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ON BEING POLITICALLY CORRECT, 

 
 Political correctness seems to have become a 
new over-arching value in our society, and one which 
limits honest dialogue even in medicine.   Every health 
worker will acknowledge that being politically correct is 
a foolish position to hold when political correctness flies 
in the face of the evidence.   Yet, when one looks 
around at current dialogue in this nation, political 
correctness seems to keep many silent who should be 
speaking. 
 
 In the abortion debate, it is politically correct to 
say that abortion is good for women, that it upholds 
their rights over their own bodies.  It is politically correct 
to say that foetuses have no rights, though their 
humanity is beyond question. It is politically correct to 
suppress all but the most muted allusions to post-
abortion syndrome - to the pain and guilt couples feel 
after having destroyed their own babies.   It is politically 
correct to turn a blind eye to the dead place in the 
hearts of these people, and in the hearts of health 
workers who do the abortions, to the broken 
relationships destroyed by subverted grief, to the 
doubled or trebled suicide rates in women choosing 
abortion during the first five years after abortion, to the 
fact that a final assessment of the emotional effects of 
abortion cannot be made in women under 20 years 
after the event, so great is the power of denial. 
 
 But we are entering an area with still wider 
implications.  Now it is politically correct to maintain 
that same sex marriage and the rearing of children by 
same sex couples is OK.   That value is held in the face 
of overwhelming evidence to the contrary: 
 * In more than 5000 years of human history, 
the marriage of one man to one woman has been held 
as the best basis for the nurturing and socialization of 
children, and every social experiment (including 
Vladimir Lenin's in 1918) to try other bases has led to 
disaster.  Thus all societies have provided legal 
protection of heterosexual marriage as the best way to 
ensure the future wellbeing of their children. 
 * Sociological evidence from countries, which 
have tried legalizing same sex marriage, suggest that 
homosexual men have difficulty maintaining a stable 
relationship for more than 1.5 years and that those men 
have on average eight sexual partners outside their 
primary relationship per year.   Such lack of stability 
carries no safe nurturing potential. 
 * Natural law, anatomy and physiology all 
combine to underline the complementarity of male and 
female sexuality and psychology.  The same cannot be 
said of same sex relationships. 
 * Epidemiological studies almost without 
exception confirm the huge disease burden of an active 

homosexual lifestyle. Wide acceptance of such a life-
style could only be encouraged by our legalization of 
gay marriage.  
 * The agenda of Gay organizations is "the 
repeal of legislative provisions that restrict the sex or 
number of persons entering into a marriage unit; and 
the extension of legal benefits to all persons who 
cohabit regardless of sex or numbers."1   In other 
words, their agenda is sexual and nurturing chaos 
without regard to the epidemics of STDs, 
psychopathology and violence which will certainly 
follow. 
 We are being asked to agree to a social 
experiment of huge proportions with massive negative 
implications for the wellbeing of our children, 
grandchildren and great grandchildren.  It is a social 
experiment ,which makes the introduction of bottle-
feeding in the 50's-70's look infinitely tame.   And it is 
not useful to say that many already live in this sort of 
chaos: society needs visions of good, effective and 
safe norms built into its legal frameworks.   Without 
them, we perish. 
 
But that brings me to my point.  As the medical 
profession, we have the information in psychiatry, 
developmental psychology, venereology and family 
medicine which should make us far more united 
against the propagation of the gay agenda for family 
life than we have ever been against bottle feeding.  We 
should be saying boldly to our more "progressive" legal 
colleagues:  "Stop. This is the wrong road."   And we 
are likely to be heard because we can speak with some 
authority.  This is not a rejection of homosexual people 
- just of their radical agenda. 
Why do we not do so?  Are we confused by post-
modernism with its entropy of values, too lethargic to 
think things through for the wellbeing of our children, or 
just plain cowed by political correctness?   
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