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A short treatise on homosexuality and homosexual practice 

Life for homosexual Catholics today is, I suspect, extremely difficult. Film and television 

constantly promote homosexual sexual relationships as great goods, just as they fill everyone’s 

minds with constant sexual imagery. On the other hand Catholic priests, though they mostly 

agree with the Church’s teaching on homosexuality, are often reluctant to speak of it publicly, so 

that the homosexual Catholic often develops a confused impression of the Church’s teaching. He 

may, for example, come to believe that the Church condemns or shuns him because of his very 

nature. Nor will he get much help from the stark definitions and bald assertions of the 

Catechism; for the Catechism, let us not forget, is given in the first instance to the bishops and 

pastors of the Church1, and is a dense work of reference. And just as almost no-one learns a 

language from a reference grammar, so few can understand the Church’s thinking on an issue 

unless some fuller and less intense explanations are offered to them. In this book then, I offer an 

account of the Church’s teaching on this topic. Sometimes I try to offer my own insights into the 

Church’s thought process, but only to elucidate, not to go beyond, the Church’s formal teaching. 

Other accounts would be possible, but I offer mine in the hope that it will help homosexual 

Catholics, particularly by clearing up various misconceptions that they may hold. To this end, the 

book is structured as a series of reasonable questions, of a kind that people who are sceptical 

about the Church’s teaching often ask, followed by the best Catholic answers I can muster. In my 

own view, they suffice to prove the reasonableness of the Church’s position, and---most 

importantly of all---to prove that this teaching has ever grown from, and in, love. 

Isn’t homosexuality natural? Why be against something natural? Aren’t you 

forcing people to repress part of themselves? 

 The Church throughout her history has encountered people who have experience strong 

and predominant same-sex attraction. Though she does not take a view on matters of speculation, 

probably every Catholic bishop and theologian would agree that homosexuals have almost 

certainly existed throughout human history. Same-sex sexual behaviour has indeed been 

observed in animals. If we call ‘natural’ everything that always happens or always exists, then 

same attraction is therefore ‘natural’. Moreover if we define ‘natural’ human behaviour as any 

behaviour that some or all humans would engage in if they were left without any human 

guidance or training, then, yes, even homosexual sexual practice is ‘natural’ in that sense.  

 Indeed, if we are to respond fairly to the questions posed under this heading, then this 

definition of ‘natural’ behaviour is, I think, the right one for us to use. For it captures the core 

idea that people have in mind when they are arguing in favour of homosexual practice on the 

grounds of its naturalness: namely that it is the sort of thing that people often engage in when 

there is no ‘socially constructed’ ‘prejudice’ against it. Our definition, then, offers us a way of 

prescinding from any such social pressures. As we shall see, very few people are not subject to 

any human guidance or training, strictly speaking; but we can reasonably assert that homosexual 

practice is ‘natural’ as defined above simply because, broadly speaking, it seems to occur more 

                                                 
1 See Fidei Depositum (printed at the front of the Catechism), Section 3, Paragraph 3 
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frequently and more openly in any one society the less that the guidance and training offered by 

that society deprecates it.  

 This leads us to our first crucial point. According to the teaching of the Church, simply 

being homosexual---simply being such that one experiences same-sex attraction---does not make 

one a bad person, nor any less loved by God; it is not something for which one is morally 

culpable, because it just isn’t the sort of thing for which one can be morally culpable.2 The great 

drama of human life, its great significance, lies in our choices: we are rational creatures with free 

will, and what makes us good or bad is how we use that free will---the choices we make. Simply 

being homosexual is not a morally bad thing. 

 The Church, however, considers homosexual sexual practice to be a bad use of one’s free 

will---a wrong thing for us to do, incompatible with our dignity as rational creatures.3 But how 

can this be, if, as already admitted, homosexual sexual practice is in a sense ‘natural’? 

 To answer this, we need to look closely at the definition of ‘natural behaviour’ above. We 

saw that it was behaviour that humans would engage in ‘if left without any human guidance or 

training’. On that definition, almost everyone would agree that homosexual sexual practice is 

natural. (Indeed, that is why we chose the definition: if we had defined ‘natural’ in an 

importantly different way, we would not have found this agreement). But we should consider the 

definition further.  

 Firstly: in no human society are people left without any human guidance or training. As 

people live together in society, they find that they need to make compromises, not always to do 

what they want to do at any one moment; so unspoken ‘rules’ develop, which the community 

enforces by little acts of moral training---punishment and reward, etc. The community talks 

together about these rules; philosophers emerge who try to understand the limits of the rules, 

their logic, what justifies them, etc. So no society has ever existed that didn’t offer moral 

guidance and training. 

 The only kind of person left without all human guidance and training, then, would be a 

feral child. His would be the only truly ‘natural’ behaviour, because it would have developed 

free from the enforced human rules of social life. But feral children---of whom there have 

thankfully been few in history, as far as we know---do various things. Actually their behaviour 

differs with their living environments, but---just to consider the ones brought up in very ‘natural’ 

circumstances, such as in the wild---they defecate in public, and manifest various non-human 

animal behaviours. Now, these are not behaviours we consider right for a human being; we have 

a greater dignity than animals, and it is plain that to do all the things that a feral child does in the 

wild would be to fail to live up to that human dignity. It is, then, morally culpable to do such 

things, such as defecating in public (unless one is a feral child oneself, in which case one can’t be 

blamed!). 

                                                 
2 CCC 2359 cf 2357 
3 CCC 2357 
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 This shows that the mere fact that a behaviour is ‘natural’ does not make it right for 

human beings. Besides, one truly ‘natural’ behaviour of ours is to form societies, and hence rules 

and philosophies. We have to think about things, and the very thinking makes our behaviour less 

than ‘natural’ anyway. So we cannot get ‘nature’ to provide us with our ethics.  

 Of course, homosexual sexual practice is not an exclusively ‘natural’ phenomenon in this 

sense; for some human societies have allowed or even encouraged it (though in fact very few 

have done so). But even in those societies people had to think about what was right; if they had 

just acted as in ‘nature’ they would have been collections of solitary individuals, not societies at 

all. Our own society, indeed, is largely in favour of homosexual sexual practice, perhaps because 

most people today believe, vaguely, that ‘what is natural is right’. But even that belief is a 

philosophy; a very flawed philosophy, for the reasons I am giving, but a philosophy nonetheless. 

Therefore subscribing to it makes ‘natural’ behaviour impossible, because to have an ethical 

philosophy is to train oneself. One cannot reduce ethics to nature. 

 And so this is why the Church can insist that experiencing naturally-occurring feelings is 

not wrong, but acting on them can be. We can decide rationally how we act; whereas our 

‘natural’ tendencies do not always point us to behaviour that is compatible with our dignity as 

rational creatures: we need moral guidance and training. Hence the human will is the locus of 

moral value. This is a general point which could be applied to various matters; it does not prove 

the Church right about homosexuality; but it does prove that ‘nature’ does not prove the Church 

wrong. We shall have to apply our reason to the question instead.  

That’s all very well in general. But sexuality is a fundamental human good. 

Not to express it is unhealthy and bad. So you can’t say that homosexual 

feelings are natural, and yet forbit acting on them. That is just cruel and 

harmful. 

 This argument, or one like it, is often made by leaders of the ‘Pride’ movement: indeed, 

the author of this tract recently heard one such person make it on national radio. It needs careful 

unpicking. First, we should note that sexuality is not reducible to sexual practice. As the 

Catechism states: 

Sexuality affects all aspects of the human person in the unity of his body and soul. It 

especially concerns affectivity, the capacity to love and to procreate, and in a more 

general way the aptitude for forming bonds of communion with others.4 

Hence, ‘expressing one’s sexuality’, strictly analysed, may mean little more than being 

comfortable in own’s own skin, of making use of the insights and sensitivities which one would 

not have without one’s specific sexuality. It is arguably acceptable for homosexual Catholics to 

‘express’ their sexuality in this way, though in a qualified sense, within strict limits: any 

sexualized behaviour or Pride-style ‘expression’ clearly would not be acceptable, for example. 

                                                 
4 CCC 2332 
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 But clearly the ‘human good’ of which Pride activists talk does not consist merely in any 

such expression: for them, it consists primarily in sexual activity. Therefore their quoted claim is 

equivocal: more accurately it is the claim ‘Sexual practice is a fundamental human good’. 

 But ‘fundamental good’ is also a woolly term. Again, though, the meaning that Pride 

activists have in mind when they talk of it is fairly obvious. By a ‘fundamental good’ they seem 

to mean ‘something which it is part of any fully human, good life to do’, and really they are 

therefore saying that sexual practice is an essential human good. So if we are to try to respond to 

the claim ‘Sexuality is a fundamental human good’, we had better understand it as meaning 

‘Sexual practice is an essential human good’. But here we have to add a qualification. For Pride 

activists would presumably not claim that it was a human good to pursue a sexuality that was not 

own’s own; hence we would do best to render their claim as follows: ‘Sexual practice in 

accordance with one’s desires is an essential human good’. 

 But---even leaving aside the Church’s conception of the ends of human life---there are 

good reasons for thinking that sexual practice in accordance with one’s desires is not an essential 

human good. Consider, for example, a man whose primary sexual attraction is to horses. (This 

attraction, which I think we can uncontroversially call disordered, exists, as does almost every 

conceivable disordered attraction). Does this man do something truly human, something that is 

an essential part of a good and fully human life, by acting upon his desire? What about someone 

primarily attracted to cars, or children? What about someone too ill to form a meaningful 

relationship? Most people would, I suggest, feel that for those people, sexual acts in accordance 

with their desires would be dehumanizing and bad, not human and good. Now, truth is not 

democratic, and this common intuition is not a conclusive ethical argument in itself; but perhaps 

it suggests that the human good is not such that sexual practice in accordance with one’s desires 

is essential to it. And since it is hard to suppose that sexual practice not in accordance with out 

desires is for any one any kind of good, this would suggest that sexual practice in general is not 

an essential human good. We always have to ask ourselves whether the sexual practice to which 

we are inclined is fitting for a human being. So, at this point in this tract, it remains an open 

question whether homosexual sexual practice is so fitting. 

 We have, then, imagined various possible people, such as the man attracted to horses, and 

considered whether it would be right for them to express their sexualities through sexual acts. 

But an interesting special case would be that of an heterosexual man whose wife is dying of 

cancer, but who nevertheless still feels sexual urges. Does his life count as less than fully good 

and human if he does not find some woman to have sexual relations with? The answer is surely 

‘no’. It would seem, then, that sexual practice in accordance with his desires is not for him an 

essential good; which in turn seems to vitiate the Pride activist’s claim that sexual practice in 

accordance with one’s desires is an essential human good. 

 Now, the Pride activist could say that his claim that ‘sexuality is a fundamental human 

good’ (for let us be fair and go back to his own words) does not force him to say that such a man 

really should have sexual relations whilst his wife is dying. He could say that he is not claiming 

that only continuous sexual practice can make a life truly human; he could perhaps argue that a 

good life involves other things, and that therefore having sexual relations is not always an 
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essential human good at any one moment. On the other hand, though, it is hardly likely that he 

would argue that a single sexual encounter, followed by a lifetime of abstinence, would be 

enough for a homosexual man to realise the ‘fundamental good’ of his sexuality in his life. We 

can see, then, that he needs an account of how a ‘fundamental good’ that is to be realized in 

many sexual acts over the length of one’s life, works. 

 But he will find it very hard to construct such an account. Recall that we analysed the 

Pride activist’s ‘fundamental good’, I think quite fairly, as a good without which no human life 

would be fully human and good. But does our life in some way fail to be fully human and good 

every time we refuse any one sexual opportunity that is in accordance with our desires? Even if, 

for the sake of argument, we allow that any one refusal of sexual relations is a refusal, and so 

loss, of a potential good, is it really a loss of a fundamental (i.e. essential) good? If not, then how 

many such opportunities do we have to refuse before we lose a fundamental good? 

 We are, of course, exploring the logic of an argument that the above remarks about horse 

zoophiles have already shown to be absurd, so we do not need to tie ourselves too tightly into 

knots in a vain effort to salvage it. But suffice it to say that it would prove impossible to define a 

threshold of sexual practice that counts as realizing a fundamental human good; a threshold such 

that failure to meet it would render one’s life less than fully human and good. Every single 

opportunity to engage in sexual practice is a unique situation in which other, countervailing 

moral factors may apply: as for the man whose wife is dying. For as we have already seen, such 

factors sometimes seem to us to outweigh any putative moral imperative of sexual practice---as 

in that man’s case. At most, therefore, sexual practice, or rather some kinds of sexual practice 

(not including zoophilia, paedophilia, etc.) are human goods; but no coherent sense can be made 

of the idea that they are fundamental (essential) human goods. 

 But once we realise that sexuality is not a moral trump card, that countervailing 

considerations can make it wrong to express it in sexual practice at any one time, we must admit 

that the Pride position is unstable. For, firstly, we have now opened the floor to arguments about 

those countervailing moral considerations; and there is no reason why we shouldn’t debate the 

claim that countervailing considerations always make homosexual acts wrongful.5 

 Indeed, the pride activist’s position looks even more unstable if one considers the 

mutability of sexuality. For, as we have noted already, the Pride activist’s claim that ‘sexuality is 

a fundamental human good’ is hardly plausible unless we take it as a claim about the expression 

of desires that one actually has. Therefore, if one has reduced one’s desires to a minimum 

through ascesis (that is prayer, self-discipline, a focus on other things), one misses no 

fundamental good by not engaging in sexual practice, because one then barely has any sexual 

desires to act on. Such ascesis is entirely possible, though it may seem daunting to a practicing 

homosexual; just as an onanist cannot conceive how those who are not onanists can possibly 

                                                 
5 Some Catholics may worry that my argument here seems to make a distinction between the idea a) that 

homosexual acts are intrinsically wrongful; b) that other considerations always make homosexual acts wrongful, but 

not intrinsically so. But I am trying to make as robust an argument as I can for the Church’s view; and besides, this 

notional distinction seems to me to be a phantom one; if an act is always wrong then one may reasonably call it 

intrinsically wrong. 
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cope, how they cannot be constantly weighed down by sexual urges. In truth, one’s freely-willed 

choices and self-discipline can break one free from enslavement to one’s body, even if no-one in 

this life fully corrects the disordered relationship between his body and mind; a disordered 

relationship that Catholics see as a consequence of the Fall, and so not an essential feature of 

human nature (though an inevitable feature of fallen human nature). But unsurprisingly, Pride 

activists tend to forget about the power of ascesis. 

 Yet once one realises a) that ascesis is possible b) that there can be considerations that 

make it wrong to express one’s sexuality on any one occasion c) that a person with minimal 

sexual desires misses no ‘fundamental good’ by not having sexual relations, since he has little or 

no sexual urge to ‘express’, then one will see that the Pride activist’s argument furnishes no 

objection to a homosexual’s choice to follow celibacy and ascesis, and so to cast off most of his 

sexual desire. For there are many very good (and morally relevant) reasons not to have 

homosexual sexual relations, even leaving aside the Church’s teaching; reasons that are clearly 

good enough to recommend abstinence for the time it takes to reduce one’s desires to a 

minimum. One, which we will consider later, is the fact that homosexual practice carries severe 

medical risks. 

 An analogy will clarify my argument here. If a man knows that he has a sexually 

transmitted disease that will take two years to cure, then no-one would, I think, publicly argue 

that that man would be forsaking a fundamental human good by not having sexual relations in 

those two years. But if the consideration of not wanting to transmit a disease can for two years 

prevail against the putative moral imperative of sexual practice (the imperative that the claim 

‘sexual practice is an essential human good’ implies), then so can the consideration of not 

wanting to harm one’s own body. Hence the homosexual has as much reason to abstain from 

sexual relations for two years as the man with a sexual disease does: for, as we shall see, 

homosexual sexual practice really is very bad for the body. But in two well-spent years a 

homosexual could easily master and minimalize his sexual desire. 

 Of course, the Pride activist could resist this conclusion by arguing that having and acting 

on homosexual urges is just a greater good than having no such urges, so that the person who 

chooses to minimize his homosexual urges does indeed deny himself a great good. But then the 

Pride activist would be discriminating between different personal experiences of desire; he 

would be ceasing to claim that the mere fact of having certain desires is a justification for acting 

on them. And this makes it entirely legitimate for a Catholic to make the opposite argument: that 

it is better to have, and act on, no sexual urges, than to have, and act on, homosexual ones.  

But why would God make people homosexual if he didn’t want them to 

practice? That is just cruel! 

 To experience sexual attraction that one will never be allowed to act upon is undoubtedly 

hard. The Church acknowledges this, saying that homosexuals should be treated with 

‘compassion and sensitivity’. But God makes other people who clearly should not engage in 

sexual practice, such as those with the disordered attractions mentioned above. He also makes 

the profoundly disabled, and others who suffer in other ways. Indeed, we all experience 
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suffering. So really this question is just the age-old Problem of Evil: why would a loving 

omnipotent God permit suffering? Much has been written on this topic; here I offer just one 

thought that may be helpful. 

 This is that our sufferings, disabilities and defects are part of what constitutes us. If they 

did not exist, then nor would we; and few people indeed wish they had never been born. 

Moreover, none of us is morally perfect; we all get things wrong. God could have created more 

perfect beings instead of humans, but perhaps he does not discriminate in his creation choices, so 

to speak. Suffering can often help us to become more sensitive and compassionate, and so can be 

for us a much-needed moral trainer.  

But if the Church is so accepting of the fact that some people are homosexual, 

and believes that it isn’t wrong to be so, then why doesn’t it say that some 

people are ‘born’ gay? 

 It is true that the Church generally avoids saying that people are born homosexual. But 

this is because she tries to be philosophically precise. After all, in what sense is a heterosexual 

person ‘born’ heterosexual? Sexuality develops in adolescence, and the interaction of genetics 

and environment and ideas upon sexuality is not well understood. This is the only reason the 

Church shies away from this language; it is not because it thinks that homosexuality is somehow 

a creation of bad human influences, even if its appearance in any one individual may be 

connected with non-genetic facts in obscure ways. 

But none of this shows that homosexual practice is wrong. Why think that? 

 It is quite true that we have so far only cleared up various confusions that prevent any 

serious discussion of the moral status specifically of homosexual sexual acts. But the Church 

does have good reasons for considering them wrongful, indeed sinful. 

 First, though, we must consider what the Church means by sin. Sin is an action that 

impairs or destroys our relationship with God6; the Catechism says: 

Sin is an offense against reason, truth, and right conscience; it is failure in genuine 

love for God and neighbour caused by a perverse attachment to certain goods. It 

wounds the nature of man and injures human solidarity. It has been defined as “an 

utterance, a deed, or a desire contrary to the eternal law.”7 

Since the Church exists on earth as in instrument of sanctification and salvation8---as a thing for 

making saints---she has a duty to condemn all sin, because sin prevents our growth in holiness, 

the state of having a well-cultivated relationship with God. Hence what seem to be the 

impossibly high standards that she demands, and, on the other hand, her mercifulness: she needs 

to make great demands on us if she is to make saints, but she also knows that we are all sinners 

and will all fall short of ideal standards. She ‘hates sin, not the sinner’; for her hate of the sin 

                                                 
6 CCC 1850, 1855 and 1863 
7 CCC 1849 
8 CCC 772-780 
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derives from her love of the sinner, her always seeing the image of God in him; the possibility of 

his becoming holy, and reaching eternal life. 

 Because sin prevents one’s growth in holiness, the Church’ theorizing about sin is in a 

sense empirical. By this I mean that we can to some extent perceive that certain people are more 

or less holy, and, by looking at their behaviour, we can therefore try to build up an account of 

which behaviours conduce to holiness, and which do not. (Though one’s ability to perceive 

holiness in others perhaps depends upon one’s own degree of holiness). The first reason, then, 

that the Church regards homosexual acts as sinful is that she has throughout all her ages found 

that they prevent one’s growth in holiness. She would observe that practicing homosexuals never 

seem to achieve the peace and serenity that are the marks thereof; for they tend to make sexual 

matters more and more central to their lives, and so fail to achieve that pre-eminence of mind 

over body that is one characteristic of holiness. 

 At the same time, the conscience of the individual always points to some basic moral 

truths9; therefore it is the conviction of the Church that all people, even the most strident 

advocates of homosexual practice, have never entirely lost the sense that homosexual sexual acts 

are wrongful. It is notable that the motto of Stonewall is ‘Acceptance without exception’: not 

tolerance, acceptance. In other words, those who have staked their whole lives, their actions, 

their very selves, on the promotion of homosexual practice, can brook no dissent. And they find 

dissent so hard to bear, and become so angry when they encounter it, because that dissent 

resonates with a small but never-to-be-extinguished pang of conscience in their own minds. Such 

people are in a terribly self-destructive pattern, and merit our deepest sympathy (though we 

should also remember that they would cleanse all our institutions of obedient Catholics if they 

could). For of course it is, from our limited human perspective, most unfair for someone to be 

born with a sexuality that they cannot act upon. ‘Gay rights’ activists therefore have an 

admirable longing for fairness, but they take the futile and harmful step of calling out God on 

this perceived unfairness of his, and so go to war with him, and with their own consciences. No 

good ever comes of this; it is better to trust God in love. 

 Another characteristic of sin is that it leads to further, graver sin; or, as Chesterton’s 

Father Brown puts it ‘Men may keep a sort of level of good, but no man has ever been able to 

keep on one level of evil.’10 In other words, it is impossible to remain on an even keel of sin. 

Therefore, if we can show that, having engaged in homosexual sexual practice, people are more 

likely than average to engage in behaviours that are more uncontroversially wrong, this will be 

another reason to think homosexual sexual practice to be sinful. 

Here we need to consider again my arguments against the claim ‘sexuality is a 

fundamental human good’. We tried there to see how a Pride activist might have responded to 

my objections to this claim, and how he might have tried to nuance it his claim to salvage it. But 

we should consider the possibility that the really committed promoters of homosexual practice 

do in fact think what their phrasing seemed to us to imply all along: that the mere fact of having 

                                                 
9 Gaudium et Spes 16, quoted as CCC 1776 
10 ‘The Flying Stars’ (1911) The Saturday Evening Post, 20th May, also published (1911) in The Innocence of Father 

Brown, which is now available in various editions. 
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a sexual desire makes it good to act on it. Perhaps in truth they would endorse the sexual practice 

of the man with the dying wife, of the zoophile, even of a man with minutes to live, if those men 

were following their urges; perhaps they would also claim that homosexual practice is uniquely 

joyous and therefore an incomparable good for human beings. 

Are there good reasons to think that they really intend the implications of their argument, 

as we detected them above? To think, that is, that homosexual practice, as its chief promoters 

understand is, like all sin, bound up with many further wickednesses? Yes, there are. First: Many 

prominent pro-gay movements were linked with pro-paedophile groups from the 1960s up until 

the 1990s---at which point the pro-gay groups generally dropped their links with the pro-

paedophile ones in order to safeguard their increasing social respectability. To give only a few 

examples: In 1993 the International Gay and Lesbian Association had its observer status at the 

U.N. Economic and Social Council suspended because one its constituent organizations was the 

North American Man/Boy Love Association.11 It later expelled that association, and regained its 

full U.N. status in 201112. In 1977 the Campaign for Homosexual Equality passed a motion at its 

annual conference condemning the ‘harassment’ of the Paedophile Information Exchange by the 

press13, and described the suspension by the Open University of Paedophile Information 

Exchange chairman Tom O’Carroll as ‘a retrograde step towards totalitarian values’.14 At the 

time of its publication in the 1980, the book Paedophilia: The Radical Case by O’Carroll was 

favourably reviewed by Gay News and other gay publications.15 He himself sat on the gay-rights 

sub-committee of the National Council for Civil Liberties (now known as Liberty) representing 

the Paedophile Information Exchange in the 1970 and 1980s.16 In 1997 prominent gay-rights 

activist Peter Tatchell wrote a letter to the Guardian in which he said: 

The positive nature of some child–adult sexual relationships is not confined to non-

Western cultures. Several of my friends – gay and straight, male and female – had sex 

with adults from the ages of nine to 13. None feel they were abused. All say it was 

their conscious choice and gave them great joy. While it may be impossible to 

condone paedophilia, it is time society acknowledged the truth that not all sex 

involving children is unwanted, abusive and harmful.17 

                                                 
11 Gamson, Joshua. (1997) “Messages of Exclusion: Gender, Movements, and Symbolic Boundaries.” Gender and 

Society, vol. 11, no. 2, pp. 178–199. JSTOR, www.jstor.org/stable/190542. Retrieved 14th August 2019 
12 Press Release (31st December 2011), Development Alternative with Women for a New Era, 

https://dawnnet.org/2011/12/ecosoc-council-vote-grants-consultative-status-to-ilga/ Retrieved 14th August 2019 
13 Julie Bindel, (25th August 2015), Standpoint ‘Britain’s Apologists for Child Abuse’, retrieved 14th August 2019 

https://standpointmag.co.uk/issues/september-2015/features-september-2015-julie-bindel-britains-apologists-for-

child-abuse/ 
14 The Guardian (24th September 1977) ‘Gays join PIE fight’ at 

https://spotlightonabuse.wordpress.com/2014/03/21/gays-join-pie-fight-24-09-77/ Retrieved 14th August 2019 
15 Bindel, op. cit. 
16 Bindel, op. cit. 
17 The Guardian, Letters, 26th June 1997 quoted in https://www.christian.org.uk/news/tatchell-reiterates-call-for-

lower-age-of-consent/ Retrieved 14th August 2019. 

Nor should we be surprised to learn that many members of today’s liberal establishment took actions which could be 

construed as supportive of such things in the 1980’s, especially writers for the Guardian, which featured various 

equivocal articles about the activities of the Paedophile Information Exchange in this period. Indeed, in 1984 the 

present Principal of Lady Margaret Hall, Oxford, used his column to write the following words: ‘A letter arrives 

http://www.jstor.org/stable/190542
http://www.jstor.org/stable/190542
https://spotlightonabuse.wordpress.com/2014/03/21/gays-join-pie-fight-24-09-77/
https://spotlightonabuse.wordpress.com/2014/03/21/gays-join-pie-fight-24-09-77/
https://www.christian.org.uk/news/tatchell-reiterates-call-for-lower-age-of-consent/
https://www.christian.org.uk/news/tatchell-reiterates-call-for-lower-age-of-consent/
https://www.christian.org.uk/news/tatchell-reiterates-call-for-lower-age-of-consent/
https://www.christian.org.uk/news/tatchell-reiterates-call-for-lower-age-of-consent/
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Ironically, in 2010, Channel 4 screened a documentary by Tatchell which tried to implicate then-

Pope Benedict XVI in the Church’s own abuse crisis.18 (On the other hand, curiously enough, in 

2014 at his Church House the Anglican Bishop of Manchester unveiled a plaque to 

commemorate the 50th anniversary of the Campaign for Homosexual Equality19, which, aside 

from the above, had argued in 1974 that in some cases the age of consent should be as low as 

1220). 

Now, it should be said that most practicing homosexuals are not child abusers, and do not 

condone child abuse; indeed most practicing homosexuals do not understand the full implications 

of the values that they espouse, nor their source (which we shall discuss in a moment); and they 

would be shocked if they did. Nevertheless, it is impossible to remain on an even keel of sin. 

And so, if we are right that homosexual practice is a sin, then even if a practicing homosexual 

keeps himself on the right side of the (present) law, we would expect him to feel drawn to ever 

more extreme and debasing practices. 

And in fact, academic studies suggest that he usually is. Overall, homosexuals are far 

more likely to engage in risky, or extreme/paraphilic sexual behaviour (details of which I 

                                                 
from Steven Adrian Freeman, alias Smith, currently in Amsterdam, whence the British government has tried to 

extradite him to face charges in connection with his former chairmanship of the Paedophile Information Exchange. | 

He cannot, he says, see how PIE’s view “could be construed as ‘repulsive’ to the majority of people… “It is fear of 

our views which repeals (sic) you, not the views themselves.” | Who is at fault? Why the media of course: “a 

monolithically hostile press which has thrown truth, professional ethics and balance [sic] analysis to the winds… 

There is now, thanks to the hard-working NUJ members, a subject in Britain that has become literally unspeakable, 

on pain of imprisonment.” | Risking my freedom, I [Alan Rusbridger] bring you Mr Freeman’s view of paedophilia: 

“It has been, and shall always be, as much a healthy part of the natural diversity of our species as red hair or left-

handedness.’ Alan Rusbridger (5th December 1984), ‘Diary’,The Guardian at 

https://spotlightonabuse.wordpress.com/2013/02/23/alan-rusbridgers-diary-5-12-84/. The paper also carried a letter 

from former Paedophile Information Exchange chair Tom O’Carroll (14th September 1982) in which he was suffered 

to ask ‘Is PIE then to be supressed merely to appease the Whitehouse faction’s lust for “moral” hegemony? Is there 

to be created a minority unique in society, who alone could be harassed and punished simply for organizing so as to 

express their views?...’ at https://spotlightonabuse.wordpress.com/2014/01/03/a-lust-too-gross-to-allow-24-09-82/ 

Also Alan Watkins (22nd March 1981) ‘Conspiracy, morals and lynch law’, protesting the criminal conviction of 

O’Carroll, The Observer, at https://spotlightonabuse.wordpress.com/2013/02/24/conspiracy-morals-and-lynch-law-

22-3-81/ and ‘Guardian praised despite erring’, (20th December 1977), The Guardian at 

https://spotlightonabuse.wordpress.com/2014/03/12/guardian-praised-despite-erring-20-12-77/ All links retrieved 

14th August 2019 
18 https://www.bbc.co.uk/blogs/ni/2010/09/papal_trials.html Retrieved 14th August 2019 
19 Willacy, Josh, (7th October 2014), ‘Gay rights plaque unveiled at Manchester movement's 50th birthday – but 

bishop warns there's still long way to go’, Mancunian Matters 7th October 2014. Retrieved 14th August 2019 from 

http://www.mancunianmatters.co.uk/content/071071025-gay-rights-plaque-unveiled-manchester-movements-50th-

birthday-%E2%80%93-bishop-warns  
20 Waites, Matthew The Age of Consent: Young People, Sexuality and Citizenship, 2005: Palgrave MacMillan pp 

132 and 243, n6.6 

https://spotlightonabuse.wordpress.com/2013/02/23/alan-rusbridgers-diary-5-12-84/
https://spotlightonabuse.wordpress.com/2013/02/24/conspiracy-morals-and-lynch-law-22-3-81/
https://spotlightonabuse.wordpress.com/2013/02/24/conspiracy-morals-and-lynch-law-22-3-81/
https://spotlightonabuse.wordpress.com/2014/03/12/guardian-praised-despite-erring-20-12-77/
https://www.bbc.co.uk/blogs/ni/2010/09/papal_trials.html
http://www.mancunianmatters.co.uk/content/071071025-gay-rights-plaque-unveiled-manchester-movements-50th-birthday-%E2%80%93-bishop-warns
http://www.mancunianmatters.co.uk/content/071071025-gay-rights-plaque-unveiled-manchester-movements-50th-birthday-%E2%80%93-bishop-warns
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relegate to the footnotes)21, and they are on average far more promiscuous22. Studies even 

suggest that practicing lesbians have more male sexual partners than the average heterosexual 

woman!23 If we therefore hypothesize that homosexual sexual practice increases one’s tendency 

to engage in these behaviours by the ‘one sin leads to another’ principle, our hypothesis would 

account for this behaviour. The only possible stable moral dividing-line is therefore the one that 

the Church draws; indeed the words of the Papal anthem, ‘a rock amongst the waves’, look ever 

more true today. 

 Moreover, there is reason to think not only that homosexual practice tends towards 

dangerous and horrifying ends, but also that the promotion of it has a diabolic source. As one 

recent academic study shows, many of the founding figures of gender theory and related 

disciplines had close links to Satanism and esotericism.24 (It will be interesting to see the results 

of further research in this area). And, though it is not always fair to judge a movement by its 

supporters, it is noticeable that a spokesman for the ‘Satanic Temple’ of the United States 

recently defined ‘gay rights’ as ‘one of the things we most care about’.25  

 On this theme of one sin’s leading to another, something should also be said about the 

recent introduction of gay marriage into British law. Most early gay activists would have been 

horrified at the apparent concession to bourgeois values of sexual exclusivity and stability that 

the recent campaign for gay marriage has implied. Here is Peter Tachtell again, this time on his 

work with the Gay Liberation Front in the 1970’s: 

                                                 
21 Faeces fetishization is one the more common male homosexual paraphilias, for example: see Diggs op. cit. See 

also ‘Paraphilias’ in Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Edition, Text Revision, 

Washington: American Psychiatric Association, 2000, p. 576, and Jay, Karla and Young, Allen, The Gay Report: 

Lesbians and Gay Men Speak Out About Sexual Experiences and Lifestyles, New York: Summit Books (1979) pp. 

554-555. ‘Fisting’, the insertion of a hand or forearm into the rectum, is also common: see Jay and Young, pp. 554-

555. On the high rate of sadism amongst homosexuals see Jay and Young, pages cited. 
22 Bell, Alan P. and Weinberg, Martin S., Homosexualities: A study of Diversity Among Men and Women, New 

York: Simon and Schuster, 1978, p. 308, Table 7 (before AIDS was a significant factor), Leon McKusick, et al., 

‘Reported Changes in the Sexual Behavior of Men at Risk for AIDS, San Francisco, 1982-84 the AIDS Behavioral 

Research Project’ Public Health Reports, 100(6), November-December 1985, pp.622-629, esp. p. 625, Table 1. 

Lastly see ‘Increases in Unsafe Sex and Rectal Gonorrhea among Men Who Have Sex with Men San Francisco, 

California, 1994-1997’ Mortality and Morbidity Weekly Report, CDC, 48(03), (January 29, 1999).  pp45-48. 
23 Fethers, Katherine, et al., ‘Sexually transmitted infections and risk behaviours in women who have sex with 

women’, Sexually Transmitted Infections (2000), 76(5): 345-349, p. 348. Studies suggest that between 75 and 90 

percent of women who have had sexual relations with women have also had sexual relations with men: see Price, 

James, et al., (1996) ‘Perceptions of cervical cancer and pap smear screening behavior by Women's Sexual 

Orientation’ Journal of Community Health, 21(2): 89-105; Ferris, Daron, et al., (December 1996) ‘A Neglected 

Lesbian Health Concern: Cervical Neoplasia,’ The Journal of Family Practice, 43(6): 581-584, p. 581; Skinner,C., 

Stokes, J., et al., ‘A Case-Controlled Study of the Sexual Health Needs of Lesbians,’ Sexually Transmitted 

Infections, 72(4): 277-280, Abstract (1996). cf Fethers op.cit.  
24 Faxneld, Per, Satanic Feminism: Lucifer as the Liberator of Woman in Nineteenth-Century Cuture, Oxford 

University Press, 2017 
25 ‘Lucien Greaves of the Satanic Temple’, (27th May 2014), Detroit Metro Times, retrieved 14th August 2019 

https://www.metrotimes.com/detroit/lucien-greaves-of-the-satanic-temple/Content?oid=2201492 Accessed 14th 

August 2019. Interestingly, other priorities of the ‘Satanic Temple’ are the promotion of abortion, and the prevention 

of the corporal punishment of children. This and the above footnote are given in Gender Theory: Diversity or 21st 

Century Totalitarianism? by Tradition, Property, Family Association of Glasgow, 2019 (Private printing) 

https://www.metrotimes.com/detroit/lucien-greaves-of-the-satanic-temple/Content?oid=2201492
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[The] GLF was a glorious, enthusiastic and often chaotic mix of anarchists, hippies, 

leftwingers, feminists, liberals and counter-culturalists. Despite our differences, we 

shared a radical idealism – a dream of what the world could and should be – free from 

not just homophobia but the whole sex-shame culture, which oppressed straights as 

much as LGBTs. We were sexual liberationists and social revolutionaries, out to turn 

the world upside down… GLF's main aim was never equality within the status quo… 

GLF's strategy for queer emancipation was to change society's values and norms, 

rather than adapt to them. We sought a cultural revolution to overturn centuries of 

male heterosexual domination and thereby free both queers and women… Forty years 

on, GLF's gender agenda has been partly won.26 

But it seems that the more cognizant, leading gay activists of today, seeing that the 

natural family in some ways remained stronger than their predecessors thought it would, decided 

to adopt an ‘if you can’t beat them, join them’ strategy. But it is an open secret in the gay 

community and now even outside it, that very few ostensibly stable gay cohabitations or 

‘marriages’ are in fact sexually exclusive: one recent study suggests that only 34% are for the 

first year, and only 10% for the first five years.27 Moreover, long-term homosexual relationships 

are rare: one study found that only 15% of male homosexuals and 17.3% of female ones had had 

a sexual relationship lasting more than three years.28 Sins of the flesh quickly become boring, so 

that, if one is oppressed by them, one is always looking for the next one.  

 Nevertheless, it could be argued that some gay ‘marriages’ are stable and exclusive, and 

that they offer a model to which the gay community ought to be looking for its future; a model 

which is compatible with conventional social norms regarding marital stability. Well, it is true 

that some homosexuals do pursue stable exclusive relationships in a sincere but misguided 

attempt to pursue the genuine good of marriage in a way supposedly possible for them. But, 

since homosexual sexual practice is indeed sinful, this is not an historically stable position: that 

is to say, a society that accepts and promotes gay marriage is one in which all norms of stability 

of sexual relationship will soon collapse, for the very reason that one sin leads to another. 

 Indeed, it is was recently reported in the Telegraph that Rhondda Pride was forced to 

issue a grovelling apology to the ‘LGBTQ+ community’ for having asked attendees not to wear 

‘sexualized’ costumes in order the that festival be a ‘safe space’ for teenagers. The Labour MP 

for Rhondda described this stipulation as unwelcoming, and, as one member of ‘Leathermen 

Cymru’ put it: 

                                                 
26 Tatchell, Peter, ‘The Gay Liberation Front's social revolution’ (12th October 2010), The Guardian retrieved 14th 

August 2019 https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2010/oct/12/gay-liberation-front-social-revolution 
27 Harry, Joseph Gay Couples, New York: Praeger Books, 1984, p. 116 
28 Saghir, Marcel T., M.D. and Robins, Eli, M.D., Male and Female Homosexuality: A Comprehensive Investigation 

Baltimore: The Williams & Wilkins Company, 1973, p. 57 Table 4.13, p. 225 Table 12.10. 
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Pride is innately political and should be entirely inclusive… fetish is often an intrinsic 

quality of LGBT+ folks’ identities. Asking people to avoid these things goes against 

the history and tradition of Pride.29 

 A third reason for accepting the Church’s view of homosexual practice cannot stand as an 

argument on its own, but supports the others. For it concerns the connection between spiritual 

health and physical health, and this connection is convoluted: the sainted martyrs were people of 

remarkable faith, yet clearly that faith was not good for their bodies---it got them killed! 

Nevertheless, since God made the body, the fact that a certain practice is extremely bad for the 

body may suggest quite strongly that that practice contradicts God’s will for us. After all, certain 

practices associated with a growth in holiness have good medical effects: sincere prayer seems to 

do so, as does fasting. (This is not even to consider the argument that holier people have a clearer 

perception of reality, including its spiritual components; which clearer perception may help them 

to look after themselves better).  

 We can reasonably, then, talk about the bad health effects of homosexual sexual practice 

as suggestive evidence that it is spiritually unhealthy and therefore wrong. Besides, these effects 

are surprisingly severe; it is a scandal that homosexuals are rarely informed about them. For 

men, for example, aside from the greatly increased risk of contracting severe infectious diseases 

that practicing homosexuals have compared to everyone else, they also have a 17 times greater 

chance of developing bowel cancer30. In addition, recent studies conducted in countries that are 

some of the world’s most accepting of homosexual practice confirm the well-established fact that 

practicing homosexuals are far more likely than other people to develop mental health disorders. 

As a review article explains of one recent Dutch study: 

Compared to controls who had no homosexual experience in the 12 months prior to 

the interview, males who had any homosexual contact within that time period were 

much more likely to experience major depression, bipolar disorder, panic disorder, 

agoraphobia and obsessive compulsive disorder. Females with any homosexual 

contact within the previous 12 months were more often diagnosed with major 

depression, social phobia or alcohol dependence. In fact, those with a history of 

homosexual contact had higher rates of nearly all psychiatric pathologies measured in 

the study. The researchers found “that homosexuality is not only associated with 

mental health problems during adolescence and early adulthood, as has been 

suggested, but also in later life.” Researchers actually fear that methodological 

features of “the study might underestimate the differences between homosexual and 

heterosexual people.”31 

                                                 
29 ‘Pride festival declared 'unwelcoming' by Labour MP after ban on bondage costumes’, The Telegraph, 31st July 

2019 https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2019/07/31/pride-festival-declared-unwelcoming-labour-mp-ban-bondage-

costumes/ Accessed 14th August 2019 
30‘Gay Men’s Health Fact Sheet’, National LGBT Cancer Network, https://cancer-network.org/wp-

content/uploads/2017/02/HP_2020_gay_men_fact_sheet.pdf Retrived 15th August 2019 
31 John R. Diggs, Jr., M.D., ‘The Health Risks of Gay Sex’, 2002, retrieved 14th August 2019 

https://www.catholiceducation.org/en/marriage-and-family/sexuality/the-health-risks-of-gay-sex.html Many of the 

below-cited medical journal articles are cited in his article. 

https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2019/07/31/pride-festival-declared-unwelcoming-labour-mp-ban-bondage-costumes/
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2019/07/31/pride-festival-declared-unwelcoming-labour-mp-ban-bondage-costumes/
https://cancer-network.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/HP_2020_gay_men_fact_sheet.pdf
https://cancer-network.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/HP_2020_gay_men_fact_sheet.pdf
https://cancer-network.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/HP_2020_gay_men_fact_sheet.pdf
https://cancer-network.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/02/HP_2020_gay_men_fact_sheet.pdf
https://www.catholiceducation.org/en/marriage-and-family/sexuality/the-health-risks-of-gay-sex.html
https://www.catholiceducation.org/en/marriage-and-family/sexuality/the-health-risks-of-gay-sex.html
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 Nor are the infectious diseases transmitted by homosexual practice confined to the 

obvious ones such as HIV. As one 21st century study says: 

The list of diseases found with extraordinary frequency among male homosexual 

practitioners as a result of anal intercourse is alarming: … 

Chlamydia trachomatis; Cryptosporidium; Giardia lamblia; Herpes simplex virus; 

Human immunodeficiency virus; Human papilloma virus; Isospora belli; 

Microsporidia; Gonorrhoea; Viral hepatitis types B & C; Syphilis 

Sexual transmission of some of these diseases is so rare in the exclusively 

heterosexual population as to be virtually unknown. Others, while found among 

heterosexual and homosexual practitioners, are clearly predominated by those 

involved in homosexual activity.32 

As another study explains: 

Sperm, which is immunocompromising, readily penetrate the rectal lining (which is 

only one cell thick), and tearing or bruising of the anal wall is very common during 

anal/penile sex. Because of this, these substances gain almost direct access to the 

blood stream. Unlike heterosexual intercourse—in which sperm cannot penetrate the 

multilayered vagina and no feces are present—rectal intercourse is probably the most 

sexually efficient way to spread hepatitis B, HIV, syphilis, and a host of other blood-

borne diseases.33 

In fact, 58% of syphilis cases reported in the United States in 2017 were from men who had had 

sexual relations with other men.34 

And through oral-anal contact are transmitted Hepatitis A, Giardia lamblia, Entamoeba 

histolytica, Epstein-Barr virus, Neisseria meningitides, Shigellosis, Salmonellosis, Pediculosis, 

scabies and Campylobacter.35 

 Moreover, the ‘one sin leads to another’ consideration here again applies. For if, as 

suggested above, practicing homosexuals are disproportionately likely to engage in extreme or 

paraphilic practices, then homosexual sexual practice could be said inherently to convey all the 

greater medical risks associated with these behaviours36. Moreover, anecdotal evidence suggests 

that the mental illnesses that homosexuals suffer from disproportionately, such as depression, 

often become reasons for homosexuals’ engaging in risky behaviour: as one homosexual stated 

in a survey about his having unprotected anal intercourse  

                                                 
32 Ibid. 
33 ‘The Medical Consequences of What Homosexuals Do’, Family Research Institute 

https://www.familyresearchinst.org/2009/02/medical-consequences-of-what-homosexuals-do/ Accessed 23rd July 

2019 
34 Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, ‘Syphilis & MSM (Men Who Have Sex With Men) - CDC Fact 

Sheet’, https://www.cdc.gov/std/syphilis/STDFact-MSM-Syphilis.htm Retrieved 15th August 2019 
35 Diggs op. cit. 
36 This is, of course, circular as a proof that homosexual sexual acts are sinful; I include the point for the benefit of 

those tempted to homosexual sexual practice, and in need of guidance. 

https://www.familyresearchinst.org/2009/02/medical-consequences-of-what-homosexuals-do/
https://www.familyresearchinst.org/2009/02/medical-consequences-of-what-homosexuals-do/
https://www.cdc.gov/std/syphilis/STDFact-MSM-Syphilis.htm
https://www.cdc.gov/std/syphilis/STDFact-MSM-Syphilis.htm
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I was definitely in a period of depression… And there was just something about that 

particular circumstance and that particular person. I don't know how to describe it. It 

just appealed to me; it made it seem like it was all right. 37 

And overall, it would seem that homosexual practice reduces one’s life expectancy far more than 

heavy smoking38 (though in fact the percentage of homosexual men that smoke regularly is 

nearly double the percentage of the general population that do so39). There are many striking 

facts one could quote here: for example, one study showed that the rate of death from murder, 

suicide or accidents amongst lesbians in the USA was 456 times higher than that for white 

females aged 25-44.40 And lastly, homosexual relationships are often abusive: in one recent 

study, 32.4% of homosexuals reported having suffered domestic abuse from same-sex partners; 

20.6%, verbal abuse; 19.2% physical violence; 18.5%, unwanted sexual activity.41  

But you’re shying away from the more offensive of the Church’s claims, 

which reveal her true hatred of homosexuals. Why haven’t you talked about 

the fact that the Catechism describes the homosexual inclination as 

‘objectively disordered’? 

 It is understandable that homosexuals may feel alarmed or offended by the Church’s 

language of ‘disorder’. But several points about it must be understood. 

 First, we should again recall that the Catechism is, first and foremost, a document for 

Catholic bishops, the guardians of Catholic teaching within their jurisdictions. It is therefore a 

concise and sometimes blunt work of reference. Hence it says some things that priests would be 

unwise to repeat in sermons unless they were speaking in great detail. For Catholic teaching must 

be communicated in many ways; it is a living thing that cannot be reduced to one document. 

 A good way to explain the Catechism’s statement is by the following analogy. Suppose a 

certain person is short-sighted. An acquaintance of that person would probably be being very 

rude and unhelpful if he addressed that person in a social setting, saying ‘You are disordered as 

to your sight’. But a medical textbook might well include the words ‘myopia is a disorder of the 

sight…’. 

 A slightly different analogy will allow us to press this point further. Suppose now that a 

certain child is blind. It would be unkind for a friend of his to tell him that he was ‘disordered’ 

                                                 
37 Goode, Erica, (August 19, 2001) ‘With Fears Fading, More Gays Spurn Old Preventive Message’, New York 

Times 
38 Hogg, R. S., Strathdee, S. A., et al. (1997) ‘Modeling the Impact of HIV Disease on Mortality in Gay and Bisexual 

Men’ International Journal of Epidemiology, 26(3): 657-661, p. 659. and Press Release (April 12, 2002) Smoking 

costs nation $150 billion each year in health costs, lost productivity, CDC, Office of Communication, compared in 

Diggs op. cit. 
39 ‘Gay Men and Cancer’, National LGBT Cancer Network https://cancer-network.org/cancer-information/gay-men-

and-cancer/ Retrieved 15th August 2019 
40 Cameron, et al (1994) ‘The longevity of homosexuals: before and after the AIDS epidemic’. Omega Journal of 

Death and Dying 29(3):249-72 
41 Houston, E, and McKirnan, DJ, (September 2007) ‘Intimate partner abuse among gay and bisexual men: risk 

correlates and health outcomes’, Journal of Urban Health, 84(5):681-90. 

https://cancer-network.org/cancer-information/gay-men-and-cancer/
https://cancer-network.org/cancer-information/gay-men-and-cancer/
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because blind. But it would be equally cruel for his teachers to pretend to him that he was just 

‘differently sighted’, and that in fact he could use his vision as well as anyone else, but in a 

different way. That would trivialize his suffering, and perhaps lead him to behave in highly 

dangerous ways. No: it is better that he understand that he is---to put it bluntly---defective in a 

certain way, and must therefore accept that he is subject to certain limitations that others do not 

face. 

 Indeed, once the blind boy properly understands his own condition, and how it affects his 

interaction with other people, he can be at peace. As long as he is not patronized, as long as his 

true suffering is acknowledged---true suffering due to a true defect---he may even come to see 

his condition as, yes, a defect, a cross to bear, and yet also a part of God’s loving purpose for 

him. Perhaps he will become extraordinarily sensitive to the emotions in others’ voices, or 

perhaps he will have a great musical ability. Yet this could not happen if he refused to accept his 

defect as such: he would still angrily, angrily with God, be trying to ride bicycles and drive cars. 

This would be a literal car-crash. 

 And so it is with homosexuality. If homosexual sexual practice were really just a 

different kind of sexual practice, but an equally morally and physically healthy one, if human 

beings really could truly flourish and truly approach their end as humans whilst engaging in it, 

then the Church would be the first to endorse it. But she cannot, because it is not so; she cannot 

make and unmake sins, she can only describe reality as it really is. And if a homosexual tries to 

pursue his good through homosexual sexual practice, then his life will be no less a car crash than 

that of the blind boy who thinks he is only differently sighted. That is the truth, and the Church 

proclaims it, proclaims it everywhere, even here in Britain, despite the dangers, the harangues, 

the ever-worsening climate of fear and intolerance that obedient Catholics face, proclaims it as 

an act of charity to homosexuals, and because it is her duty to lead all to the truth, even the most 

recalcitrant.  

 And once homosexuals understand their limitations, understand the cross they have to 

bear, they will begin to love, and hope, and see their own place in God’s plan; they will see that 

they are not wrong to be who they are, and that they can live without feeling dirty, without 

feeling bad; they will cease to be enslaved to their bodies, but cease being disgusted with them 

too; they will know that they are a whole person, body and soul, and that God loves that whole 

person, and has a plan and purpose for him. I leave my final words to the Catechism itself: 

‘Homosexual persons are called to chastity. By the virtues of self-mastery that teach them inner 

freedom, at times by the support of disinterested friendship, by prayer and sacramental grace, 

they can and should gradually and resolutely approach Christian perfection’.42 

Appendix: That’s all very well. But aren’t you just writing this because you 

are secretly just a repressed homosexual yourself? 

 Those in favour of homosexual practice often claim that all people experience same-sex 

attraction, which, however, social influences and stigma suppress in most people. Hence they 

                                                 
42 CCC 2359 
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argue that those who object to homosexual practice only do so because of a fear of it that is 

really a fear of part of themselves43. (Hence the term ‘homophobia’: literally a ‘fear’). I myself 

am sure that I am motivated by no such fear.  

 However, there is a certain distorted truth in the claim about people’s instincts, and it is 

important that we should understand this truth. Here we are getting into deep water indeed; my 

brief remarks below gloss over much philosophical complexity. 

 My first point here is a re-iteration and elaboration of what I have already said about the 

mutability of sexual inclination. For we need first of all to see that a person’s freely willed 

choices, as also the influences to which he is exposed, can make his sexual inclinations different 

from what they would have been under other circumstances. For example, an experienced monk 

may be all but dead to things of the flash, thanks to his choice to pursue the monastic discipline, 

and to place himself in the sober environment of a monastery, whereas a pornography addict, 

thanks to his choices, experiences near-constant sexual urges. Indeed, neuroscientists can now 

observe the effect that an addiction to pornography has upon the structure of an addict’s brain---

and it is very great. We therefore cannot see our experience of sexual attraction as somehow 

‘given’ ‘naturally’ in our brains in such a way that it is independent of our choices. The sexual 

attractions that we experience can change significantly over time. 

Indeed, it is only by bearing this in mind that we can understand the moral formation of 

adolescents. Left without much guidance or training, all but the most intelligent and thoughtful 

teenage boys do not, I think, conclude that polygamy or sexual practice outside of marriage are 

wrong. Therefore, they are not conscious of any need to try to order their thoughts; and, ex 

hypothesi, they have no external moral guidance or training to encourage them to do so. Hence, 

if we label the thoughts that teenage boys have if left without much moral guidance or training as 

‘natural’ thoughts (much as we called homosexual practice ‘natural’), we would have to say that 

teenage boys, or at least most teenage boys, do not ‘naturally’ want to form relationships that are 

chaste before marriage, and exclusive of sexual contact with third parties. Indeed, psychologists 

tell us that morally unformed people, and to some extent all people, hold within them a seething 

mass of sexual inclinations, and---though the psychologists often base their investigations upon 

philosophically confused premises, and readily allow others to draw fallacious conclusions from 

their results---this vague idea about the complexity of our sexual desires cannot be entirely 

dismissed. 

And yet it would be a travesty to claim, based on the foregoing, that monogamy, the basis 

of a stable and just society, is ‘unnatural’. For as we saw above, the forming of human 

communities, sharing, reasoning, reflecting, debating, is ‘natural’ human behaviour even on a 

limited definition of ‘natural’. Aristotle’s insight that we are ‘political animals’, animals whose 

nature leads us to the life of a law-governed self-aware society with its own debates and topical 

                                                 
43 See, for example, the comment of one ‘gay activist’ on the above-cited article about the health risks of 

homosexual intercourse, Dr John Diggs: ‘Diggs is married and the "beaming father of three children" and is 

obsessed with gay men and gay sex which can only mean one thing and we all know what it is...’, in the article ‘And 

The Negro Please Award Goes To...“Dr.” John Diggs’, retrieved 14th August 2019 

https://loldarian.blogspot.com/2010/11/and-negro-please-award-goes-todr-john.html 
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questions, is perhaps the greatest insight in all philosophy. Moreover, it is by exercising our 

reason to know God, and to take every new step of greater faith, that we pursue our true end as 

human beings and hence act in the way most ‘natural’ to us. And lifelong marriage between one 

man and one woman with the appropriate instincts is one rationally natural institution, as our 

consciences tell us. 

Yet as the above shows, we need some moral formation and guidance if we are to 

develop a set of sexual inclinations suitable for marriage out of the ‘seething mass’ which would 

otherwise come to the fore of our psyches. Indeed, for many who go on to have very happy 

married lives, this ‘seething mass’ may have included homosexual elements. 

And this is the key point. If our culture’s moral formation allows and even encourages 

homosexual sexual practice, we will find---and are now finding---that many people who could 

have developed a set of sexual desires suitable for a happy married life, will fail to do so. In 

2017, 16- to 24-year-olds were more than twice as likely as the general population to identify 

themselves as gay, lesbian or bisexual, according to the Office for National Statistics.44 

Now, the leaders of the homosexual movement understand this point about moral 

formation very well. Serious wickedness is as much a spiritual matter as serious goodness; and it 

grants one just enough insight to distort the truth in a misleading way. Such leaders would say 

that the younger generation is liberating something in itself that has been suppressed in other 

people, something that offers joyous sexual potentials; something ‘natural’. (We saw above that 

their claim ‘sexuality is a fundamental human good’ does not make their arguments for them 

unless they presume to stipulate that certain sexual practices are better for a person than others, 

irrespective of that person’s own inclinations; it is because they want to reform everyone’s 

sexual inclinations into something more homosexual that they make this tacit stipulation). 

But, as we have now seen, such practices are not ‘natural’ at all, nor can they lead to 

anyone’s true happiness or good. Just as an inclination to violence is latent in many, and is never 

wholly conquered in them, but is not therefore ‘natural’---and certainly not in any sense that 

makes it right or good---; so is an inclination to homosexual sexual practice latent in some, or 

even many; but it is not therefore truly natural or right or good. We should therefore beware the 

ever-greater homosexual influences in schools and on television. 

But where does this leave the Catholic who is clearly, immutably homosexual? Again, 

the analogy of the blind man suggests itself. We would hardly consider a blind man to be at 

peace with himself, and to trust in God’s will for him, if he went about inciting others to blind 

themselves. No: the well-adjusted blind man is pleased for those who have sight, and wishes 

them only the best. The homosexual Catholic should therefore resist the incitement to 

homosexual practice in schools and in our wider culture as vigorously as anyone else. 
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