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Legalizing Homosexuality in T&T:  
The Intervarsity Christian Fellowship Discussion Panel 
The IVCF sponsored the forum on “Would legalizing Homosexuality help to build a better society in Trinidad and Tobago?” on Friday March 8, 2013 at UWI, in which the general public was invited.  A panel discussion is commonly understood to represent alternative viewpoints to assist the audience in getting at the truth of an issue.  This presentation could have been re-titled, “Legalizing Homosexuality—the Christian Perspective,” as all panel members were Christians.  At the start, Dr. Morgan, the moderator, noted that this was not a debate but an educational session.  Having listened to the discussion I would have used “propaganda” session to more accurately describe it. 
It was much like FOX’s “fair and balanced” news reporting which is skewed towards the conservative viewpoint. Information and studies were cherry picked to support the Christian belief that legalization would cause much harm to society.  Alternative views were dismissed out of hand. Each panelist was given an opportunity to lay out their case from five different perspectives:  the medical, legal, religious, mental health, and personal views. 

The first panelist, Dr. Maria Branford, a psychologist, decried the “single story” approach, which was exactly the approach of the IVCF--a ‘Christian-only’ position. She went on to demonstrate that homosexuality is a learned behavior (usually abuse, poor parenting, media, or same-sex peer influence) and not a genetic or hormonal in genesis by discussing studies on twins. 
Contrary to her assertions, the American Psychological Association states, “There is no consensus among scientists about the exact reasons that an individual develops a heterosexual, bisexual, gay, or lesbian orientation. Although much research has examined the possible genetic, hormonal, developmental, social, and cultural influences on sexual orientation, no findings have emerged that permit scientists to conclude that sexual orientation is determined by any particular factor or factors. Many think that nature and nurture both play complex roles; most people experience little or no sense of choice about their sexual orientation.”

So the truth is that we do not know. So that is one misrepresentation of the facts by the panelists. How would Dr. Branford account for homosexuality in animals, would she say that they had a troubled childhood or were abused and that they “chose” to be gay? There must be a significant biological component in some cases if it also happens in the animal kingdom.  
Abrahamic religions cannot admit that homosexuality is an orientation (natural, normal, not chosen—a realization, and not changeable—as in therapy) instead they must see it as a choice or the foundations of their faith would be shaken. To wit: if homosexuality is biological-based and people do not create themselves, then God created them that way, then turns around and calls them an abomination and sends them to hell.  It must be a choice for it to be a sin. 
As with so many other victimless Christian crimes, like the first four commandments that do not deal with humans at all or thought crimes (e.g., coveting donkeys), homosexuality is wrong only because it upsets God. The same is true with heterosexual sex before marriage (if both partners are mature, love each other, not being unfaithful, or giving each other a disease or unwanted pregnancy) what is the great harm arising out of this act, other than upsetting God’s wishes?  One then must ask themselves, what would disturb God more: watching two unmarried individuals who love each other having premarital sex OR watching those same two burn in agony in hell forever? The former must be the Christian response. 
But it does not matter so much what the genesis of the homosexual orientation is, what is important is how those persons are treated by society. Dr. Branford went on to speak for homosexuals stating that they are “unhappy” people. Of course they are and for good reason: because of negative stereotypic assumptions promoted by the church which result in stigmatization, discrimination, exclusion, violence, harassment, and prejudice that is directed at them because they have been declared sinners. They also are disadvantaged in job choices (like teaching), parenting rights, adoption, custody, housing, and other normal life functions fully open to heterosexuals. So yes, we would build a better society if homosexuality is legalized by stopping the abuse. 
Dr. Branford went on to note that therapy has been successful in turning around homosexuals. Here is what the APA has to say about that,
“All major national mental health organizations have officially expressed concerns about therapies promoted to modify sexual orientation. To date, there has been no scientifically adequate research to show that therapy aimed at changing sexual orientation (sometimes called reparative or conversion therapy) is safe or effective. Furthermore, it seems likely that the promotion of change therapies reinforces stereotypes and contributes to a negative climate for lesbian, gay, and bisexual persons.” 
The British Association for Counselling and Psychotherapy says it: “opposes any psychological treatment such as 'reparative' or 'conversion' therapy which is based upon the assumption that homosexuality is a mental disorder, or based on the premise that the client/patient should change his/her sexuality.” “The body adds that it recognises World Health Organisation policy that says such therapies can cause severe harm to an individual's mental and physical health.” Indeed many homosexuals have committed suicide because of the heterosexual pressures. So who is the immoral party now: the homosexuals or the church? 
Given the preceding points, the most helpful therapy for homosexuals who may need it is helping them to overcome the damage done to them by bigoted or ignorant parties in a homophobic world--the church first amongst them. 
The medical perspective was then presented by Dr. David Jackson and while his information appeared to be medically accurate, much of it was directed at indiscriminate or promiscuous homosexual behavior—not same-sex partners in a committed relationship. It also made it appear that there are little or no risks for heterosexual couples, which should have roughly the same amounts of risks if they behave promiscuously. So promiscuity--not sexual orientation--is the driving factor in health problems. 
Next, Ms. Hyacinth Griffith, attorney at law, provided the legal position. She read part of the current T&T law which speaks about buggery and serious indecency.  She proudly announced that the UN has no unanimous declaration on the matter. 
The United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights Article 2 states, “Everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in this Declaration, without distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status.” Although homosexuality is not explicitly mentioned, “other status” was intended to skirt the strong 1948-era prejudice that existed against homosexuals to get the declaration approved. In 2008, an explicit statement on their rights has gained the support of 94 signatories so far. The countries who have not signed yet are primarily states with a heavy fundamentalist influence on government. So religion is still playing a major role in discrimination and suppression of human rights. 
Ms. Griffith then explored other nations that have legalized homosexuality starting with the UK’s repeal of the buggery law in 1967 and the harm that arises from making an immoral act legal. Much of her discourse was on the ‘homosexual agenda’ and how it threatens Christianity and moral social order. The ‘persecution complex’ (Luke 21:12), a constant drumbeat of the faithful over history, was alluded to even though Christians are numerically superior to other groups with approximately 58% of the local population. I might see her point if they were a minority. 
Christians are very concerned that their rights might be violated but have no problem imposing their beliefs on others or violating their rights. Ms. Griffith cited the Constitution  to show we are ruled by God, which states in the first point: “…the Nation of Trinidad and Tobago is founded  upon principles that acknowledge the supremacy of God, faith in fundamental human rights and freedoms, the position of the family in a society of free men and free institutions, the dignity of the human person and the equal and inalienable rights with which all members of the human family are endowed by their Creator.”  The U.S. Constitution, for example, makes no reference to God or Christianity at all and for good reason, not everyone is a believer. So the T&T Constitution is discriminatory here and certainly not the basis for the enforcement of the Christian God’s or any other faiths’ demands. 
Therefore, Ms. Griffith asserts that God rules supreme and has set forth in scripture that homosexuality is a sin—end of discussion--except for that little phrase on “equal and inalienable rights.” The Christian agenda comes clearly to the fore, protect only Christians rights not the balance of humanity (unless they become Christian). 
Contrary to popular opinion, the church has never been the leader in the fight for human rights--in fact--quite the opposite. Historically, the Old Testament supported slavery (God’s Word) and the church continued to support slavery until it was abolished by secular forces in 1834 in the UK and 1865 in the U.S. They tried to discredit Darwin (evolution) who was trying to demonstrate that non-whites were human and not a different species in order to end discrimination. The Christian churches in South Africa supported Apartheid as late as 1989 when it was embarrassed and pressured into renouncing it. Discrimination even continued in the U.S. until 2000 when Bob Jones (Christian) University ended its ban on interracial dating on campus, but did not publically apologize until 2008! This is not the Dark Ages--this is modern Christianity. I don’t know why any non-white would want to be a member of a church that doesn’t even think they are human and has consistently suppressed their rights.  Sadly, they have forgotten where they come from and are now suppressing homosexuals rights in the guise of love for misguided people. 
The church stood by and even supported the colonizing powers when they went into someone else’s land and stole their resources, subjugated their people, destroyed their culture, then converted them to the Christian faith (so they could find God’s love). The church participated in these crimes against humanity. 
The church also doesn’t like heretics and non-believers and has been persecuting them since they obtained political power in the Roman Empire around 380 CE. Saint Thomas Aquinas said it best in 1271: “Unbelievers deserve not only to be separated from the Church, but also... to be exterminated from the World by death." The Inquisition was the church’s strategy to save mankind. 

Christianity has a long and constant history of suppression of human rights:  Blacks, women (inferiority), witches, pagans, heretics, Jews (anti-Semitism), colonized populations, educators, atheists, scientists, and now homosexuals—anyone who does not agree with their narrow, rigid, and archaic view of the world. Not exactly Christ’s message, but many of the faithful just don’t get it, even the ones in leadership positions, but they can always point to a passage in the Bible that justifies their actions. 

 But it doesn’t stop there:  Christians don’t even like other Christians. In the Thirty-Years War in the 1600s, where Protestants and Catholics fought each other, 10 million lives were lost (to prove what?) and they are at it in Northern Ireland right now. It is a history of hate from the people who admonish us to ‘love our neighbor.’ Robert Ingersoll correctly observed, “Strange but true, those who have loved God most have loved men least.” The Bible was on the mark in stating, “and you shall know them by their fruits” (Matthew 7:16). 
I can now appreciate why philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche said, “The last Christian died on the cross.” If Christ were to come back now he would not recognize his (41,000 denominations of) churches--each claiming that they have the “truth”--and very ready to impose it on others in order to “save” them. 
Having said that, as I looked around the lecture hall I saw many young impressionable faces with idealism in their eyes and good intentions in their hearts. From the clapping I would say it was about a 95% Christian audience.  While the church has done good in many areas, it is their rigid or blind idealism that gets them into trouble.  Baumeister, a sociologist, in his landmark book on research into evil: 

Evil: Inside Human Violence and Cruelty, identifies the three major causes of evil in the world and idealism (good ends justify dirty means) is one of them (see p. 12 for details). You can’t hurt others in your quest for good. Christian philosophy has always been premised on the following principle: if we can just convert/eliminate all the “bad” people, only “good” people will be left (and God will reward us for our efforts). That is wrong and it needs to stop now.
Ms. Griffith sought to raise the alarm that our children would be exposed in school to learning about homosexuals which could influence them negatively. School or not, at some point everyone learns that there are those who do not enjoy a heterosexual relationship—do they turn gay at that point? It is much better to discuss it in ours school in an objective manner instead of the streets filled with prejudices and hatred. 
She cited a legal case in Canada that had sought to demonstrate that the Bible contains ‘hate speech’ (anti-homosexual). Finally, someone is calling a spade and spade. Isn’t it ironic that secular forces have always had to teach the church about morality? 
Referring to homosexuals, she declared that no group should try to advance an agenda by deception. This not only further reinforced their negative stereotype but is also exactly what this panel was doing by only selecting studies and information that supported their position while ignoring the rest. Psychologists call this: confirmation bias and it is inexcusable (and unethical?) for academics to deliberately engage in this behavior. 
She was followed by Mr. Joseph Caterson, a minister, from the St. Augustine Evangelical Bible Church.  He also attempted to use science to make his point discussing X and Y chromosomes, then shifted gears to explore Leviticus in the Old Testament where homosexuality is mentioned. He said that all the sexual sins in Leviticus 20:9-21 “carried the same weight.”  They are adultery, incest, bestiality, homosexuality, and period sex. How can incest (where a child is destroyed) carry the same weight as period sex? By association, the false connection between homosexuality and child molestation is implied which is not only not true but alarmist. No panelist mentioned that the church’s clerical body is a breeding ground for child molestation and are facing law suits all over the world for it. 
The minister continued and stated that diseases would increase and that the family as we know it would be destabilized and that we need to promote a dialog with the poor misinformed gay community and declare God’s law to them in order to protect our children. What we need is to protect our children from is using the name of God to justify discrimination. This is a classic example of Christians looking down on others but making it seem like they are actually helping them. 

Finally, Ms. Michelle Smith, who was abused by an adult woman at the age of nine and turned into a “butch” lesbian for over 20 years spoke. She told us how Jesus saved her and she likes guys now. When she started to speak in tongues the spirit of lesbianism left her. What is not clear is whether she was just engaging in homosexual behaviors or was she really a homosexual in terms of orientation? It could have been that she was a misguided heterosexual who finally came back to her original identity. It was also not revealed if her drug smuggling problem, which she was jailed for, had been cured too? She underscored that homosexuality is a learned behavior and they people with that lifestyle are not really happy. When she finished there was a thunderous applause and for a moment I thought I was in a church service. 
Then came question and answer time, but not in the way you think. Like a Republican town hall meeting, only three bodies were asked to submit one question each with no opportunity for follow up. The first was from a representative of the Institute of Gender and Development Studies where one could tell by her nonverbals that she was really disturbed and frustrated by the presentations. She asked if the Leviticus imperative was not so much to bash homosexuality as to restore a dwindling population that needed more (children producing) copulation events. It was laughed off by the panel as not a serious question. She brought up a brave lesbian student which reminded me of someone being fed to the lions (although everyone was polite in public). 
Next, the Law Department question was pro-Christian and asked, are we avoiding the truth (God’s command) just in order to make ourselves comfortable? 
Finally, a person identified as a “coach” asked a question that had already been “answered,” is homosexuality caused more by nature or nurture?  The minister kicked in stating that the homosexual community has a zeal to convert others, but somehow that is OK for the Christian community because they have the “truth?”
Some of the comments made by the panel after these three questions were asked included:  The church is the last hope of society; we are here to “help” the gay community; Jesus said everyone needs to be saved; maybe in the past we have condemned homosexuals, but we have to show them more love; exposing children to homosexual behavior damages them; there are many testimonies of former homosexuals being healed by Jesus; it is important that we do not have a narrow viewpoint on this issue; and, when we make choices, we also choose the consequences.  Enlightening. 
Continuing in the suppressive and controlled manner with smiles on everyone’s faces, the audience was asked to write down their questions for the panel on slips of paper that a screener would read, sort, and present to the panel for the balance of discussion.  Could the audience trust the IVCF that had stacked the deck with all Christian presenters to be fair in advancing questions that may weaken their case?
The following are the audience questions in quotation marks followed by the answers to the best of my notes and memory. 

“Can a homosexual be a Christian?” No, not if they do not reject being gay as a lifestyle (only if they are trying to repent). 
“Doesn’t the T&T Constitution protect all citizens’ rights?” Well, we are concerned about Christians being discriminated against if homosexuality is legalized. 
“Wasn’t the true message of Jesus to love all?” Yes, but we must defend the truth of the Bible too, which states that homosexuality is a sin. 
“My daughter is a homosexual, how do I deal with her?” Do not bash her, approach her in love, be a good role model, and lead by example. 
“I am homosexual and feel that there is no way out.” Yes there is, all you need to do is give your life to Christ. 
“Why should non-Christians be forced to go along with the Christian position on homosexuality?”  This is a free country, you can believe whatever you want. 
“Please explain just how the legalization of homosexuality will lead to an increase in the gay community?”  Well, it will send a signal to everyone that homosexuality is OK and more people will therefore become homosexuals. 
“How can people with transgender operations be transformed?” Well, we can’t undo the medical operation but we can work with anyone who wants to be saved by their identity in Christ.
“You cite Leviticus as a basis for condemning homosexuality but you conveniently avoid obeying all of that book, like stoning children who misbehave, or not having period sex, why?” That was the Old Testament and Jesus gave us a new covenant so the old rules don’t apply [which old rules and who decides? And, why is the New Testament silent on slavery?].  The medical doctor noted that period sex has medical risks like “retro flow” that could cause infection. What! Read what any health website says about it. The National Health Service of the UK states: “…there is no particular health risk in having sex during a woman’s period and it is safe for both the man and woman.”  Sorry Christians, menstruation is not a disease. 
This is good example of how Christians are compelled to twist the facts to conform with medical notions (“unclean”) that existed 2,000 years ago in scripture.  Psychologists call this the belief bias, in short, rejecting anything (including scientific evidence, logic, or historical facts) that contradicts one’s belief system.  A little truth would be refreshing.
“This was a one-sided panel, not an open discussion.” As the moderator said in the opening remarks this was meant to be an educational discussion, not a debate. 
My question would have been, “What business is it of yours what two consenting adults do behind closed doors--are you now the bedroom police?” 

Finally, each panelist was asked to make a concluding remark.  The medical doctor said that not legalizing it would result in improved health. The pastor said homosexuality is not in keeping with nature and that if legalized we could see the end of the human race as people would stop having babies! The lawyer said, for example, so there is nothing wrong with legalizing murder?  Why should we legalize something that is wrong? We create the kind of society that we want to live in. The psychologist said Jesus can help you change if you really want to. The converted woman said that change is possible and that the scriptures are true. God has given us fixed moral rules—and that’s that!
Yes, “that’s that,” you can’t have a conversation with someone who has discovered “the truth” because they are right and you are wrong (and something to be pitied and reformed). 
It is clear that there is a major disconnect between Jesus’ teachings and how the church behaves in suppressing human rights, until it is forced to recant by secular forces and this is way it has always been.  Our UWI Christian students need to read more on their early and latter church history and how the Bible was actually put together and not blindly accept the indoctrinated and sanitized ‘Sunday School’ version of events. 

The homosexuality issue is the ticking time bomb that could bring down the church or seriously fracture it. The church appears to have lost its moral authority here and relevance to human progress. 
Trinidad and Tobago is not a theocracy but a secular state where everyone’s rights must be protected as our Prime Minister said (December, 2012):  “I do not support discrimination in any form against any individual, regardless of their gender identity or sexual orientation. I share your view that the stigmatisation of homosexuality in T&T is a matter which must be addressed on the grounds of human rights and dignity to which every individual is entitled under international law.”

Our antiquated anti-homosexual statute, based on a 2,000 year-old prejudice, should not hold us hostage today in T&T or we will continue to be viewed as a backward country--an embarrassment and injustice to us all. 

Dr. John A. Gedeon

March 16, 2013










