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Honorable Members, Citizens of Massachusetts:

The debate over homosexuality is one of the most contentious and divisive in which our socie-
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ty has ever engaged. On the face of it, one might wonder that
so intensely personal and private a matter could achieve such
public weight, but wonder aside, it has: In this legislation now
under consideration by the State of Massachusetts, all the
varying points of that debate come into sharp opposition.

As you all know, most keenly, the question before you is not
merely one of academic dispute; rather, upon the outcome of
your deliberations will depend the foundational social struc-
ture, hence direction of the Commonwealth in future, and in
significant measure, that of our Nation as well.

It is therefore most urgent that these deliberations be based
not only on compassion, and justice, but on the factual
truth as well. Indeed, unless resting upon truth, neither
justice nor compassion can long endure against shifts in
sentiment.

That as a society we strive no longer to condone - rather to
condemn —cruelty toward people attracted to members of
their own sex is an absolute requirement of both justice
and humanity. But we would be short-sighted indeed were
we to advance this, as any other, just cause based on fic-
tions: Not only will the inevitable uncovering of those fic-
tions, however delayed, provide an excuse for bigotry to
reclaim its unearned place, it will engender beliefs, atti-
tudes and policies that, by flying in the face of reality, will
lead to an increase, rather than a decrease in the happiness
all are entitled to pursue. Nature (and if you prefer,
“Nature’s God”) cannot be fooled.

A number of claims have become central to the argument
that the definition and privileged status of marriage ought
be expanded to include couples of the same sex. These
claims are:

o That homosexuality has been repeatedly demonstrated to be,
and is in fact, an innate, genetically-determined condition.

® That homosexuality is an immutable state of an individual.

® That the only disadvantages of homosexuality are those caused
by social disapproval and discrimination.

o That a society composed of same-sex couples raising children in
family-like units will differ from a society composed of tradition-
al family units in no undesirable ways.

None of these claims are even remotely true, however
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widely believed they may have become; the evidence of the
kind that “everyone knows” simply does not exist; even a cur-
sory examination of the actual sources behind these claims
will reveal a very strong preponderance of evidence to pre-
cisely the contrary; the claims are simply fiction.

I have below assembled a selection of statements from
prominent researchers. A far wider and more comprehen-
sive bibliography of scientific references is provided as an
attachment. Most of the statements below have been select-
ed according to three basic principles:

(1) They are the general conclusions of prominent scien-
tists whose research is well-respected.

(2) The scientists cited have specifically identified them-
selves as “gay” or “lesbian” and/or as more generally
sympathetic to “gay activist” political positions.

(3) Their research is precisely that widely cited and
believed as providing evidence directly contrary to what they
themselves found and acknowledge. (It is to the credit of a
number of them that they have publicly acknowledged
that their own evidence contradicts what they had
believed and had hoped to confirm.)

CLAIMS vs. THE EVIDENCE

Claim 1. That homosexuality has been repeatedly
demonstrated to be, and is in fact, an innate, genetically-
determined condition.

Dean Hamer of the National Institutes of Health per-
formed and published the research most widely cited as
pointing to a “gay gene.” Dr. Hamer testified in the
Colorado Proposition 2 court case that he was “99.5% cer-
tain that homosexuality is genetic.” He later came to the
following conclusions:

“The pedigree failed to produce what we originally hoped
to find: simple Mendelian inheritance. In fact, we never
found a single family in which homosexuality was distrib-
uted in the obvious pattern that Mendel observed...”

Hamer’s study was duplicated by Rice et al with research
that was more robust. In this replication the genetic mark-
ers found by Hamer turned out to be of no statistical sig-
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