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Submission to Human Rights Commission inquiry into protection from discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation and sex and or gender identity
Introduction
We are concerned that those conducting the inquiry will be so wedded to a certain ideology or world view that they will be unable to countenance different world views.  The Commission must recognize that others in society have equally valid but different value systems and perception of trends occurring in society and their consequences.
The tone of the discussion paper indicates that the outcome of the inquiry has already been decided.   This lack of impartiality seems to indicate that the Commission has become captive to a homosexual agenda.  If the inquiry is self-serving for sectional interests over other interests then we suggest the Commission would be failing in its duty to the Australian people.
We do not criticize the homosexual lobby for attempting to change public opinion.  All groups in a free democratic country such as Australia are entitled to that freedom. Government instrumentalities such as the Commission however, should be more rational and not simply acquiesce to the demands of a lobby group but examine issues from a basis of principles and the effects on society in an unbiased way.  

Basic assumptions by the Commission
The discussion paper starts with the assumption that those practicing homosexuality and those with gender identity issues are deserving of special protection without ever establishing such a case.  

The Commission appears to share the delusion of the general population brought about by those who practice homosexuality, taking their identity from their practices.  The result is that criticism of their practices is taken as criticism of them as people.  The world is replete with distortions arising from people not being separated from their belief system or practices.
Rationality for this inquiry
The lack of objective analysis is disturbing.  It seems anyone who questions the homosexual agenda is shrilly labeled homophobic or bigoted.  Name-calling is not a persuasive argument. This reaction is an insult to the intelligence and the principles of free speech.  We find the term “homophobic” very offensive because we are not afraid of those practicing homosexuality and indeed have several friends who call themselves homosexual and lesbian.  

Just because a sector of society attracts criticism doesn’t make it an issue for the anti-discrimination act.  Politicians, used car salesmen and lawyers get abused also, should they receive special protection also?  Offence goes both ways.  What about those in society who are offended by the actions of some who practice homosexuality; those who find their actions as totally abhorrent?  Should not their views be given equal weight?
Is the subject a discrimination issue at all?  What is the case for special protection? Race, gender, age, or disability are legitimate areas where anti-discrimination provisions can need to apply because they are innate characteristics over which an individual has no personal control.  On the other hand there are many choices that individuals make during their life that are, and should be, either applauded, tolerated or condemned by society.  There is no logical reason to make sexual preference choices and behaviour free from discrimination particularly when that choice is reversible in many cases.

Choice is not sacred
To be human is to discriminate.  We discriminate many times a day from the minor, such as colour of our clothes, to major such as to the moral code we adopt.

We are particularly concerned at (a) the trend to extend anti-discrimination protection to matters of personal choice, and (b) to make insult or criticism a criminal act - and give both the status of a “right”.

The tone of the discussion paper is that the listed groups are victims and so should be protected.  The level of abuse has not been quantified and is possibly overstated to embellish the ‘victim’ status.  The homosexual lobby wants to make the life choice (their literature) of their supporters above reproach.  It is true that some homosexual people suffer abuse emotionally and physically and that is to be utterly deplored.   That alone however is not grounds for anti-discrimination legislation.  There are many other individuals and groups in our society who unfortunately also suffer physical and emotional abuse.  
Vilification

A particular worrying trend in Australia and internationally is anti-vilification and so-called hate speech legislation.  “Hate” is being interpreted to mean any form of criticism, however mild, with or without potential for offence.  Of course hatred, vindictive verbal attacks, and deliberate offensive slurs are to be deplored.  We should never treat other humans in such a manner but this is not an area for legislation.  Furthermore it fails to appreciate that we humans are capable of hating an action but loving a person as every parent knows. The actions of any one section of society should not be above reproach or truthful criticism nor should any group be protected from being offended by another’s views.  Criticism or lack of approval does not equate to hate.  

We point out that those groups in society who oppose the affirmation of homosexuality on the basis of principle or moral grounds are not the ones who show hatred or give physical and verbal abuse to those practicing homosexuality.  Anti-vilification legislation which is directed at this group is therefore aimed at the wrong target.
Anti-vilification legislation is a tool of totalitarianism.  It has no place in an Australian society.  If there is unjust criticism, then treat that situation with more appropriate instruments.  There are many instances throughout society where hate arises and its control is not a legislative matter.
Anti-discrimination provisions are being hijacked to silence valid criticism and prevent exposure of actions of selected in-groups enjoying political favour.  The Human Rights Commission should have no part of such tactics.  They are intrinsically unjust.
Morality

Homosexuality has been practiced for a long time but not approved of by any civilization, religion or society in history as far as we can gather, so on what basis could the Commission declare something that was always “wrong” to be now “right”?  

Moral issues are difficult for governments to deal with and the catchcry “you can’t legislate morality” is quite incorrect as governments do that all the time in one way or another.  Moral issues should never be decided by focus groups or opinion polls.  Morals are based on value systems and it is at that level that debate should occur.  

On one hand, the homosexual lobby may be claiming that they are a disadvantaged and persecuted minority, often offended, and denied basic human rights of equality.  On the other, there is a sector of society who view homosexual practices as repugnant and indeed Islam and all Bible-following Christian denominations regard the practices as a very serious sin.
In our society, people are free to commit all sorts of “sin”.  It is not the role of government to declare that something that was once a sin to no longer be a sin and vice versa.  Nor is the role of government to tell people how to think or feel.  Far better to promote moral codes and have conduct and behaviour flow from them.  

We provide one example to illustrate but there would be many more.  Some vegetarians feel repugnance or strong revulsion at the activities of meat eaters.  Some would even regard the killing of animals for food as a “sin”.  Governments do not legislate to prohibit vegetarians feeling repugnance or revulsion for the activities of meat eaters so why is it that some State governments have passed legislation to prohibit citizens feeling and expressing repugnance or revulsion for the activities of homosexuals?  There is some unjustified favoured treatment here.  Each individual is free to choose their own ideology and we deeply resent the vilification-type legislation.
The current inquiry should be abandoned and no report made to Parliament.

