DEFEATING“GAY” ARGUMENTSWITH SIMPLE LOGIC
by Scott Livey

Thereisno shamein believing a lie until you learn the truth.

The success of so-called “gay rights’ is an amazing triumph of clever deception over smple logic. When
it comesto thisissue, otherwise intelligent people routindy fdl for arguments that just don't hold up under
scrutiny. “Gay” sympathizersaren’t necessarily more gulliblethan other people, they aresmply tricked into
acoepting certain conclusions without first examining the underlying premises.

He who defines the terms control s the debate -- and by extension, public opinion. On thisissuetheterms
have been defined (in many cases invented) by the talented sophists of the “gay” movement.

Sophigtry, it must be noted, is the ancient Greek art of persuasion by subtly false reasoning. The key to
overcoming sophigtry is to smplify and darify what the sophists have intentionally made complex and
vague. That process begins by defining the terms and concepts being used in the arguments. One quickly
discovers that most arguments advoceting “gay rights’ depend upon hidden fase assumptions and
deliberately ambiguous terms. It'sal smoke and mirrors.

Among the most common terms and concepts in the “gay rights’ debate are: homosexudity, sexud
orientation, heterosexiam, diversity, multi-culturalism, incusiveness, discrimination, homophobia and
tolerance. These words and phrases are used by “gay” sophists to frame the question of homosexuality
asadaivil rightsissue. It isacontext chosen to favor homosexuals to the extent that they cast themselves
as victims and their opponents as oppressors, yet even within this context, “gay” arguments are eesly
refuted.

WHAT ISHOMOSEXUALITY?

Some people might be tempted to skip past this section because they think they understand thisterm. That
is the first mistake made by every victim of “gay” sophigtry. Falure to darify the essentid terms at the
beginning alows oneto betrapped by hisor her own assumptions. It'slikesigning acontract to buy aused
car without clearly identifying the car.
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The definition of homosexudity is not as settled as one might think

Until 1986, homosexuality was universaly defined as same-gender sexua conduct. By extension, a
homosexud was defined as anyone who engages or desires to engage in such conduct. The “gay”

movement itself embraced this definition, in which the term “homosexudity” had meaning only in relaion
to same-gender sexua behavior.

After 1986, the “gay” movement began to redefine homosexudity as a norma and immutable condition
equivadent to heterosexudity, a state-of-being completely independent of conduct. Under the new
definition, “straights’ can choose same-gender sexua relations and “gays’ can choose opposite-gender
relaions without any dteration of ther true “sexud orientation.”

Why the change in Sirategy?

1986 was the year that the United States Supreme Court, in the case of Bowers v. Hardwick, upheld the
right of states to criminalize homosexua conduct. The “gay” movement had argued that homosexua
sodomy should be viewed by the court as a fundamentd privacy right no different than marital sexud
relations. The court firmly rgjected that argumen.

The conditutiond right of states to regulate homasexud conduct remains the law of the land.

Thwarted inits god to legitimize homosexud conduct as a fundamentd right, the “gay” movement turned
to the only other basisonwhich it could clam congtitutional protection: minority statusasa“ suspect class.”
The Supreme Court recognizes minority status only for those groups which 1) have suffered a history of
discrimingtion, 2) are powerless to help themselves and 3) are defined by immutable characteristics.

This is the secret to understanding why the “gay” movement now denies that homosexudlity is behavior-
based and indead insgts that homosexudlity is innate and unchangeable. Itisnot science. Itisalega and
political dtrategy.

The problem isthat they can't proveit.

Thereexigtsno truly objective meansof determining whether apersonisinnately homosexud. Onecannot
take ablood test or DNA test to prove that heor sheis“gay.” We must depend entirely upon aperson’s
clam that his or her homosexudity isinnate. Thetaint of political salf-interest aone makes such evidence
whally untrustworthy. Self-declared homosexuas can't even prove that they redly believe that their
homaosexudity is innate. Instead, they argue that homosexudity must be innate because no one would
choose to be “gay” and incur the resulting socid sigma. This argument is invaid, snce many people
choose lifestylesthat others condemn. Moreover, there are many homosexuaswho fredy admit thet their
lifestyleisavoluntary preference.



On the quegtion of choice, it must be noted that dl sex but rgpe is voluntary and thus every sexud act
involves a conscious choice. A person’'s inclination toward a form of sexua conduct may not, for any
number of reasons, be conscioudy chosen, but the mere existence of desire does not judtify the act. To
accept otherwise would be to validate adultery and pedophilia. Society has the right to require peopleto
suppress harmful desires, even if it is difficult for them to do so.

In redity, the“gay” movement does not want abiologica causeto befound. If science were to identify
a biologicd cause of homosexualty, that day would begin the “race for the cure” (And a great many
purportedly happy homosexud men and women would secretly join thet race.)

Since the “gay” movement can't prove it, the assertion that homosexuads are “born that way” remains
nothing but a hypothesis: one which provides no judtification for abandoning long-standing, experience-
tested socid policies. Remember, society doesn't have to prove that homosexudity isnot innate. “Gay”
activigts are the ones attempting to change things and the burden of proof istheirs.

Nevertheless, there is plenty of evidence that homosexudity is not innate. There is a very condderable
body of testimony from tens of thousands of men and women who once lived as homosexuds. These ex-
“gays’ haverenounced their former lifestylesand many have become heterosexud in self-identification and
desire, while othershave stopped at the point of comfort with their own gender and freedom from same-sex
desires. The “gay” movement's chdlenge to former homosexuds to, in essence, prove they aren't il
innatdy “gay” isthe height of absurdity snce homosexud immutability was never proven inthefirg place.

Why is the question of immutability so important? Because if homosexudity is not innate, it must be
acquired. Andif it can be acquired, we dare not dlow homosexudity to be legitimized to our children. If
there remains any shadow of doubt asto the cause of homosexudity, we must err on the side of protecting
our children. Indeed we mugt actively discourage them from viewing homaosexudity as safe and normd,
when in fact it is demongtrably neither safe nor normd. It bears noting here that normalcy is functioning
according to nature or design. Normalcy is not based on popular opinion.

Insummary, thetrue definition of homosexuality issame-gender sexua conduct. A homosexud isaperson
who defineshimself or hersdlf by the participationin or desireto participatein such conduct. Thisdefinition
isbath logicd and intuitively sound.

For the sake of our children and the hedth of our society, we must not accept the redefinition of these
terms. We must force the advocates of the * born that way” argument to admit that they can’t proveit, and
that sncethey can't proveit, they must admit the possibility that homosexudity may be acquired. We must
never dlow adiscusson to proceed forward if the immutability of homosexudity isassumed asapremise.
We must challenge the premise and force the logica concessions, without allowing the subject to be
changed.



SEXUAL ORIENTATION
“Sexud orientation” is a highly ambiguous term loaded with hidden fase assumptions.

An “orientation” describes the perspective of a subject toward an object. A sexua orientation therefore
describes a person (subject) by the object toward which they are sexudly attracted: a homosexud is
someone oriented toward someone of the same sex, a bisexua toward both sexes, a pedophile toward
children, a sado-masochist toward giving or receiving pain, €c..

By definition, there are an unlimited number of potentia sexud orientations. The “gay” movement,
however, abitrarily recognizes only four orientations heterosexud, homosexud, bisexud, and
transgendered (i.e. transvestites and transsexuas). Why? Because to recognize other orientations --
pedophilia, for example-- would draw attention to theimportance of distinguishing between orientation and
conduct, when amgjor purposeof sexud orientation theory isto legitimizeand protect homosexua conduct
by obscuring this diginction.

Thisis most dearly seen in anti-discrimination policies that include sexud orientation. Government and
corporate policy makersincludesexua orientationin anti-discrimination policiesin order to protect freedom
of thought and speech on the basis of the claim that sexud orientation isnothing more than astate of mind.
Americans rightfully cherish the First Amendment right to think and spesk fredly. The practica effect of
such palicies, however, isto legitimize and protect any sexud conduct associated with an orientation. For
example, under such policiesalandlordisexpectedto rent to homosexudseven if they admit they intend
to commit sodomy on the property and thisis his sole reason for wanting to deny their gpplication.

Why isthis distinction between orientation and conduct so important? Because sexua conduct has serious
public health consequences which society has both aright and an obligation to regulate. In contrast, there
are no public hedlth implications to sexud orientation, properly defined. Even a pedophil€ s orientation,
abhorrent asit may be, is harmless to the public if he never acts uponiit.

Policy makers could stop this end run around public heath considerations by adding one sentence to
exiging anti-discrimination laws. “This policy shdl not be construed to legitimize or protect any sexud
conduct deserving of regulation in the public interest.” The right to daim a sexud orientation should not
automaticdly grant alicense for sexud conduct.

Another purpose of sexud orientation theory is to create a context in which homaosexudity and
heterosexudity hold equd status. The notion of equivaency between homosexuality and heterosexudity is
very important to “gay” arguments. For one thing it neutrdizes hedth and safety arguments againg the
legitimization of homosexudity.

For example, it is an uncontested fact that homosexua conduct spreads disease. When reminded of this,
“gay” sympathizers say, “Heterosexuds do the samethings” ThisigT't alogicd defense of homosexudity
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per se, Snce two wrongs don't makearight. However, itisan argument for treating homosexudity equaly
with heterosexudity if the two were truly equivaent. But they are not.

Unlike homosexudity, heterosexudity is immutable. To define heterosexudity as merdy sexua conduct
between people of compatible gendersisto suppressafundamenta truth about what it meansto be human.
All human baings with the exception of hermaphrodites (people with genital deformities) are born with a
reproductive system that is heterosexud by nature. We are either male or femade. We have sexud fedings
only becauseof chemica and other processesthat arerooted in our procregtive heterosexua design. Thus,
amae sexud orientation toward afemale (or vise versa) is sdf-evidently norma and naturd. By contrast,
amde-to-mdeor femde-to-femaeorientation is self-evidently abnormal and unnatura. For homosexuality
to be equivaent to heterosexudity, it would need to be rooted in its own homosexud physiology.

In redity, homosexudity is nothing more than same-gender conduct among people who are innatdy and
unchangeably heterosexud. Homaosexudity is thus biologicaly (and to varying degrees mordly) equivaent
to pedophilia, sado-masochiam, bestidity and many other forms of deviant behavior, or behavior that
deviates from the norma design-based function of the human being.

A second reason for espousing the premise of equivalency isthat it dlows“gay” activigsto exploit the civil
rights doctrines which otherwise would not gpply. Discrimination, inthe civil rights context, meanstreating
equa parties unequdly. If homosexuas and heterosexua s are assumed to beequd, thenit isunfair to deny
homosexuds dl of the benefits that heterosexuds enjoy. “Gay” sophists have coined the term
“heter osexism’ to describe favoritism towards heterosexuas. To grasp theimplications of heterosexism,
amply think of it as“racism” toward homosaxuas.

An anti-discrimination policy based upon sexud orientation is dways the first step in the homaosexud
takeover of an organization because it locks in pro-“gay” assumptions. From the adoption of this palicy,
the organization must accept as fact that homosexudity is immutable, equivaent to heterosexudity, and
desarving of specid protectionswithout regard to public health considerations. Criticism of these positions,
or even falure to affirm them, can be consdered violations of the policy. Where such apalicy is enacted,
adoption of the rest of the homosexud poalitica agenda s virtualy inevitable. The conclusions are assured
by the premises.

The takeover process varies slightly depending on the type of organization, but is predictable and
easly recognized.

The takeover of loca governments begins in the local media (where there is never a shortage of “gay”
politica activists) with acampaign to raise awareness of discrimination againg legitimate minorities A cdl
then goes out to form aHuman Relations Commission to study the problem and devel op community-based
solutions. The commissionisthen formed with quas-governmentd authority. The anti-discrimination policy
comes next, often without mention of sexud orientation. That is usudly added by amendment later.
Oppositionisusudly minima because no onewantsto be percelved asbeing infavor of discrimination. This
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Isnot abasdlessfear. Pro-“gay” activistsin both the media and the government greet any opposition with
widdy-publicized accusations of racism and bigotry. Invarigbly, one duty of the commission isto gather,
anayze and report gatistics on discrimination in the community. (This is probably where the concept of
“hate crimes’ originated asa“gay” political drategy).

The use of areporting plan assures two favorable outcomes for homosexuas. Firdt, they gain a measure
of legitimacy merdly by being listed together with true civil rights minorities (without having to judtify their
inclusion among those whose satus is based on moraly neutra criteria such as skin color and ethnicity).
Second, the very nature of the reporting process virtually guarantees an increase of discriminatory incidents
from one reporting period to the next as people gradually become aware of the syssem. This appearance
of agrowing problem bolsters their demands for additiona concessons to their agenda

The takeover of a corporation begins with the placement of an activist (usudly in-the-closet) homosexud
into a hiring pogtion. Other undisclosed “gays’ are then hired to fill srategic postions in the company.
When the ahility to control the processis assured, some of the activists come * out-of-the-closet” and form
a"“Gay and Leshian Employees Association.” That group then introduces an amendment to the company
anti-discrimination policy to include “sexud orientation.”

Democraticaly-run organizations (including political parties, labor unions and churches) are targeted based
upon their vulnerability to takeover by a unified bloc of voting members. Mass infiltration by activists
precedes e ections, after which time organizationa policy (and bylaws) can be controlled by the new activigt
leaders, who may or may not disclose thet they are “gay.” | have heard it said that this was how the
Metropolitan Community Church, an entirdy homosexua-controlled “religious denomination” started,
beginning with the takeover of the origind MCC, which was reportedly a genuine but struggling Chrigtian
church. The so-cdled “mainstream” Christian denominations have been particularly targeted, not only
because many congregations have seen steeply declining membership in recent decades (i.e. fewer new
“members’ are needed to gain a voting mgority), but because these denominations have vast property
holdings and endowment funds which can be used for activist projects.

Every takeover isfollowed by consolidation of “gay” power within the organization, starting with someform
of “sengtivity training”  Sengtivity traning employs proven psychologicd coercion tectics (i.e
“brainwashing”) to indoctrinate members of the organization in pro-“gay” thinking. By the very nature of
the manipulativetacticsused, few dareto openly dissent. Thosewho do are duly noted by the control group
and if they are consdered ared threst, they are margindized and may in time be forced out. Sengtivity
training is usualy mandatory for al members of the organization.

Once the control group has consolidated power, the organization is plundered for its available resources.
These include tangible resources such as money and property, but also intangibles such as advertisng and
vendor contracts and even community goodwill. Charitable giving, too, isexploited, asgiftsand grantsare
diverted away from previoudy-favored beneficiarieslikethe Boy Scoutsto * gay” -controlled organizations.
While some resources benefit the internd control group (i.e. domestic partnership benefits and employee



perks), most are focused strategicaly outsde of the organization to further the*gay” palitical agendainthe
community.

All the processes described above are made possible smply by the acceptance of sexud orientation as a
theory of human sexudity.

In summary, sexud orientation is aterm that is used by “gay” activists to deceive both policy makers and
the public about the nature of homosexudlity. It frames the debate about homosexudlity in such away that
the average person is tricked into accepting “gay” presuppositions without chalenge. Thisis even true of
those people who continue to oppose the homosexuals palitica goals. Oncethe presuppositions have been
accepted, especidly when they become “law” in anti-discrimination policies, resstance to rest of the * gay”
agenda becomes much more difficult.

The only effective Strategy isto rgect and refute the false assumptions of sexud orientation and re-frame
the issues on atruthful foundation. Sexud orientation must be exposed for what it is. a nonsensical theory
about sexudity invented by “gay” politicd srategissto servetheir own sdfishinterestsat the expense of the
welfare of society asawhole.

DIVERSTY

Divergty isacode word for the political doctrine of multi-culturdiam. By itsdf it means only “the variety
of things,” but as used by the homosexua movement “diversity” isamora statement about the way society
ought to be: aharmonious socid plurdisminwhich every cultureishonored for its contribution to thewhole.
Thus fed-good emotionalism is harnessed to obscure deeply flawed reasoning.

M ulti-culturalism, meaning the equdity of cultures in a plurdigtic society, is avaid concept if culture is
defined by mordly neutrd criteria. Society should pursue civic equality based upon things like race, ethnic
heritage and rdigion. But culturd practicesare not mordly neutral. Few of uswould agreethat the cultures
of German Nazism, Soviet Communism, and Tdiban-ruled Afghanistan are the equas of American culture.
The“culture’ of homosexudity —away of liferooted in the practice of sodomy —isnot equd to theinherited
family-based cultures of African-Americans, ASan-Americans or Arab-Americans.

The very induson of behaviord criteriain the definition of cultureinvaidatesthe premise of equdity inmulti-
culturdism.

This introduces the companion word to diversity: inclusiveness. Churchesand other indtitutionsthat have
fdlen victim to “gay” sophistry openly congratulate themsdvesfor being inclusive. Thisisthe same error
inadifferent form. Inboth casesthereisafailureto define the stlandard of acceptance by which peopleare
welcomed into the circle of inclusion. With no standard, there can be no objectivity in the process and
decisons represent merely the arbitrary will of the person or personsin charge.



Insummary, the doctrine of multi-culturdism promotesthe equality of al diverseculturesin our society under
the code-word “diversty.” The doctrin€ s vadidity depends upon limiting the definition of cultureto moraly
neutrd criteria The incluson of mordly sgnificant sexud behavior in the definition robs multi-culturdism
of vdidity by granting legitimacy to immord practices. Attempting to fix the problem by excluding some
cultures because of their practices (for example cannibalism or davery) contradicts the premise of equdity
of cultures. Failure to articulate a standard by which to determine which cultures should be included
compounds the problem by vesting arbitrary authority in whomever holds power.

The effective response to a champion of “diversty” is to focus on the definition of multiculturalism and to
demand to know the standard for inclusion.

DISCRIMINATION

Discriminationisaword whose politica redefinition originated inthe civil rightsmovement. Innormd usage,
discrimination is synonymous with discernment, but as used in acivil rights context it means irrationa bias
agang aperson. “Irrationd” is the hidden qudifier in the term that digtinguishes appropriate discernment
from pregjudice. In an enlightened society there can be no rationd basis for discrimination on criteria such
asrace, skin color or ethnicity. However, as with multi-culturdism, the introduction of mordly significant
criteria changestheanalyssof discrimination. Discrimination againgt harmful conduct isentirely rationd, and
iN many cases necessary.

Discrimination is now synonymous with racid prejudice in the public mind. The “gay” movement has
exploited this association to legitimize its own dams by adding itsdlf to the ligt of
minorities in anti-discrimination Satutes.

In summary, discrimination has been useful to “gay” activigts because the public is degply conditioned to
associate thisterm only with prejudice, especidly racid prgudice. Thesolutionisto add the prefix “ retiond”
or “irraiond” to discrimination whenever one uses the term. At minimum this tactic causes the hearer to
congder the sgnificance of the prefix. It dso sets the stage for a discusson about the standard for
determining what isrationd vs. irrationd discrimination.

HOMOPHOBIA

Thisterm is probably the most outrageous invention of the “gay” sophigts. In away, it shouldn’t even be
consdered sophigry, Snceit lacksany hint of subtlety. Incontrast to the cleverness of most other examples
lised here, theillogic of homophobiais insultingly blatant.

Origindly, homophobia was psychiatric jargon invented to describe a person’s fear of homosexua
incdinationsin him or hersdf. “Gay” activigs Imply sole the term and redefined it as “hate and/or fear of
homosexuas.”



As arhetorica weapon, homophobia is unequaled. It serves first to define anyone who opposes the
legitimizationof homosexudity asahate-filled bigot. Theuniversal inclusion of al opponentsashomophobic
Is of course not emphasized. Homosexud activigts publicly associate this labd with violent “ gay bashers’
and hateful fanatics. When they use the term they want people to think about the killers of Matthew
Shepard, but in conventiond practice they include every man, woman and child who believeshomosexudity
isabnorma or wrong. The way to exposethisfact isto requirethe advocates of the“ gay” positionto state
the difference between homophobia and non-homophobic opposition to homosexudity. They will reved
that they accept no opposition to their agenda as legitimate.

Secondly, the term defines opposition to homosexudity as a mentd illness. “Gay” activids take specid
adight in this since it was scant decades ago that homosexudity was listed as a menta disorder in the
Diagnogtic and Statistical Manua of Psychiatry (removed by the politicd maneuvering of homosexud
activigsin a1973 vote of the members of the American Psychiatric Association)

Thirdly, the term serves as the semantic equivdent of “racist,” hdping the “gay” movement to further
indoctrinate the public with the notion that opposition to homosexudlity is equivaent to prgudice agangt
racia minorities

Collectively, these aspects of homophobia serveto intimidate opponentsinto silence. When any opposition
to homosexuality draws the accusationthat oneisamentdly-ill bigot equivadent to aracit, few people will
dare to openly opposeit. Those who do will tend to be defengive, offering the disclaimer that they are not
hateful (implicitly vaidating hatefulness as the generd rule).

Theuseof thetermisinitsdlf rdigiousdiscrimination becauseit implicitly disparagesand declaresillegitimate
the rdligious teachings of several mgor world religions. Adoption of the term by government condtitutes a
prima facie violation of the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment, which prohibits the endorsement
or inhibition of religion.

In summary, homophobiais a nonsense word invented by “gay” sophistsasarhetorical wegpon agangt its
opponents. It lumps together al opponents as mentaly-ill “gay bashers’ and in doing so declares
mainstream religious doctrinesto be harmful and illegitimate. The solutionisto regject the term homophobia
itsdf as harmful and illegitimate. Itsillegitimacy can be exposed by making pro-“gay” advocates definethe
term and the distinction between homophobia and non-homaophobic opposition to homosexuality.

TOLERANCE

Tolerance means putting up with someone or something you don't like in order to serve the greater good
of preserving civility. Tolerance istherefore an essentid virtue in a diverse society. Inthe “gay” lexicon,
however, tolerance means unconditiona acceptance of homosexuaity. Anyone who disapproves of
homaosexua conduct is labeled intolerant, even thosewho treat self-defined “gays’ with the utmost courtesy
and respect.



Abuse of language is a dangerous thing. The misuse of the term tolerance is a good example. For every
person that gives in to political correctness to avoid being considered intolerant, there is another whose
strong disapproval of homosexudity makes him or her willing to be considered intolerant. The latter may
evenbegin to seeintolerance asavirtue, Snceit appears necessary to be intolerant to stop the legitimization
of sexud perverson. Thisfogters a climate in which intolerance againg legitimate minorities can be more
eedly judtified. Asthe“gays’ have proved, many peoplejust don't think clearly enough to understand why
intolerance of race and intolerance of perverson aredifferent. Thisconfusion servestheracissaseasly as
it servesthe “gays.”

To reaffirm the true meaning of tolerance in the face of “gay” sophistry, point out that tolerance is releive.
Some things deserve absol ute tolerance and some things deserve zero tolerance but most fal somewhere
in between. For example, our society should have high tolerancefor freedom of speech (i.e. theright to say
“I’'m gay”) but low tolerance for harmful behavior (i.e. sodomy). The tolerance athing deservesisreldive
to the degree of benefit or harm that it will produce.

CONCLUSION

The heart of “gay” sophigtry isthe redefinition of homosexudity as astate-of-being and not aform of sexud
behavior. This dlowsthe “gay” movement to define homosexuds as a civil rights minority comparable to
African-Americans and other groups whose minority status is based on truly immutable characterigtics. In
turn, this dlowsthe*gay” movement to inherit and exploit al of thelegd, paliticad and socid gainsof thecivil
rights movement for its own ends.

Sexud orientation theory isthe vehicle for “sdling” the idea of homosexudity as normd and immutable. It
creates a context in which sexudity can be divorced from physiology. Only by making the desgn and
function of the human body irrdlevant can “gay” drategists avoid otherwise self-evident truths about
homosexudity.

All of thetermsexamined in thisarticle, as gpplied to homosexuds, depend for their vaidity upon the theory
of sexud orientation, which in turn depends upon the redefinition of homosexudity.

In the end, this battle is won by affirming the obvious. The truth about homosexudity is self-evident. Sdlf-
evident truths are not taught, they arereveded. Helping people overcome“gay” sophistry does not require
teaching them new facts and figures or raising their level of intdlectud sophidtication. On the contrary, it
requires a clearing away of the misnformation that obscures the smple redity of things.

Indeed, if you find yoursdlf dependent on studies and statistics to persuade someone of the wrongness of
homosexudity and thet it should not be legitimized in society, you have dready lost the debate. Congder:
a person who remains unpersuaded by a reminder of the obvious truth has reveded himsdlf to be an
intellectud reprobate for whom facts are ultimately meaningless. Yet if you, by retreating to secondary
evidence, grant that obvious truth is insufficient to prove your case, you voluntarily invite a debate context
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which favors those who are willing to cheat and lie to win.

Defedting “gay” arguments, therefore, depends upon asserting the plain truth about homosexudity from the
start. If youfail to chalengethe presuppositions of the“gay” position, you will forever be at adisadvantage
in opposing the many gods of the “gay” agenda Stand firmly on the truth that homosexudlity is an
objectively disordered condition deserving of socia disapproval becauseit Spreadsdiseaseand dysfunction.
Y ouwill be aggressively attacked for this pogition, because your opponents know that it isthe only position
fromwhich you can successfully defeet dl of their arguments. Y ou will take less hegt for seeking some point
of compromise, but you will trade away most of your morad and persuasive authority in the process.

If you decline to stand firm on your pro-family presuppositions, the ingghts provided in this booklet will not

be of much vaue to you. Buit if you do, they will serve as potent weapons againg every form of “gay”
sophistry and your courageous stand for truth will be vindicated.
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APPENDIX A

TEN RULESFOR DEBATING “ GAY” ARGUMENTS
(Asapplied in ahypothetica conversation).

First. Never leave unchallenged any argument in which sexual orientation theory, homosexual
immutability or the equivalency of heter osexuality and homosexuality is assumed (which isjust
about any discussion you will ever have on thisissue).

“Gay” Advocate “ Can't you see that denying gaystheright to marry is discrimination. Why shouldn’t they
have the same basic rights as heterosexud s?’

You: “I'm alittle confused by your argument. Are you saying that you think homaosexudity is equivaent to
heterosexudity?’

Second. Always make the advocates of the“ gay” position definethe critical terms.

“Gay” Advocate: “Of course they are equivaent. One person is no better than another just because of
whom they happen to love.”

You: “I gill don't get it. How do you define homaosexudity and heterosexudity? It's more than love isn't
it?

Third. Stay ontrack. Sophistswill alwayschangethe subject toavoid havingtoadmit error. The
trick isto stay focused until theterm in question isdefined. Don’t allow your self to bebaited into
switching topics. Promise to address new topics after your main question has been answer ed.
(Also, watch out for the “tag team” tactic in which a third party will interrupt your discusson to
help your opponent change the subject. Make these parties addressyour question.)

“Gay” Advocate “Homosexudity isjust your sexud orientation. It'sthe way you're born. Some people
aredraight. Somearegay. You don't think gay people should be discriminated againgt just because they

have a different orientation, do you?’

You: “I'd like to answer that question after we talk about what sexua orientation is, but I'm il not clear
on what you mean by homaosexudity. How do you know that it's just the way someoneis born?

Fourth. Don’t allow your opponent to place the burden of proof upon you to disprove one of his
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or her assumptions. The burden of proof ison him or her.

“Gay” Advocate. “Everybody knowsthat. Therearelotsof studies. Besides, who would chooseto be gay
when there is so much hatred and homophobia againgt them?’

Y ou: “Lots of people make choicesthat other people hate. That doesn't prove anything. And al the studies
that | have seen have been inconclusive. Can you cite me any study that absolutely proves that gays are
born that way?’

Fifth. Always steer the discussion to sexual conduct.

“Gay” Advocate: “They’re out there. But gay people don't have to prove themselves to deserve basic
rights. Y ou don’t have to prove your heterosexudity to get your rights do you?’

You: “Now we're back where we started on this question of whether homosexudity is equivdent to
heterosexudity. Y ou till haven't defined what homosexudlity isor what heterosexudity is. 1sn'titaquestion
of behavior?’

Sixth. Keep thediscussion on what can be obj ectively obser ved and measured and away from the
subjective. Don’t be diverted into a discussion of abstractions.

“Gay” Advocate: “No, itsnot about behavior, itsabout orientation. | aready said that. Y ou can begay and
cdibate. Being gay iswhen the person you fdl in love with isthe same sex asyou. Being straight iswhen
you fdl in love with someone of the opposte sex. That'sit.”

You: “So where does sex come in. If orientation has nothing to do with sexua behavior, what stops
pedophiles from claming equality with gays and sraights? If they never get physical, what does it matter
if they fdl inlove with achild?’

Seventh. Use affir mative statementsto reclaim theinitiative in the discussion.

“Gay” Advocate: “Y egh, but pedophiliaisillegd.”

You: “Right. The behavior isillegd, but not the thoughts and fedings. That'swhy itsimportant to be very
clear on the definition of homosexudity and heterosexudity beforewe decideif they' reequd. If we' reonly
talking about thoughts and feglings, then perhapsthey are equal, but then so aredl the other orientationsyou
canthink of. If we compare them by the types of behavior they involve, that's a different story.

Pedophile behavior is illegd because it harms children. Homosexud behavior is il illegd in many Sates
because it spreads disease and dysfunction.”
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Eighth. Make the opponent facetheflawsin hisor her logic.

“Gay” Advocate: “Well heterosexuds engage in the same risky behaviors as homaosexuds.”
Y ou: “So would you agree that disapprovd of dl harmful sexud conduct is reasonable?’
Nine. Follow the flaw toitsillogical conclusion.

“Gay” Advocate: “No, | don't think its anyone' s business what two people do in the privacy of their own
bedroom.”

You: “Allow me to summarize whet you' resaying. Homosexua s and heterosexudsare only different asto
the choice of their partner, one is same-sex, the other opposite sex, but that they are equd in that both
engage in the same types of sexua conduct. You aso bdieve that society has no right to regulate sexud
conduct even if it threatens the public hedth, but you would make an exception for pedophiles. Isthat about
right?’

Ten. Measure your success by the degree to which you have illuminated the truth for those
listening in to your discussion, not by the willingness of your opponent to change hisor her mind.

“Gay” Advocate: “I’m not going to let you trgp meinto some homophobic box. Y our problemisthat you're
abigot.”

You: “Your problem isthat you don’t understand that homosexudity is very different than heterosexudity.
Heterosexudity describes the way al human beings are designed to function as compatible opposite-sex
partners. Homaosexuality could only be equivadent if it was rooted in a comparable physiologica design.
Instead, even when engaging in homaosexud acts, a person remains inherently and immutably heterosexua
by nature. Sexud orientationis just atheoretica model that |ets you pretend that sexudlity is a subjective
gate-of-mind and not an objective physicd redlity.

“That’'swhy marriage is closed to homosexuals. It is an ingitution designed to protect and strengthen the
natura family, which isitsdf rooted in the procreetive heterosexud design we dl share”

Analysis. The preceding hypothetica conversation is actualy a composite of many rea discussons
between the author and various advocates of the “gay” position. It accurately and honestly portrays the
typica comments and attitudes of “gay” defenders. What may be gleaned from this exchange is that one
can never truly come to a common understanding with a “gay” sophist, Since he or she cares only about
winning and not about the truth. Y et there are many people who merely parrot “gay” rhetoricand who are
redlly victims of sophistry, not sophists themsdaves. These people are persuadable.

The only vdue in arguing with atrue sophist isto hone your debate skills. Usudly, however, you will have
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anaudience. Inthat case, take the opportunity to educate your audience and don’t be discouraged that your
opponent refuses to see reason.

When dl is said and done, the only red solution to the problems created by “gay” sophistry isto restore a
truthful sandard in every ingtitution where the sophists now hold sway. That means that we who have
learned how to defeat “gay” sophistry must actively compete for influence in those indtitutions and to
persuade others who share our love for the truth to do the same.
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Absolute
Tolcrance

High
Tolerance

Recasonablc
Tolerance

Low
Tolerance

Zero
Tolerance

This
black

The Triangle of Tolerance

Examples:

Thoughts, beliefs, morally neutral criteria such as skin color

Speech
The right te say “I'm gay"
or "l believe in racial segregation”

Harmless private behavior

playing unpopular music

Harmless public behavior

panhandling

Harmful private behavior

homesexudality, using drugs

Harmful public
behavior:

drunk dr'ving

Violent
Crime

In society, tolerance is "putting up with" what we don't like. The amount of tolerance v
give depends on the amount of harm or benefit society receives from the thing in quest
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In society, toleranceis “putting up with” what we don’t like. The amount of tolerance we
give depends upon the amount of harm or benefit society receives from the thing in question.
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and white version of the Triangle of Tolerance is provided for easy duplication and distribution. Permission is
granted to reproduce this graphic so long as the copyright line is included. The Triangle of Tolerance is also
available for download at www.abidingtruth.com, along with additional free resources of a similar nature.
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