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	Sharply at odds with homosexual attitudes and behaviors, this booklet explains what I would do if I had gay leanings, starting with sound axioms and using deductive logic.

	Axiom: The correct answer to every question is God-the-Perfect’s answer. 	God-the-Perfect’s frame of reference is the frame of reference.​[1]

	Every other frame of reference is merely a frame of reference.



	Axiom: To answer the great questions before us, we must stop thinking like emotion-dominated human beings, intent on flattering and pleasing ourselves, and start thinking critically and logically like God-the-Perfect.

	Moreover, God-the-Perfect is also the only perfect role model. 	So let us adopt God-the-Perfect as our perfect role model.

	This is the entire wisdom of the Bible in one verse: “Be thou perfect, even as thy Father in Heaven is perfect.” Matthew 5:48.



	God-the-Perfect is perfectly logical, has perfect judgment, perfect self-control, and is the perfect role model, &.

	Strong people are unabashed perfectionists who want to be just like God-the-Perfect, which necessarily includes being the perfect role model.

	While perfection is not achievable, perfection is the only goal worthy of strong people.

	By chasing perfection, the strong catch excellence.​[2]

	With “God-like” logic, this booklet outlines what I, as a strong perfectionist, would do if I had gay leanings.

	This booklet proves logically that the gay lifestyle is far too imperfect (fails many important civilizational standards) to attract any strong person.

	This booklet is thus sharply at odds with modern homosexual beliefs and behaviors.







	To repeat, this axiom is certain: the correct answer to every question is God-the-Perfect’s answer.

	If we are to find the correct answers to the great questions, we must stop thinking like the masses, who are emotion-dominated human beings, with miswired brains, intent on pleasing and flattering themselves, and start thinking perfectly, that is, logically and mathematically from true axioms such as the axioms of civilization.​[3]

	Thus, we must not reason from bogus first principles like “bodily autonomy” (“no one has the right to tell me what to do with my body”; every thou shalt not law is telling us what we cannot do lawfully with our bodies).

	Bodily autonomy is not even a tenth principle.

	The truth about strong people is sometimes painful.

	The truth about weak people is often excruciating.

	If we think to please ourselves, we delude ourselves. 	Most people delude themselves.



	This booklet is my humble attempt at perfect logical reasoning.

	Where are my opponents’ perfect logical arguments from self-evident axioms? M.I.A.

	As I demonstrate, my illogical opponents’ arguments are emotion-dominated, and worse, most of their appeals are to ignoble and toxic emotions like pure pride and pure selfishness, which if universalized, would destroy civilization, which is of more importance than any individual since all our lives and livelihoods are completely dependent on civilization. 	The individual who selfishly puts himself/herself above civilization has the wrong frame of reference. 	These selfish, small-souled, short-sighted, senseless, sub-standard, standard-smashing, shameless, shameful, subversive, sick-souled, serial sinners, who without remorse, are subversively giving civilization the finger.

	Because we are civilized, we must take their profane abuse with a smile, and in fact, we must do way-more-than-good to those profane abusers who hurt us, in perfect imitation of God-the-Perfect, as explained in The Sermon.​[4]

	Every single “s-word” in the list above is a prime example of being subversive to civilization.

	In doing so, these selfish sinners are acting barbarically, while self-contradictorily enjoying the fruits of civilization, whose life blood is clear thinking, rigorous self-control, exalted standards, piety,​[5] and great-souled altruism.

	Sin promotes sin, each sin making the next sin a bit easier by corrupting the conscience, muddling the mind, sickening the body, sickening the soul, &. Think of a drinker of alcohol devolving, step by step, into becoming a drunkard. Eventually, the sinner blinds himself, near totally, to the excruciating truths about himself. The sinner needs to about face, loathe himself until he turns himself around, repent, reform, and atone – for a lifetime if necessary. In our educational system, students are taught to greatly esteem themselves, no matter how they turn out. This takes away the incentive to self-improvement. It is significant part of the current problem. How can someone who greatly esteems himself ever learn to loathe the sinner that he has become?



	Kant's Categorical Imperative has the right frame of reference, the frame of reference: put civilization, on which we all depend, way above the selfishness of the individual. The needs of civilization and the so-called needs of muddled selfish individuals are not remotely on the same plane.



	If the logic in this booklet is sound, then let us next look critically at our definitions, assumptions, and first principles. Only if all are perfect are the conclusions perfect.

	My definitions of “right” and “wrong” are either right or they are not. They are right if they are also God-the-Perfect’s definitions. Minimally, correct definitions must have unique referents and be free of any contradictory implications.​[6]

	Under the perfect definition of “wrong,” either homosexuality is wrong – or it is not. That is a certainty. Now which one is it?

	If homosexuality is wrong, there must be consequences – not necessarily legal penalties.

	Why?

	Because if there are zero consequences for any wrongdoing, then we are claiming a patent absurdity: if the wrongdoing were universalized, then logically, nothing whatsoever would be amiss (provided N ≠ ∞, N * 0 = 0). Our civilization would be destroyed if homosexuality were universalized – is that not very amiss?​[7]

	Every valid code of law makes at least two assumptions: 	Assumption #1: there is a right and a wrong – and the difference is intuitively obvious​[8] to anyone whose brain is correctly wired. 	Today, thanks to overstress at work and at home, lax gestational procedures, and the widespread irresponsible consumption of processed food, fast food, and junk food, which have poor nutrition and too high a toxicity, correct brain wiring is the exception.​[9] In addition, too many irresponsible women drink, smoke, or take drugs during pregnancy. The percentage of irresponsible mothers-to-be of today would mortify ancient women.

	In addition, today’s early childhood rearing practices mollycoddle and confuse children, both procedures aggravating the inborn miswiring of their brains.

	In addition, today’s elementary and high school educational systems also mollycoddle children, making them weaker, and they also deliberately foster confusion, which educators euphemistically call celebrating “diversity of opinion,” further miswiring their inborn miswired brains.

	In the ancient world, mothers-to-be did not have work stress, led more relaxed and slower-paced lives, had more personal care from servants (and slaves) and midwives, did not have processed food, fast food, and junk food, and no one thought that drinking or taking drugs during pregnancy was a smart thing to do, and thus correct inborn brain wiring in the ancient world was the rule.

	Childhood rearing practices and education in the ancient world did not focus on mollycoddling and confusing children – so their correct inborn brain wiring was not corrupted. Ancient children were disciplined; modern children are rarely disciplined, and their thinking is certainly undisciplined.

	In the ancient world, children read – and thus spent more time with mature adults; in the modern world, children spend many more hours on social media, reading the mindless drivel of other immature minds.

	Thus, ancients were much more likely to be right about issues like homosexuality that require discerning and mature judgment and a calm, unstressed, sober temperament, which is rare in today’s world of hyperactive, hyperpolarized, mollycoddled, confused people with short attention spans, poor nutrition, poor health, and poor self-control.

	Metaphorically, the best civilization in the ancient world had a workable blend, part Gallants part Goofus; modern American civilization is so screwed up that it has maybe three parts Goofus for each part Gallant.​[10]

	Modern social commentary authors depict characters (like Bart Simpson and Beavis and Butthead) that are overwhelmingly barbaric like Goofus. These authors claim that they are simply mirroring the times. Half-truth: one cannot mirror the times without reinforcing them. We need to see an occasional Gallant, attractively portrayed, even more so than Myers did, even if the Goofus public is going to overwhelmingly lambaste him or her, and more characters who are workable blends. If pure Goofus becomes the norm, our civilization is in trouble, even if our country is not.



	Assumption #2: we are 100% responsible for our choices/actions. No one and no thing can force us to choose to do wrong.​[11]

	I agree wholeheartedly with both assumptions of all valid law codes.

	All strong people do. All perfectionists do. We take 100% personal responsibility for our choices, our actions, our shortcomings, our failures, & - we never make pathetic excuses that blame external forces such as others or things like our genes or even sillier, our stars.

	Weak people make pathetic excuses without end and other weak people accept these excuses.

	Thus, no surprise, weak people strongly disagree with both assumptions of all valid law codes: to weak people, “right” and “wrong” are human legal constructs, by which the rich abuse the poor, and all of us are victims of our natures, of our ill-education, of our circumstances, and of abusive people with lots more money and power. To the weak, a poor person rightly (false) steals food because he is hungry (this is Jean Valjean) and he should be fed, clothed, and housed (true), not imprisoned (true, provided no violence, but he must be re-encivilized,​[12] and he must make restitution). A poor person who seeks work in vain until he starves to death rather than even think of stealing is not noble (false – this is me); he is a victim of his “masochistic nature” (false – this is me. I am for civilization; thus, I am against all wrongdoing, even stealing when starving. Zero excuses).

	Is there any chance that weak people are right? Next-to-no-chance.

	Consider that with any claim that elicits emotions, weak people, whose brains are miswired to be emotion-dominated, decide the truth (falsity) by what pleases (displeases) them. 	Could anything be more illogical, insane, nonsensical, and numbskullish?





	In making both these assumptions, law is either right - or law is not right. If even one assumption is wrong, then the law is not right in assuming both are true.

	Fashionable public opinion – near half - holds that people are born​[13] gay and are thus 0% responsible for living the gay lifestyle.

	Are they? Are they indeed? To me, as to Sartre, this sounds like “inauthenticity” or “bad faith.” And if fashionable public opinion is right, our law code’s second assumption is surely wrong, meaning that our law code has quicksand as a foundation.

	In fashionable public opinion, some thing, in this case, genetics, epigenetics, or &, is an irresistible force, and is thus forcing some people to do what I, after much logical reasoning, am calling “wrong,” which is doubtful or extremely doubtful freely chosen behavior that God-the-Perfect, with perfect logic, perfect judgment, perfect self-control, ever-mindful of being the perfect role model, &, would never do or even think of doing.

	Would God-the-Perfect, just as the perfect role model, choose the gay lifestyle? Most definitely not.

	All human behaviors are imperfect.

	But on the continuum of ranked human imperfect behaviors, wrong behaviors are by far the most imperfect of all behaviors, and at the very bottom of wrong behaviors are barbaric behaviors like torture-and-killing.

	In addition, fashionable public opinion of gay-by-birth implies that living the gay lifestyle is not a choice (though it appears to be a choice which is reiterated daily), is obviously not wrong, and thus must be perfectly tolerated (zero consequences). Then our law code’s first assumption is surely wrong.

	If both of our law code’s assumptions are wrong, then our law code is baseless (without any foundation). 	Heaven help us - if fashionable public opinions are correct.

	By the empirical 1% rule,​[14] our ill-health proves that modern America is worse than a 10X degenerate society; thus, fashionable public opinion (“private laziness”​[15]) is likely to be wrong. An astute moral person starts by assuming that fashionable public opinions are wrong – and models accordingly.

	This assumption that fashionable public opinions are likely to be wrong makes sense because weak people overpopulate degenerate societies and weak people deny any personal responsibility: instead, weaklings blame others, their ill-education, their circumstances, their poverty, their heredity, their race, their gender, and everything else they can think of.

	Weak people are conspicuous: idle weaklings are the ones making pathetic excuses and the ones accepting the pathetic excuses of others.

	Strong people are busy chasing perfection, catching excellence, while triumphing over their limitations.

	The gay lifestyle is much too imperfect to attract any strong person.

	According to the lofty standards of the Bible, man is supposed to be the paragon of animals.​[16] So let us aspire to this lofty goal: being so superior to other animals in every way that they would look up to us if they could reason as we do, if animals were given the frame of reference.

	If I adopt the gay lifestyle, with its gross indignities and imperfections, its failure to meet multiple standards, norms, and expectations, I cannot possibly be the paragon of animals. 	And the lower I sink, the more animals become my paragon.

	“Is man no more than this?”
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Invocation
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Dear God-the-Perfect, please reveal to me the whole truth and nothing but the truth about homosexuality and give me a sensible method to present the truths without giving offense to anyone, not to those who choose to practice it and not to those who oppose it. Thanks!
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In biblical times sodomy was punished with death, but then so was adultery.

Since June 28, 1970, America has celebrated sodomy with annual Gay Pride Parades, and recently with Gay Pride Month (June), and the American Supreme Court has proudly declared that Gay Marriage is legal, an amazing claim that logically implies that the erstwhile crime of sodomy is now legally required to consummate an official gay marriage between men.

How far we have come! We now proudly celebrate with parades what was once punishable by death.

But are we right?

If we are not right, are we wrong?

The modern self-serving view is that of course modern people are right. To moderns on the extreme political left, the authors of the statue calling homosexuality an “abomination” in the bible were homophobic, and the leftists in righteous anger heap invectives upon these Biblical authors.​[17]

In their indignation, extreme leftists do not see that they themselves are homophobe-phobes, haters of homophobes, but that evidence of the hatred, lack of self-control, and bad judgment of the extreme leftists is not sufficient to invalidate their point of view.

Logic invalidates the point of view of the extreme left.

There are multiple problems with the extreme leftist overconfident views that:

	Homosexuality is obviously not wrong, but simply a perfectly valid alternative lifestyle.

	All people who claim that homosexuality is wrong are homophobic.

	Homophobia is wrong.

	People who are homophobic object to homosexuality solely because they despise and hate homosexuals, as revealed by their incessant mocking of homosexuals.

	Thus, the argument of homophobes against homosexuality is vitiated by their own base emotions.

	Thus, the argument of homophobes against homosexuality is invalid.

	Thus, as stated, homosexuality is obviously not wrong, but simply a perfectly valid alternative lifestyle.

	&...


The entire leftist argument begs the question. The right contends that “homosexuality is wrong,” and presents logical arguments from first principles, as in this booklet. The left must prove that “homosexuality is not wrong,” using logical arguments from even more basic first principles or by using corrected definitions of the key terms used by the right, including the right’s Absolute Standards of Right and Wrong. Anything else begs the question.

Name calling (including euphemism), obfuscation, appeals to toxic emotions like our selfishness, our pride and prejudices, our fears and greed, begging the question, red herring, and non sequitur are among the favorite tricks of the far-left.

Absolute standards, logic, first principles, and rigorous definitions are not used by those who love to obfuscate.

Politicians persuade emotion-dominated people (the vast majority) by appeals to toxic emotions like our pride, our selfishness, our fears, our hatreds, and our prejudices.

The logical persuader persuades logic-dominated people (the tiny minority) by logical argumentation from first principles with crystal clear, logically-self-consistent definitions of key terms.

	First principles are those principles with the broadest scope, that is, with the fewest exceptions.


Examples of valid first principles:

	The Law of Contradiction has zero exceptions, as does any principle that is true-by-definition.

	Perfect behavior is perfect imitation of God-the-Perfect, another first principle that is true-by-definition.

	&&& of first principles true-by-definition.

	“Thou shalt not kill another human being” has one exception in the highest of all possible viable civilizations, and zero exceptions in the highest, which may not be viable. Note that this commandment outlaws all other killing, including abortion, holy war, and capital punishment.

	“Thou shalt control thyself” has zero exceptions within civilization. Every instance of lack of self-control is wrongdoing and damages civilization. Every “thou shalt not” law can be logically subsumed under this universally applicable command within civilization and listed in order of importance. In a perfect law code, given to us by God-the-Perfect, this would have been done.

	“When in doubt, don’t”​[18] has zero exceptions within civilization. 	“When in extreme doubt, double don’t” is a consequence of this.



	“If you cannot will that your behavior be universalized, without destroying civilization, don’t do it” has zero exceptions within civilization. This is a rewording of Kant's Categorical Imperative, a valid first principle, without referencing his “maxims,” which are often hard to discern, especially in wrong behaviors that reflect atrocious judgment. 	For example, what is the sensible maxim behind doing what is extremely doubtful?

	If you ask the reckless and impulsive person who without hesitation does what is extremely doubtful, I guarantee that you will not receive a sensible or logic answer based on a sound maxim.



	&&&


The following are not valid first principles because there are long laundry lists of exceptions.

	Bodily autonomy, often used to justify homosexuality 	The plethora of “thou shalt not” laws rightly and severely limit bodily autonomy within civilization.

	Perfect bodily autonomy would destroy civilization.



	Tolerance, often invoked for homosexuality 	Tolerance of wrongdoing is wrongdoing, and there are lots of types of wrongdoings.

	Broad tolerance has way too many exceptions to be a first principle.

	Perfect tolerance would destroy civilization.




The most skillful persuaders win most polls and elections and win over large crowds, who judge that what pleases them is true and what pains them is false. No surprise. But to the surprise of no one whose mind is logical, fashionable public opinions are too often in the wrong.

In America, the majority rules, but unfortunately, the majority are often wrong. The majority are emotion-dominated, improperly educated victims of clever persuaders employing illogical appeals to all-too-common toxic emotions.

Appeals to the rarer noble emotions are less often successful, but this type of appeal is often consistent with what logic dictates within civilization.

Logic is the most important of all subjects and it is not even taught in high school.

In a proper educational system, every student must master (grade = A) pure and applied logic, which must be taken every year. In logic, a B grade is an F, because any logical error muddles thoughts, emotions, and actions.​[19]

Properly educated, everyone would know logic, pure and applied, so well that he or she can teach it. One must earn an A in all courses in logic; otherwise, summer school. Still no A, no diploma. Period. No one is ready to be a good citizen who has not mastered both pure and applied logic. And mathematics must emphasize the logic of mathematical proof.

If this were our educational system, the emotional appeals used by persuaders, including sales and marketing people, would have much less toxic effects. Trained to recognize and reject as illogical the toxic techniques of persuaders, people would sensibly buy only what they love or adore and only what they need. Do you adore this? No – do not buy it. Do you need this? No – do not buy it. Such are the dictates of simple logic, given emotional self-control.

Persuaders persuade people to buy what they do not even like and do not need or even want. This toxic practice has resulted in many evils, including overproduction, inflation, widespread materialism, hoarding (a house full of stuff, a garage full of stuff, and any number of storage locations filled with stuff), fighting over limited resources, and the penury of the most gullible and least self-controlled people, some of whom once had wealth.

Political persuaders persuade people with illogical appeals to their toxic emotions to buy into what the politicians are selling, which is in effect errant nonsense, which the improperly educated, emotion-dominated majority falls for.






The left is right that homophobia is wrong and so is leftist homophobe-phobia.

There is a logical argument that homophobia is wrong, although the extreme left never uses it because they categorically reject clear Absolute Standards in favor of muddled mediocre moral relativism, the most extreme leftists to the point of opposing the teaching of logic and math, with their clear right and wrong answers, to young impressionable minds, lest those impressionable minds realize that there is also a clear right and a clear wrong outside of the cloistered world of logic and mathematics.

The demonstration that homophobia is wrong is a simple syllogism from a simple definition, which is an Absolute Standard:

	Definition and Absolute Standard: Wrongdoing is doubtful behavior that God-the-Perfect would never do. 	Lack of self-control is a correctible behavioral defect based on weaknesses, gross imperfections, privations.

	We can control our impulses; we do not, and worse, we make pathetic excuses.

	A perfect being has no defects and thus has perfect self-control.

	Thus, a perfect being never loses self-control.

	All instances of anger are lack of self-control.

	Thus, a perfect being never becomes angry.

	All instances of hate are lack of self-control.

	Thus, a perfect being never hates.

	All instances of vengeful behavior are lack of self-control.

	Thus, a perfect being never seeks vengeance.

	&...



	Because God-the-Perfect never loses self-control, all lack of self-control is thus wrongdoing.

	As noted above, all hatred is lack of self-control.

	Thus, all hatred is wrongdoing.

	Thus, it does not matter if the object of hatred is itself hateful or wrong. It is intrinsically wrong to hate, as Jesus taught.

	Hatred and anger are barbaric emotions and have no place in a civilized world.

	Bait a truly civilized man to anger and he will not take your bait, nor will he bait you to anger. Consider the most civilized of men, Socrates: baited to anger many times; Socrates never became angry, and never baited anyone to lose his temper, at least not in the idealized portraits of Socrates, in the works of Plato and myself.

	Lose the hate, lose the anger, etc., and always maintain a clear and levelheaded self-control, even when opposing monstrous wrongdoing.

	In the grip of so-called “righteous anger,” people have done horrible things, barbaric things, which is empirical evidence of just how sound this position against lack of self-control is.

	To discover the scope of the self-control syllogism, use other examples of loss of self-control, such as the deadly sins and their congeners: pride, anger, greed, gluttony, lust, obsession, envy, drunkenness, gambling, contempt, mockery, etc. 	Yes, even mockery is wrongdoing - he who mocks is guilty of cocksure arrogance (when humility is the only way to be vis à vis God-the-Perfect), unkindness, and loss of self-control, and thus the mocker does wrong to those he mocks, even if the victims claim they were not hurt by the mockery.

	Thus, the wise-and-good person mocks no one.

	Thus, the wise-and-good person describes the ugliest, most excruciating truths with precise, accurate, non-mocking language. The wise-and-good person will use the descriptive word “weak,” or “not strong,” while the mocker will disrespectfully write or say “limp-wristed” and “lily-livered,” and use nasty slang pejoratives for homosexuals.









Claim #1 above typifies the political left’s ludicrously low standards, while the Biblical claims reflect the Bible’s much higher standards.

	Everything else being equal, the higher the standards, the higher the civilization.


The smug moral relativism of the far-left embedded in claim #1 was refuted logically by Socrates over 2,400 years ago. It is simply this:

	Consider a group of thieves, who suddenly become perfectly just, and disbands, to the greater good of civilization. Perfect justice works.

	In fact, if everyone were perfectly just, society would run happily without any friction, and law enforcement would be completely unnecessary. A happy frictionless world without police, jailers, lawyers, and judges. That is the world I want to live in.

	A group of thieves, who suddenly become perfectly unjust, constantly cheat each other, lie to each other, and try to kill each other, to get a larger share of the booty, preventing their future collusive actions. Perfect injustice cannot work.

	A world of perfect injustice destroys itself with massive friction.

	Thus, there is a natural asymmetry in the world of human affairs – we moralists did not invent this asymmetry - in which at least a little fairness and a little justice is required to accomplish anything, even collusive actions that harm civilization.

	Thus, the more that fairness and justice prevail, the less friction, the happier and more productive society is, the more that can be accomplished to advance civilization. Imagine if all the money that is wasted fighting maladies that involve freedom of choice, like crime, injustice, disease, and all types of wrongdoing, were available to do good and thus to further our civilization.

	Thus, moral relativism is errant nonsense. We rightly prefer fairness and justice for sound reasons, just as we prefer civilization to barbarism, health to disease, and happiness to misery.


The political left lowers lots of standards, vital to civilization, in morality, law, education, health, the arts, philosophy, etc., in the name of “self-esteem,” “bodily autonomy,” “equity,” &.

If any standard humbles a person by reason of his failure to meet it, the left reduces or eliminates the standard to preserve the person’s precious pride, euphemistically known as “self-esteem.”

I have never met a person who was too humble, myself included. We all need to have our pride taken down at least two notches. The left’s refusal to do this is senseless and immoral.

Absolute Standards humble us and that is another good thing about Absolute Standards. We need to be ever-mindful of Absolute Standards.

If a particular left-leaning demographic is having trouble meeting the standard, then in the name of “equity,” and “self-esteem,” the far-left contends that that standard must be lowered or eliminated altogether.

Obviously, to the far-left, the standard was unfair and prejudicial against the group who fails to meet it.

	Excuse-making for failure is another favorite and shameful trick of the far-left. 	Blaming others and circumstances is a favorite type of excuse-making and is a shameful and favorite practice of the far-left.

	Thus, taking personal responsibility for failure is a practice foreign to the far-left.



	Accepting excuses is another favorite practice of the mollycoddling far-left.

	Making atonement for wrongdoing is rightdoing and is foreign to the far-left.


The only important area in which the political left currently raises standards is environmental. I credit their good judgment in this matter, as we cannot live, let alone thrive, without a healthy environment, although the left foolishly sabotages their own environmental efforts by sensationalizing climate change. The most astute and effective approach is always the subtle-behind-the-scenes and indirect approach.

If claim #1 were true, then the Biblical position toward homosexuality could never have been articulated let alone established. The fact that Mosaic Law was followed for centuries makes the far-left claim #1 ludicrous.

The Biblical view firmly established the extreme doubtfulness of homosexuality.

	Any behavior is doubtful if it gives an astute, courageous, and moral person pause. 	Obtuse people think that ethics is entirely a man-made construct. 	Socrates disproved this with a thought experiment using Platonic Forms of perfect righteousness vs perfect unrighteousness.



	Cowards pause before doing what is both right and dangerous.

	Immoral people do not care if something is wrong.

	Astute, moral, courageous people know that right = what God-the-Perfect always does in our stead, and they “just do it.”

	No matter how dangerous, doing what is right creates zero pause in astute, moral, and courageous people.




See the last chapter for many examples of doubtful and extremely doubtful behaviors.

To an astute moral person any doubtful behavior is presumptively wrong, at the very least because doubtful behavior cannot be universalized without self-contradiction, as Kant observed, and thus doubtful behavior cannot possibly be “obviously not wrong.”

Claim #2 is exaggerated: some people who claim that homosexuality is wrong are not homophobic.

For example, the authors of the Bible were likely not homophobic. If the authors of the Bible were homophobic, then we would expect to find incessant mockery of homosexuals every time the issue came up, and we would expect the issue to come up much more often to give the mockers a chance to vent their extreme contempt. We do not see any of this.

Sadly, many of today’s opponents of homosexuality are homophobic, so infested is our sick souled society with the vices that are all instances of an emotion-dominated mind that pathetically lacks self-control (an obvious privation and defect): greed, gluttony, hatred, loathing, despising, mocking, anger, and the list goes on and on and on.

Before I embraced the Absolute Standard of God’s perfection as the perfect role model, I admit that I was more than occasionally guilty of mocking homosexuals. For this, I apologize. I admit I was wrong, all mockery being wrongdoing both as cruelty and as lack of self-control. I repent and I must continue to atone for my sins by being kinder to homosexuals, while still being truthful. Being kind does not imply being untruthful. Being kind to the point of untruthfulness is far-left mollycoddling and is of no use to anyone. I must be both kind and truthful to be of any benefit to anyone, including homosexuals.

Furthermore, to do what is right, I must love homosexuals as myself – that is, actively seek their welfare. Thus, I must shun hatred, anger, mockery, loathing, &, and replace those wrongs with love.

	I must stop hating things and people – I must stop hating even hate itself.

	I must love all things in proportion to their lovability (a self-controlled love), and thus, virtuous things more than viceful things.

	I must love homosexuals, but I will necessarily love heterosexuals more.

	I must love sinners, but I will necessarily love saints more and God-the-Perfect most of all.

	&.​[20]


Further, the extreme leftist argument is fallacious because it itself employs numerous logical fallacies, including as noted the logical fallacy of begging the question, the logical fallacy of name-calling, the logical fallacy of non-sequitur, and the logical fallacy of red herring: homophobia is hatred, and is thus wrong, true enough, and this device is used by the left as a red herring to distract us from the question of the wrongfulness of homosexuality, which the left does not [cannot?] address directly with logic from first or second principles and crystal clear definitions of key terms - an instance of the logical fallacy of begging the question.

Even if biblical authors were homophobic (shame on them if they were), it does not follow (non sequitur) that both of their claims are wrong:

	Biblical authors claim #A: Homosexuality is wrong. There are logical arguments for this view (for one, see below). This view is not simply the consequence of hatred of homosexuals, contra the far-left’s claim #4. As noted above, this view reflects the Bible’s reverence for law and other high standards, which are necessarily higher in higher civilizations, standards being completely absent in pure barbarism, and standards are on life support in our modern left-dominated culture, which seeks to lower many important standards in the name of “equity” and the vice of “self-esteem.” Whenever equity is achieved by lowering standards, equity becomes a vice.

	Biblical authors claim #B: Homosexuality is correctly punished by death. At the very least, the Bible’s capital punishment correctly established that homosexuality is extremely doubtful, that is, almost certainly wrong. Again, and this will shock the far-left, the mere existence of severe punishments for wrongdoings is another reflection of the Bible’s laudable high standards, misdirected as they often were at even venial sins.

	With its laudable high standards, the Bible takes crime and all wrongdoings seriously; with its embarrassingly lower standards, the modern left does not take crime seriously.

	The modern left is poisonously and self-destructively too tolerant toward crime and all wrongdoings.

	However, capital punishment for homosexuality is overly harsh.​[21]
	In pure barbarism, human life is held in contempt, and the most barbaric barbarians enjoy torturing and killing other human beings.

	In the highest of all possible civilizations, human life is reverenced,​[22] thus, capital punishment is necessarily absent, and the only thinkable exception to “thou shalt not kill another human being” is self-defense, and this allowed exception is never a mandate to kill in self-defense when threatened.

	Crime must have consequences, as must all wrongdoing, not necessarily punishments in the legal sense, and never harsh, cruel, or unusual punishments, which are incompatible with higher civilization.

	In civilization, the first and minimum consequence of all wrongdoing is re-encivilization - a logic-based reeducation in the glories of higher civilization and the horrors of pure barbarism.

	For example, in a higher civilization, if a good man like Socrates had inadvertently corrupted the youth of Athens, the first and appropriate consequence would have been to reeducate Socrates. By executing Socrates, Athens acted barbarically. Like abortion and holy war, capital punishment is barbaric.

	Civilized people always start with corrective reeducation in the glories of civilization and the horrors of pure barbarism. For more serious offenses, further corrections are necessary and appropriate.
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