignoring thetfet all cells of a given human
contain the same sex chromosomes, so that everrnidmal imbalances produce some
unusual visible sexual characteristics, the underlying geisdstill genetically engraved
(so that no hormonal treatment or surgical sex chaagéicle the real seX).

The scientists also pointed to hermaphrodites, andasiméender aberrations, some of
which are due to unusual hormonal conditions, others tetigeatonormalities. Thus, there
are people who have both a penis and a vagina; or abare, dre people with a YY sex
chromosome combination (or even rarer combinationsXikg, XXX or XXXX), instead

of the usual XX of females or XY of males.

However, such cases are extremely rare, and theiteeges cannot be construed as a
scientific explanation of homosexuality, since sucbpge are not necessarily homosexual,

v More generally, a new ideal of humanity was floatedsoa of androgynous,

bisexual unisex creature. Men were told to realize thyan within them and become less
macho; and women were told to realize the man withimtaed become more macho.
Unisex haircuts and clothing became fashionable. Men (dgndegpicted as brutes) were
encouraged to become more sensitive, talkative and wedple women (generally
depicted as victims) were advised to get tough and fight @du&.general assault on “sex
roles” was of course justified in some cases and neesextent, insofar as its purpose was
social, economic and legal equality between men and wpiné it also served as a ploy
in the more specific battle for homosexuality.

18 In any case, no significant differences in hormonarmd between homosexuals
and heterosexuals have been found in general — meaningithgireposed physical cause
iS not an adequate explanation.
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and the large majority of homosexuals certainly cannotlassed in this category of
physical abnormality.

All such “scientific” talk was of course only meant hoodwink us common folk into
believing that homosexuality is somehow not open to modgment. The object of the
apologists was to have their cake and eat it too;ta.gresent homosexuality due to
unusualphysical problems, and thus, though an abnormality, something qatigat —
implying that we should feel pity and consideration tagehomosexuals (as we would to
any physically handicapped person).

But this position left homosexuals a bit less than “gagiplying them to be (gulp)
victims, if not of Society, at least of Nature. It aidt fully legitimatize them, but still left
them in the position of second-class citizens. At gust, an ethical offensive began,
declaring homosexuality a free choice by fully adultpoesible and respectable human
beings — a choice as legitimate and even worthwhifgaas old heterosexuality.

Everyone can decide for himself or herself, they argued, veimo areyou to judge?
Various media and politicians pitched in, and the lawsaifons were changed. Even
constitutions were amended, and a “human right” to seidiierence” was declared
instituted and enforced. Active administrative measurese wadopted to ensure
homosexuals were treated as equal citizens; peoplefovbréden to ostracize them.

9. It isfreely chosen

| say: fine. This latest approach is actually a good dewadop, because it takes us full
circle and acknowledges what the religious traditionginally implied: namely, that
homosexuality is freely chosen conduct. That is, homeds»are not forced into it by any
physical or mental force beyond their power to resisy tcould choose otherwise. They
freely choose to be what they are and do what theyadd, are therefore morally
responsible for their condition and their behavior.

The claims to mental or physical sickness or anomalehall effectively been swept
aside, and we are back to square one, with only a sihglege: now, the current ethical
and political “authorities” support homosexuality, wherdesr predecessors opposed it.
Before, homosexuals were regarded as free agents wlse enwrong path; now, they are
regarded a free agents who choose a neutral (if notiavplysrecommended) path. The
evaluation differs; but all agree on the fact of fcheice.

The good thing is that the various transitional lies anduses in defense of
homosexuality, which we have reviewed above, have #&tblsn abandoned, and the
“ethical position” of the apologists is now clearly amonestly displayed. Now, having
brushed aside a host of logically irrelevant issues,can all return to the central issue,
which is: is this behavior, which all admit is freelyosenmoral, immoral or amoral?

Now, morality is not a matter of decree, whether Igjigious authorities, moral
philosophers, physicians, psychiatrists, sexologists, jastaiabr legislators. It cannot be
arbitrarily imposed, but has to be argued for convincingly.

In this light, it should immediately be noted that guesture adopted by the proponents of
homosexuality is logicallyarbitrary — they have no arguments (that | have heard of,
anyway) that rationally demonstrate that homosexuaitynoral or at least not immoral.
Their only argument is a relativistic, even nihilisttmye — a claim that there is no such
thing as morality, or that no such thing is knowable ugforeason. They say, effectively:
mind your own business — these are consenting &tiults

19 Speaking of consenting adults, consider the followanglid story gleaned on TV

news (I think | have the details right). Some monts, an Germany, a man was tried and
convicted for cannibalism. He had met another man onnteenet, and they mutually
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But anipse dixit objection to their anti-moralistic discourse is ladig inevitable. By
condemning moral judgment as such, they engage in an awraf judgmerit. Another
weakness of their dismissive argument is that they applyry selectivelyas convenient
to their own ends. They certainly consider their pait and media defense of
homosexuals as moral, since they react with a seegmlah“‘righteous indignation” when
anyone (like the present author, in the present essayfsdoulopposes their theoretical
and practical initiatives in this regard.

Their position is thus internally inconsistent; it agrhally self-contradictory.

Moreover, there are many other fields of human agtivihere these same people readily
recognize the power of reason to decide pros and cohsregtard to human behavior —
only in this exceptional case (viz. homosexuality), and ggesha few more cases with
similar revolutionary tendencies, is reason consiatléby them) as incapable of judging
and advising, and all discussion or doubt is verboteniguaoral in their view). This is
just attempted intimidation and intellectual thuggery ot {bert.

The critics of homosexuality, on the other hand, apfeakople’s intelligence and good
sense. We have above already presented some arguagairist homosexuality, which
may be characterized as ethical, namely the analysie biological role and justification
of sex, which hopefully carried considerable convictionoTwore sets of argument still
need to be highlighted: one set based on more psychdlagidsspiritual considerations,
and another set based on more social and politicaldsyasions.

An important aspect of free choice to note here isfalbewing. To say that something is
freely chosen is to mean that, however strong thernat and external forces and
temptations impinging on the person concerned, he or shéédaslitional power to resist
them. Will cannot be both free and causally determinedative influences make the task
of positive will more difficult, but they cannot liteity overwhelm it.

Moreover, if a persobelieveshe or she has no power of resistance to some imidser
her power of resistance is proportionately diminisfedact decisively, one has to believe
the action concerned to be possible or useful. The beledshasnfluenceone’s will to
act; one’s beliefs are among the forces that affbctugh do not determine) one’s course
of action®

It follows that the philosophers, psychologists and otdwocates, who (in one way or
another) tell homosexuals they cannot resist themdsexual impulses or change their
ways (this is of course untrue — a lie), are in factugricing them to yield to these
impulses and continue in their ways. That is, theynaaking it more difficult for people
with homosexual tendencies to remain straight or fandsexuals to overcome their
current preferences.

Thus, the proponents of homosexuality are effectiuetiting people to homosexuality;
they exacerbate their problems. Inversely, the oppor@nt®mosexuality are helping
actual or potential homosexuals to make considered chdigegminding them that — as
human beings graced with freewill — they are potentiadtera or mistresses of their own
sexual conduct. Ask yourself: which of the two is realiyder to you — someone who
pushes you to weakness or someone who gives you strength?

agreed that, after some homosexual sex, he would rdlleat the other man, which is
exactly what happened, apparently in good conscience. Theffaonsent obviously does
not make an act ethically justifiable.

20 “Mind your own business” has the logical form of ahieal imperative — while
claiming to be over and above all ethical imperatives.

2 Regarding influences on volition, see my earlieokoWolition and Allied Causal
Conceptschapters 5-6.
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10. Sensuality and perversion

Ethical discourse in general is not logically possibltheut admission that it concerns
beings with powers of cognition, volition and valuatfoiWithout these powers, there is
nothing to discuss, no utility in discussing anything, no tmelo or understand the
discussion or put its conclusions into action. In otherds, we must start by recognizing
here that we are talking about human beings, who haveoaaktaculty and freewill. If
human beings were machines or subject to fate, there weuld bebate.

Furthermore, ethics cannot be limited to physical and (imasrow sense) mental
considerations, but must extend to spiritual considemtido have powers of cognition,
volition and valuation is to have a soul, i.e. aiggai life. Human beings have a soul (also
called a spirit), whose interests (i.e. benefit ami) must also be taken into consideration,
together with the interests of their bodies and minfs. ignore or disregard these
considerations is to display a failure to understand thefeendations of ethics.

Thus, ethics — the science of what we (people) mayauridlio or not do — has to develop
with awareness of all aspects of human nature andahugxistence — not only
physiological (including genetic) factors and psychologieators (including familial,
social and cultural influences), but equally spiritual tdes (the perceptions and
conceptions, the exercises of will and the value judgsnef the individual person within
the body and mind).

All these different factors must be considered and vesigh the balance. To refuse to
recognize one domain or the other is ignorance, stupiditgllectual confusion or
dishonesty — it is not a scientifically legitimate pos.

We have already (in the above discussion) dealt withesof the more obvious issues;
here, we shall focus on some relevant spiritual isddeie, we need to stress two attitudes,
two postures and tendencies of the soul, which aréusdly damaging or destructive.
These aberrations are not found exclusively in homoséyuhblit are perhaps found in it
more intensely than usual.

The first aspect is excessigensuality, i.e. a mental obsession with sexual sensafions
The spiritual effect of this attitude is that it keep® died to lower instincts, even when
they have no demonstrable physiological or psychologmiale.

If a man or woman has no sexual partner of the ofmpasix, or has given up hope of
finding one (due to some handicap, old age or whateverngasen logically that person
ought to devote himself or herself to more spiritual pussdittificially sustaining sexual
desire and pleasure through masturbation, or other deveatsysuch as homosexuality,
serves no useful purpose.

It is a sort of idiotic attachment to a phantom af driginal, natural orientation of desire,
which is inscribed in our instincts for purposes of repradactt is like imagining one has
an arm or leg when it has been cut off. All it doeadsentuate and perpetuate pain and
suffering.

In the case of homosexuality, specifically, such sality is further complicated by the
fact that the partners involved are of the same ses. ifriplies that all sorts of man-man
or woman-woman physical and mental interactions ar@ved, which are not inscribed in
our nature (which, as we have already explained, ieddar heterosexual relations). The

2 Regarding the logical preconditions of ethical disceursee my earlier book
Volition and Allied Causal Conceptshapters 17-18.
2 For more detail on the psychology of sensualitg, sy earlier boolMeditations

chapters 21-22.
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homosexual has to deal with essentially artificiadntfal situations. This wrongheaded
situation surely takes its toll, at a spiritual level.

Why is sensuality a spiritual affliction? It consistsattaching disproportionate value to
passing sensations — in vainly clinging to something as impemmand insubstantial as
smoke. Such a policy is bound to be destructive in someowather. It is bad enough in
the case of heterosexuals, but becomes suicidal ina$e af homosexuals, since their
existential situation is more complicated by its unnaness™*

This brings us to the second aspegetrversion or perversity of spirit. This term is not a
hollow insult, but an identifiable trait. What it re$eto, generally, is valuing something
becauset ought to be disvalued — i.e. not in spite of its beimdged to be in some way
negatively charged, but precisely because it is disatlp¥egbidden, bad, evil, dangerous,
harmful, unattractive, ugly, weird, ambivalent, queer,tydirdisgusting, repulsive,
abhorrent, illegal, criminal, etc. It is a twisted dispion or preference for the opposite of
what reason, after appropriate pondering of the issue$/et, recommends.

With regard to sexual desire, specifically, this pemeess is expressed in the way of
desiring sexual objects or acts that are out of the arglim some distorted way. For
examples: an interest in sodomy or a pleasure gettirsgetieo look like someone of the
opposite sex. Some people feel quite indifferent or liasérds ordinary sexual objects or
acts, and are only attracted to things or people that da\ar of rot or corruption about
them. This attitude is surely an expression of spiritwglurity, and is bound to generate
more of if°.

The error of reasoning inherent in perversion is the inaign that there might bgome
extra, hidden pleasure or other valirewhat is morally forbiddeff. Sexual perversion is
thus an exacerbated form of sensuality — a searokxtoaiordinarysexual excitement. To
the pervert, ordinary pleasures are “not enough”. Tiseaévays a lust for more — not only
guantitatively more, but also progressively more and maied.

This is an existential problem, as it can lead a pergorphysical problems (e.g. Aids and
other diseases), psychological problems (e.g. persoaalitydentity derangement, lack of
self-esteem) and social problems (e.g. social confiici$ ostracism). But such impure
thought is especially a spiritual problem, since it isedasn delusion, i.e. on a
fundamental error of understanding. It is thus bound tod ¢teee astray from inner peace,
balance and clarity.

Once one develops and follows such inclinations, theme Isnit to how far down one can
slip. The descent may at first seem controlled, butteredig it becomes uncontrollable.
Having repeatedly identified with stray physical or mémntgulses, the soul has made its
faculties of cognition, volition and valuation mere tiognents in the service of such
impulses, and becomes less and less able to reasgwetity over them in the service of
higher values.

2 It is hard enough for human beings to contend withdiffeulties nature sets in
their paths; it is silly to add to these obstaclegiagl difficulties that are easily dispensed
with. Wisdom would recommend avoiding such extraneous prabédtogether.

2 Consider for instance the story of cannibalism givean earlier footnote. This is
of course an extreme example; admittedly, not athd®exuals are cannibals. But it goes
to show how weird people can get, who allow themselvegvelop unnatural desires.

2 This is well illustrated, for instance, in the Bilaicstory of Eve being tempted by
the serpent to eat the forbidden fruit, by subtle desonis of how “delightful” it is
(Exodus 3:1-7).
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11. Spiritual impurity

All the arguments proposed in the present essay are onigentally addressed to
practicing homosexuals. It is very unlikely that these feapll be moved by reason to
revise their ways. It is very doubtful that even ifytlied “straighten up and fly right” they
would “save their souls” from the abyss that they hemedemned them to. They have
probably indelibly sullied themselves.

The soul is indeed eternally pure. We cannot say iteglly stained, since it cannot be
mixed withnon-spiritual substances (i.e. mind or matter), andsgietual substance is
universally one and always the same.

However, we could say the soul is irretrievalgighed down byegative mental and
physical accretions that stick to its surface, as itew&ut perhaps the most accurate
description of spiritual impurity would be that the sous@sdeluded by past misbehavior
thatits consciousnedsecomes obscured and can no longer find its way backrity elad
understanding.

Homosexuality would seem to have such a “once and Ifbmagative effect, without
possible redemption. This does not mean homosexuals shotltty to improve their
conduct. They may still, through such effort, hope to eswshat better their spiritual lot,
and partly redeem themselves (or at least, not to worseridhand fall further still). Even
a little redemption is better than none.

No, this essay is not addressed to practicing homosexudlso virgin youths and other
still-innocent souls, who under the influence of an iasmegly corrupt culture may be
considering taking up this misbehavior for whatever neotiv is also addressed to moral
philosophers, religious leaders, medical professionalscators, opinion makers and
legislators — to enjoin them to think and act in a resjde manner.

It used to be, once upon a time, that most people had faidain the Jewish Bible, or
similarly authoritative texts in other religious tigmhs. It sufficed for the Torah to
command‘Thou shalt not lie with mankind, as with womankind; it is abominatifirév.
18:22F", and most Jews complied. This was not just fear efiaal Divine retribution, or
because such behavior was legally very severely punishableas out of a deep-seated
love for ordinary dignity and decency, for a certain niaddumanity®.

& A related interdiction is that against transvestisnDeut. 22:5; such practices, by
men or women, are also labeled “abomination”, probbbbause they reflect and produce
mental confusion with regard to objects of sexual intemantually leading some people
to homosexual responses and practices. As regards traalisegwhich is a hot topic
nowadays, when sex change surgery seems to be easy pudrpoit would appear
forbidden by Judaism (and similar traditions), primarily daese (in normal cases) it
constitutes voluntary mutilation of natural reproductivgatalities. To this biological
reason, we might add that the sexual activities of [f(W)il transsexuals are either
effectively homosexual (since anatomical changessaperficial and do not affect the
genetic makeup of individuals, so that an “ex-male”ilsasimale, and ditto for females) or
effectively transvestite (so that if an “ex-man’sheex with a woman, or vice-versa, it is
not homosexuality, but ‘dressing up’ not only with the wgyatothes but even with false
body parts).

28 It is also written: “And if a man lie with mankinés with womankind, both of
them have committed abomination; they shall surely be@uateath; their blood shall be
upon them” (Lev. 20:13). The crime of sodomy was taken somusly, death was
prescribed for it.

2 If there is anything in any holy book that convinces meitha God-inspired, that
it comesfrom the deepest well of truth and goodness in the human gpgithe inclusion
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Some people still today have this clear vision of whateans to be a human being. Such
people do not need convincing. This essay is not addresdeeitp lhut to those who have
lost their bearings. If they have no faith in religioteditions, perchance some rational
arguments will convince them. If they are envisaging indglgin homosexuality,
perchance these arguments will help them check thepulga. If they have already
engaged in homosexual acts, perhaps these argumentsakdlthem cease and desist.
Some will of course rebelliously continue on theirhpaihd indeed arrogantly reassert their
“right” to it. That is their problem; they will surelgventually suffer the consequences of
their choice one way or another. Their willfulned®it insolence, their shamelessness,
their impudence, their immodesty, will lead them astrdigure as hell”. They have no
fears or regrets, now; but one day, “their teeth widitter and they will gnash their
tongues”. Wait and see what they will think and feel atithe of their death.

Human nature is such that we are all capable of the snbéime virtue and spirituality, or
the ultimate depths of depravity and vice. This is whahaans to have freedom of the
will, the power of choice. It means that the wholaga of possible human conduct is
potential to each and every individual. There is nothing wronghwiaving a natural
potential for vice or evil — what matters ethically is etler such potential is ever
actualizedor not. Indeed, the respectability of the virtuous and gedtat they had the
opposite potential in them, and chose this demanding path.

Fortunately for humanity, there are and will likely alyg be good, decent people around,
who know the honor of being human. The statisticakibistion of good and evil in the
world is probably in the traditional bell shape, thouglsiread may vary. We should not
be misled, by the popularity of ugly or evil acts (at aeginistorical time, in a given
society), into believing that human nature is inherehkly that. This would just be an
excuse or pretext for joining the ranks of those wik thgnity.

Humans are really, sadly, capable of great depravitypleawho habitually entirely
surrender to their every passing sexual impulse, eventodigme crazy and desire “sex”
with just about anything that crosses their path. A mdhdesire to penetrate almost
anything, and a woman will desire to be penetrated by alnmystiag. They can lose all
sense of dignity or decency, and have sex with deagé$adianimals — or other people of
the same sex.

12. Theessence of sodomy

Sensuality normally refers to desire for or pursuisetual pleasure. One form sensuality
generally takes is to get sexual pleasure from the thaugbkperience of the pleasure
one’s partner is getting. This is a positive, and rethtimormal, form of sensuality — it is
the vicarious experience of pleasure. Instead of jusinggtleasure, one igetting it by
giving it. Since it is essentially benevolent, it is commaoeyisidered a form of “making
love”.

But it should be noted that there is a negative patallélis — getting sexual pleasdrem
the painone’s partner is subjected to. In this case, onetisgeleasure by giving pain.
This is calledsadism. Being essentially malevolent, it must be considexed form of
hatred; it is biologically abnormal, being motivated by dedton of other human beings.
This is true, even in cases where the partner expangmpain is a willing victim, i.e. in

in it of laws against such lewdness. Of course, tradpg@mseis not proof; but then, nor is
modernity. We could say, naturalistically, that our ahmes have learned certain lessons of
life through bitter experience, and passed them on to the iform of religious, spiritual or
wisdom teachings. These teachings do not impose improbabtes toat us, but rather
remind us of what deep inside we already instinctivelynktmbe true.
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cases omasochism. Here, self-hatred and self-destructiveness are gleadlved — two
obviously unhealthy dispositions.

The sadist and masochist have in common the pervezadhdt pleasure is to be obtained
from pain — the other’s pain or one’s own. In addition siehscruelty, they have in
common self-contempt and self-hatred, except that: eglserthe masochist directly
expresses these emotions by self-victimization, thdstsakpresses these emotions
vicariously, by producing them in some victim instead of self.

In this perspective, it should be noted that the sexnam$t associated with male
homosexuality, viz. sodomy, is essentially a sadistEhis is true even in cases where the
man being subjected to anal intercourse is a willing parand considers the act
pleasurable (sadomasochism). Why so? Because this mttinsically humiliating to a
man® — i.e. it unavoidably involves the psychological damagd pain of loss of
manliness and loss of self-esteem.

A man who wishes to penetrate another man is thusitggea sadist, and a man who
wishes to be penetrated by another is essentially aamgs. The sadism involved is of
course most evident in cases of homosexual pedophilialeradalt rape; but it is equally
manifest (and so is masochism) in cases of consensudles@een adults. In all cases,
such behavior (if voluntary) is psychologically unhealthy.

The sodomite aggresses the masculinity of his partmefidiom), and thus expresses some
hatred of that maleness, and therefore (being male Wnsmme self-hatred. In thus
abusing his sex partner, he reveals his own inner doubt aficctdOn the other side, the
willing recipient of sodomy, allowing his male nature ®downtrodden, reveals his own
self-contempt. Moreover, by allowing or encouraging anotieen to so behave, he causes
that other harm.

Thus, both participants in voluntary sodomy are guikynisusing their partner’'s body,
and revealing and exacerbating their own serious psyclalqmioblems. There is no way
that the act of sodomy can be considered a mentallithizeahoice. It is inevitably
damaging to both the men involved.

Similar judgments can be made concerning other sex attge®én men, and sex acts
between women, to varying degrees. Apart from theimaalesty, all such acts are
characterized by mutual misuse of the two partners’ gemadetying both hatred of the
other and self-hatred. They are all therefore formsaalomasochism, although again to
varying degrees.

It is worth noting in this context the deeper motiveshomosexuals who organize or
participate in public parades Observe in such demonstratibasexhibitionism, the
provocative displays, the transvestism and suggestivial faxpressions. The primary
intent is clearly not (as it is claimed) politicalwash to be acknowledged as human beings.
Rather, one sees a will to shock ordinary sensilslitee determination to lower people’s
standards.

One gets the distinct impression that what homosextedlly want is to smear other
people with their impurity. They wish others to be dragg@ty-nilly into their warped
vision of human sexuality. Nothing should be allowed to rerpare, untainted by their
shit. Notice, in particular, the efforts made by homoskxt@a parade in the streets of
Jerusalem, and other places considered holy by many. Theyrwaconsideration for
other people’s values.

%0 This is something every man still able to see withinskifrknows to be true. Even

if some men’s minds have become so obscure they clamger see this truth, it is true.
3 Even God Himself must, in their view, be forced teeldhem as they are. It is not
enough for them that they ignore the presence of Gdw (/everywhere to some degree)
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Homosexuals need to ask themselves what the purpose sf lite they have clearly lost
all sense of direction. Is human life a desperateuiun$ queer sensations, irrespective of
what the side effects of such pursuit might be? Nereths much more to life than that —
namely, a wide-ranging personal and social responsilolitggiritual development.

They have to step well back from their current wayd ask themselves: What kind of
entities do they want themselves and others to be? Whdtof world are they busy
making in their image and likeness, pulled along by their daikgsulses? People get
mentally caught up in the whirlwind of their lives, andeldsack of their original purity
and ideals. They cannot recover these precious natieesiand values without a
determined effort?

13. A social revolution

As already indicated, there has in the last few dedagles a radical upheaval in social and
political attitudes towards homosexuality. What wadl sbime fifty years ago, generally
condemned, was gradually legitimatized; until today, whemosexuality seems to be not
only tolerated, but even promoted.

The laws, and even constitutions, of most Westerromathave been changed to grant
homosexuals every right to practice their form odusdity freely. There are laws that force
employers to employ (or keep in their employ) homosksximwever distasteful the life of
other employees (who are captive audiences) may be imacby.

Many religious institutions, including the Jewish Reforrovement and the Anglican
Church, have effectively legitimatized sodomy, in diréenial of their own Scriptures, by
admitting “gay” rabbis or priests.

We have now reached the point where homosexuality ate®dn the U.S. are trying to
get schools to teach children about homosexuality. Ossuiface, the intention seems to
be to remove all stigma from homosexuality, letting peapl inclined do as they will. But
de factg the social machine is producing more and more homosexilad measures taken
ostensibly “in defense of” homosexuality result in eof it than there would otherwise be
— which means that they positivedgreadhomosexuality.

Tragically, the propaganda and legal efforts of the pramsnaf homosexuality in the past
generation or two have been largely successful. Venynoé today’s youths have been
brought up to believe that defending homosexuals is a goatl Been if many of them
remain heterosexual, their tolerance level of homosdyubés clearly increased. The
border between decency and indecency has gradually bedrdslsb that people
previously regarded as moral deviants have now become daegptalarge segments of
public opinion, the media and political forums.

The social change began as a trickle, and has latetyni®e a tsunami. What was a rare
phenomenon is fast becoming widespread. At first, thexee vappeals to tolerance of
difference; lately, we witness the media flooded dwaiih reminders of homosexuality as
if their goal is to make it the new social norm. Bussneserests can smell a lucrative thing
when they see it, and have started to flaunt homoséxualitheir advertising, further
corrupting youth.

What was through much of our history considered manifeshgvihas suddenly been
declared a “human right” by some of the people in poaed, inscribed as such in law
books. The word “right” here used is intentionally equado- superficially, referring to a

in the privacy of their homes; they want to shamejefiatint their impurities to His face
in the public arena too, and even in the most holy pléeksre His presence is strongest).
% People can make smart-aleck quips in response to suchogagediut surely
somewhere deep within they know what’s what.
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political and legal condition; but additionally, suggestiigt it is something morally
acceptable and even good.

Future historians will shake their heads in wonder astetief, in the aftermath of this
policy, when the destructive effects of this modern plagaerbe apparent.

Such radical social changes have of course not occundetbsly and by chance, but only
gradually and through the intentional active involvemenvesly many people. This was
“the gay/lesbian liberation movement”.

First, more and more people, let loose by the geneealdd liberation movement” of the
late Sixties and early Seventies, became homosékuBiten, many of these people took
to the streets, in mass demonstrations called “gay prifleese parades shocked a large
part of the public, but also served to enlist many new adk&reither to the practice of
homosexuality or at least to its cause.

First, people were told to Bend to homosexuals, to feel pity for their difficui@nd not
add to them. Then, people were told tadleranttowards them, to accept that they have a
right to make their own choice even if others disagvéh that choice. Now, people are
effectively told toshut up— homosexuality is considered a settled issue, not twpany
doubt or discussion. A new faith and dogma has been ekt is forbidden to oppose
homosexuality or even make it an issue any morealtag accomplj a done thing.

The subject is loudly declared closed, and it is heavityeldi that attempted objections
may result in legal proceedings. The spin-doctors havintieapiie “civil liberties” notion
to homosexuality, any contrary notion is made to siélegal. Freedoms of speech and of
political opposition, which are defended in all other dmsas fundamental to democracy,
are considered null and void when the issue of homosgxigsafraised. Under a cloak of
“liberalism”, a new dictatorship has emerged.

Verbal expressions of disapproval of homosexuals alignantly reproved and savagely
repressed by people in positions of authority (editorgligbliticians, educators, and so
forth), as if criticism of such behavior is simply anceivable.

In this matter, exceptionally, very little moral or pichl discussion is tolerated by our
democracies — a totalitarianism of the “politically ezt has been instituted. It is implied
that just to voice disapproval of this class of peopte igsult them, to belittle their human
dignity. We must thus remain silent as to the indigtiigy bring upon themselves, and the
whole human species, by their behavior.

The matter is compared to racism or anti-Semitisas if a genetic subset of humankind
or some new spiritual path would be under attack. Tifiatcomparison to Homos might
seem like an insult to many Blacks or Jews is not densd®. It is pointed out that Hitler
tried to kill off homosexuals, as well as Jews and @gps the implication being that our
moral standards are to be set by way of the contradictii Hitler's®.

% This may have occurred through a culture of uncheckedolsetaial promiscuity,
which in due course made way for orgies (often drug-inducedngurhich sexual lusts
and contacts between people of the same sex couldbamtises did arise.

3 In French, the terms Negrophobia and ‘Judeophobia’ apecainmonly used. Note
that a comparison is also sometimes made to xenophdbh® rejection of ‘foreigners’ —
on the ground that antipathy to homosexuals is mereyghodogical intolerance of
‘difference’; this is of course just more balderdash.

% Consider in particular whether any of the victims loé Holocaust would have
appreciated the comparison, which is none too flatteringhém.

% The absurdity of such thinking can be seen if we apmysdme logic to other
categories of behavior. E.g. does the fact that Hitsel some murderers executed imply
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Some of these arguments were formulated by homosegtigists who happened to be
(sorry to say) Jewish or Black. These people cunnihgbok over the language and
arguments used in defense of Jewish and Black rights, amsptrsed them to homosexual
“rights”. The latter group was thus effectively pregehto the public as just another ethnic
or religious minority. They asked only to be treatedyfand without discrimination, as if
what they were doing together was morally and sociatslly irrelevant.

14. Thedefendersand promoters of homosexuality

The many people who try to object to this imposed nmamelsocial revolution are silenced
by intimidation or ridicule — they are made to feeklikeactionaries or retards. They are
personally attacked, in order to neutralize their csticilt is insinuated that their public
opposition to homosexuality might be due to their havingcenscious homosexual
tendencies, which they want to deny to themselves or lodedthers.

The advocates of homosexuality, on the other handpgoied to be sexually pure, or at
least honest. No one seems to question the sexuadaitichs, sanity or integrity of the
legislators who are forcing it down people’s throagc(se the pun). One may well
wonder how these politicians were enlisted to this unpasise — some were no doubt
complicit (themselves already immoral), but surely masgye amoral mercenaries (who
would do anything for votes) or moral cowards (fearing popelaction or ridicule).

Many homosexuals were, of course, themselves intellsctweho had or acquired
positions of some importance in the media, in academigoiitics, and throughout
society. These people made their weight felt ovee tiamd succeeded in changing society
as they wished. Not all advocates of homosexuality weremselves practicing
homosexuals or even people with homosexual tendermiess large portion must have
been. People do not normally pursue public goals withguarsonal axe to grind of some
sort.

| have seen an American university professor, lectuong psychology at Geneva
University, shamelessly manipulating a lecture hall ddleager students with false facts
and statistics, or tendentious reading of facts andststat to convince them of the
naturalness, normality or at least great frequency afdsexuality. | have read a “dear
Abby” type newspaper column, where a youth struggling witlotems or feelings he
could not fathom was effectively advised by the coluntoidiecome a homosexual.
Slowly, slowly, through such pinpointed verbal intervemsidrom positions of authority,
society was turned around (literally).

Some advocates of homosexuality are, of course, #leess homosexuals; some have
homosexual tendencies they would perhaps like to actuaBome advocates do not
advertise their homosexual orientation, or even cdriceehile others frankly admit . It

that we should henceforth legalize murder? Clearlyattigheses of Hitler's peculiar mix
of value judgments cannot be used as universal norms.

3 And without respect for the sacred memory of victirhthe Holocaust, and other
such persecutions and pogroms.

%8 | heard recently on TV that Alfred Kinsey, who piensd experimental “sexology”
in the 1950’s, was himself a homosexual. As | recall, fdui$ was not advertised when |
read about his work in the media during the 70’s. This retefast was cunningly
concealed at the time. He was made to appear an objestientific researcher. Among
his “findings” was a claim that (as | recall offhand)}2@% of the U.S. population had had
homosexual experiences, i.e. were either exclusiveobexruals or bisexuals. Certainly,
the credibility, and power to change society, of sulins would have been much
reduced if Kinsey’s personal inclinations were publicly known
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is understandable that such people would want to ledgizentheir own behavior or lusts.
Also, by defending homosexuality, they become persomatlye attractive within their
peer group; and by promoting it, they produce new potentiatgratt

But what of the defenders of homosexuality who are themselves homosexual in
orientation. What is the motive of these people? Tiwtive a person claims to have
whether sincerely or dishonestly may not be the fruestioning motive. Are these people
selflessly pursuing justice, as they pretend to be doing are they trying to establish a
world in which their own petty sexual or other impuriteee not frowned upon?

Moreover, whatever a person’s alleged motive, what soaré the real consequences of
his or her actions. Are these people being kind, asithaegine themselves — or are they in
fact senselessly causing harm to the very peoplediagy to defend? It must be said that
there is no justice or kindness in encouraging somemode himself or herself some harm,
or even in not discouraging such behavior.

On the surface, it may seem like a helpful and friemkilyg to do, so that the person on a
self-destructive path at least does not feel bad abamditgoes “gaily” to his or her fate.
But it is evidently more benevolent to urgently foremvdlte endangered person, and even
help him or her escape the danger. The mere fact ahtewvening cannot be considered
good, nor can the mere fact of intervening be considerdd i@ motive and (more
importantly) the consequences have to be looked at, bafigrgidgment can be made.
Heterosexuals have varying attitudes towards homosexBalve heterosexuals easily
tolerate homosexudls If the latter are of the same gender, perhaps toreis they are
not competitors with them for the favors of membefsthe opposite gender. If the
homosexuals are of the opposite gender, their homosgxisatiot necessarily repulsive to
some heterosexuals; it might even be felt as an aaltiedtion or challenge.

Some heterosexuals find homosexuals intolerable, perhapadeethey do not want to be
drawn in to the repugnant or depressive world of homosexsath people are labeled (by
the advocates of homosexuality) “homophobes”. Thistsnded to imply that opposition
to homosexuality is somehow sick, based on irratideat or hate, reprehensible. It is
presented as a mere emotional reaction, as if nonahtiissent is conceivable. Some
homophobes are indeed moved to verbal abuse or violenatssioff; but most are critical
in a more civilized way.

If this loaded term is to be used for all opponents of lsexaality, then all its proponents
should be called “homophiles”. Homophobes ought not letopdies make them feel
ashamed of their rejection of homosexuality; it isealthy posture, of which they can feel
proud. Homophiles may well accuse homophobes of prejatideinhumanity, but they
(the homophiles) are not shining moral examples or pureusdiguides. Their coarseness
of spirit is such that they love what is bad and hate vidhajood; they are merely
apologists for immoral practices.

15. Some legal issues

From a law philosophy viewpoint, a right to practice lbsexuality is very doubtful. It is
conceivable that there is a right of consenting adoltbehave as they will in private;
certainly, such a right can be claimed for heterosexual

% To various degrees: sometimes, with a touch of contesgptietimes, with an

amused smile; sometimes, with concerned friendliness.
40 And needless to say, such uncivil behavior is natuhbeing advocated here.
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But remember the general rule thia¢ rights of one person or group of persons end where
those of another begirCertainly in the case of homosexuals, many dangerscietg can
be adduced to limit or exclude their potential rights

In recent decades, many activities traditionally judgeidhasoral have been declared legal

in Western countries. Some notable examples:

 Some laws have been favorable to corporations, pemngittiem to operate industries
known to be polluting, or otherwise harm the health aetb&ing of many citizens.

e In North America, though much less so in Europe, ‘gengticaodified organisms’
(GMO) have been allowed with hardly any research datieconcerning their long-
term environmental and health effects, and without grgntconsumers any
information or choice in the supermarket.

* The law has come to allow mass production of and comnieernography, morally
corrupting countless people who would otherwise have iremdamuch purer in their
sexual behavior.

* Abortion on demand has become legal in many countespite fierce resistance by
pro-life advocates. What is amazing is how the praeshadvocates are presented by
most media, in Europe at least, as moral crusaderstfie right of women to their
own bodies”), while defenders of the unborn human babgts to life are portrayed
as backward morons (with murderous tendencies, since affdtvem have resorted to
force).

Many other examples can be given of the divide betwie®n and morality. One

particularly shocking example is the legalization ofmasexuality in only the last few

years.

Homosexuals have certainly existed in relatively smathiners throughout history, though

they were usually frowned on and often legally sancto&eiddenly, starting in the USA,

these people have succeeded in changing the law in @verr ih most Western countries.

They have gained the sympathy of certain media, and befash@nable. Many youths,

confusing legality with moral permissibility, have beeawin into perversions that, had

they been born a few years before, they would newer &@en contemplated.

At first, homosexuals claimed their practices wereptigate concern of consenting adults

(seemingly just saying: ‘mind your own business’). Theaytklemanded the right to

provocative public displays, irrespective of other pegpensibilities (which incidentally,

propagated their ‘values’ in the population at large incigathildren, lowering general
standards and increasing their own numbers). Then theyned legitimacy and
respectability.

Now they demand the right to marriage (which involves a&alvantages, i.e. public

subsidies). Also, they claim the right to adopt chidféhus directly transmitting their

values to other human beings, who are not even congetirits).

Thus, step-by-step, these people have sought: public toderaimen justification and

condoning, then support, then propagation. To top it all, pasng persecuted minority,

as poor victims of causeless hatred, they have managédatk the legislative and
judicial system at its highest level, in some countraggparently making even merely

o To give a concrete example: transsexuality seerfisisight a private choice with

no societal consequence. Yet, as such sex changes speradheoome more and more
unsure as to whether the women they meet really amsen, or are ex-men; and similarly,
women come to doubt the real gender of the apparentth@nmeet. This may seem
amusing anecdote, but it constitutes a further erasitveterosexual relations.
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verbal opposition to their progress a constitutional drobirights crime?, so that even
ethical philosophers dare not debate the issue withoutlevimg whether they are risking
imprisonment or fines. Check mate!

Even so, it must be said that homosexuality is noight”, exempt from all scrutinyiNo
voluntary human act falls outside the scope of ethics. Nothing in gifectudes that
certain behavior patterns might be evaluated and considered repreleendig role of
ethics is precisely to consider the various consequericaEsch proposed behavior pattern,
and evaluate it dispassionately, i.e. without beingnickated by social threats or pressures,
with reference only to the profound needs of humanity.

On a material level, we could for example mentioa fdctual, historical role played by
homosexuals (and in particular, bisexuals) in the spreatleofAIDS disease during its
early years in Western countries. Consider to whagngxhis affected relations between
heterosexuals (the majority of the population): meth women could no longer so freely
have sex without condoms; and when they did have sex;andoms they used constituted
a physical separation between them. Consider also hamy rheterosexuals eventually
contracted the disease and died (millions, no doubt)pwdth innocent of homosexual
practices?

On a spiritual plane, the main traditions of mankirauld all seem to agree that humans
must not allow such lowly, impure impulses to develop engropagate. Certainly, the
Judaic, Christian and Moslem traditions consider su¢iawder improper, harmful and to
be interdictetf. The Eastern traditions do not specifically attacls¢hgractices (as far as |
know — | have never seen them mentioned), but effectdisgpprove of them in the larger
context of control of sexual lust, and (I also susp#ay concur in view of their social
mores and legal dispositions.

As regards individuals involved in such practices: the isswet just biological, a material
issue relating to a duty of reproduction; the issuepg@ally spiritual, and we have seen
some reasons why in the present essay.

If these men or women experience certain impulsesgasun their sex organs or in other
parts of their bodies or minds, it does not constiautgistification for following these
feelings. They are certainly not mechanically forced-tthey are humans, they have
freewill, they are responsible for their own acts.

They certainly cannot reach any spiritual ‘salvation’ ‘Gberation’ if they allow
themselves to be carried away by such drives, as thegjrabof course, the more they
yield to their impulses and urges, the more they becomtwed to and negatively
affected by them.

16. A call for recovery
If we admit that the meréesireexpressed by homosexuals is proof of somerreadland
right, then all ethics and law disappears. For then any c#tegory of individual or group

a2 | gather they are currently seeking recognition and piiotedn international

charters, too. They well understand that the more legdéctions they achieve, the more
difficult does it become to reverse the trend.

3 I marvel at commentators who prefer to ignore stetcidental’” victims of
homosexuality, so as to appear “tolerant” and “kindty'the culprits; they surely share in
the moral guilt.

“ The fact that more and more clerics have of teten compromised or intimidated
into advocating or allowing homosexuality does not chahgekar doctrinal intent of the
Scriptures.
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can come along and present felt tendencies as justifisat and indeed, this is just what
is already happening!

For instances, pedophiles (“why, bonono monkeys do itit) zoophiles (“animals are our
cousins!”) are starting to make claims of their ownd(aminously, according to news
reports, some of them are in the legal and other signiffmarfessions, note). For the time
being, they are suppressed by the authorities, the medigublic opinion; but if their
numbers multiply sufficiently, who knows what will praen?

And once something is legalized, it is made to appear ‘imaral can then be freely
taught and encouraged. Any attempt to block further expansomargued to be
discriminatory. Few people seem to have the self-denfie and moral courage to resist
such developments; so that ultimately, if no onetsgacseems probable, all law will be
dismissed as arbitrary imposition, and hedonism willilsergfree rein.

The current social trend towards more and more homoligxwas made possible by the
forbearance of the “silent majority”. To reverse ttisnd, it is necessary for people who
disapprove of homosexuality to voice criticism ofiit,every civilized way and at every
appropriate opportunity, openly and without fear of censure.

Even in a non-democratic system, the people is ulalyaesponsible for the acts of its
masters, assuming they could with courage oust themmeathore, in a democracy, we are
all guilty of the weaknesses of our leaders if we dospegk out and reprove them.
Instead of opting for appeasement and compromise, we mosinde in the name of
ordinary decency and for the sake of future generatitwesptogressivele-legalization
and re-criminalizationof homosexuals. The purpose of such legal recovery wantlthen
to persecute existing homosexuals, but to prevent the figphead of homosexuality.
Homosexuals should, in a first phase, at the very,ldmslegally and constitutionally
forbidden from adopting children. It is unthinkable that inno@ephans should be legally
handed over to sexual deviants, who might abuse thedthwdwo would in any case
spiritually corrupt them.

Secondly, same-sex marriage must be banned in all jur@stic To allow this is to imply
that society in general blesses and participates in soingy and moreover, giving
homosexuals the legal status of wedded couples or someiltenity ¢onstitutes financing
by society of homosexual activities.

Thirdly, all public manifestations, pornography and extoln@ritomosexuality should be
banned. If consenting adults wish to practice this fofreeauality, they ought to at least
do it in private, and not flaunt their deviance in fronttleé public (directly or through
whatever medium or forum), and particularly not in frohthildren.

But ultimately, it is the practice of homosexuality aststhat has to be made in principle
illegal again. A society that tolerates, let alonenpotes, such corruption cannot expect to
survive lond°. If any lesson is to be learned from the permissiwmdsthe last few
decades, it is that people come to think that what isal'leig “ethical’. They interpret
tolerance in practice as approval in principle.

In theory, something can be unethical but still lega¢ &&nnot expect the law to enforce
all of (or even most of) ethics — this would be a foarfor totalitarianism. The meaning
and moral authority of ethics lies precisely in the fd@t people can freely choose to
follow it or not. But in practice, too many (ignorant)opde confuse legal permissibility
with ethical permissibility, and this observation mum taken into consideration in
formulating social policies and the laws to impose them.

To declare something illegal is to mean it to be punishalbd®me way. If breach of the
proposed ban were without material consequence, the/taud not be obeyed. The threat

“° Consider ancient Rome and other historical examples.
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of some sort of retribution is intended not so muclatenge, but to dissuade. At least
some people would think twice before engaging in homoséxu@here is no need for a
“witch hunt” — but there is need for a sign of frmak® by society to stop such practices.
Thus, what is being advocated here is nothing less thaadieal reversal of the pro-
homosexual cultural and legal trends of the last fewdisceSociety must ask how it will
turn out if it continues to yield in the face of the remt homosexual assault. The public
must react responsibly, and with determination recovercatitective lost sanity and
strength. There is good reason to be intransigent.

Society is morally responsible for the directionsakes. When we consider the impact of
legalization of homosexuality, especially its propagatmmpeople who would otherwise
not even think of it, it is clear that we have a disass spiritual failing on the part of
society as a whole, a criminal moral abdicationaaf tnany of its cultural and political
leaders, lawmakers and judges.

Instead of protecting the pure and innocent, they encouuatlerf corruption. The present
words are clearly not a call for violent repression, foutrational reflection on ways and
means to legally prevent further spiritual and sociahtigration. Laws and amendments
canbe passed, which forbid and suppress certain practices;isheothing immoral about
such legislative measures.

To actively seek such social and legal refornoigxercise our democratic right and duty
to determine the shape of socieéBpme people might be threatened with legal retributio
under some current laws, for such activism; but refleat in no democratic régime is it
truly illegal to call and work for changes in the law.
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