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Official Letter to SCMP
Chief Editor

South China Morning Post
Address

Our address

Dear Chief Editor,

As the organizations which held the seminar entitled “Restoring Sexual Wholeness” on 29" Dec 2004,
we write to you to clarify some matters. We do not write in a spirit of animosity, but with a desire to
communicate. Unfortunately, communication is often clouded by preconceptions of us, which are not
based on first-hand acquaintance of us or our writings, but on hearsay about us, often from people

ideologically opposed to us.

We have never advocated the position that homosexuals should be compelled to change their sexual
orientation. We respect the rights of homosexuals to choose their life-style, and their freedom to seek to
change or not. We advocate the acceptance of homosexuals as persons who possess dignity, and the
provision of help and unconditional care for homosexuals who have struggles regardless of their
ultimate decision to change sexual orientation or not. However, if some homosexuals want to change
their sexual orientation, we should also provide help. Of course, this should be their own choice and not

something imposed on them. The above is our basic philosophy.

We have long held a high respect for SCMP as a reputable media, which is an exemplar of high-quality,
trustworthy and conscientious journalism. We also appreciate the professionalism of the
letters-to-editor section of SCMP, which continues to publish both pro-gay and anti-gay views.

However, the way SCMP handled the coverage of our seminar has caused us to raise some questions:

®  When the SCMP editorial on our seminar was published in the early morning of 29"
December 2004, the seminar had hardly begun and no reporters had yet set foot on the scene.
The editorial, to put it mildly, was less than friendly. Our question is: Is it fair to deliver a
negative verdict before we even have the chance to be heard?

®  We are also puzzled. Our seminar was only a small-scale activity organized by several small
voluntary organizations. By no means it was a momentous social event. It also had nothing to
do with social policy. Why did SCMP think that it deserved to be attacked by the editorial of
a major newspaper in Hong Kong?

® The editorial foisted some demeaning labels on us, e.g. “ignorance,” “fueling




discrimination,” and “transmitting a disturbing message.” We welcome rational criticisms
based on accurate understanding, solid evidence and sound argument. However, these are
negative, emotive labels which tend to foster in the readers a kind of stereotypical thinking
about us. Is this the best way to make criticisms for a fair and reputable press which typically
takes a firm stand against “discrimination” or “labeling” of ALL kinds? We wonder why we
seem to be the only exception.

B The editorial was followed the next day by a misleading report by your reporter Ravina
Shamdasani. We want to know whether she can understand Cantonese, the language used in
the seminar. In any case, we question whether she has really understood the message of our
seminar. She distorted one example used by Dr. Hong Kwai-wah out of context (for more
explanation see the essay attached), and used a very misleading caption. What is the real
purpose of this report: to produce an accurate rendering of the event, or to produce polemics

against us?

We have a more general question concerning SCMP’s self-perceived role: an advocate of the gay
movement, or facilitator of discussion of controversial questions in the civil society? For example, Tim
Cribb’s “Justice for all” (January 27) does not seem to do justice to those views which oppose the
SODO, and he also made unfounded claims about the stance of the Christian community towards
SODO. Of course we respect the personal convictions of journalists- whether they are for or against
homosexuality. However, we believe that when they are doing a report on the gay issues, their primary
duty is to stick to the facts, and avoid misleading statements. They should not produce an one-sided
report, and should reflect fairly the existing spectrum of opinions. This is to ensure that the public will
have a comprehensive understanding of the issues. Only then they can have their own informed

judgment, and the media perform their role as a facilitator of in-depth discussions in the civil society.

Perhaps our understanding of SCMP is inadequate. If it is the case, we sincerely hope that you can
enlighten us, answer our questions above, and explain SCMP’s policy concerning the gay issues. Please

contact 7?7 at ... Thanks for your kind attention.

Hong Kong Sex Culture Society
Society for Truth and Light ??7?
New Creation???
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perceived not as a debate between different analyses of homosexuality but as an issue of whether we
should give an “unbiased” advice on sexuality to the youth. What is that “unbiased” advice and where
does it come from? Well, the “unbiased” position is of course those of gay right activists and SCMP,

so the logic goes even if evidence suggests otherwise.

Recently, SCMP posted an essay by Tim Cribb who criticized the government for not being
sufficiently enthusiastic about the Sexual Orientation Discrimination Ordinance (e.g., saying that the
SODO has to have enough public support). In contrast, Cribb believed that the rights of the gay
community under SODO are non-negotiable human rights, and hence all who oppose are regarded as
intolerant people who violate others’ rights. (I believe that this is a dubious claim.) It is unfortunate
that in his essay Cribb chose to use the pejorative label: “the so-called family values groups” and made
the false claim that the majority of churches in Hong Kong do not objected to SODO. Are family
values groups not entitled to an opinion on how children are best raised, how tax dollars are used and
what constitutes healthy sexuality? Are Hong Kong Churches really that positive to SODO? The
quotation from just a few church representatives cannot point to such conclusion, especially when one
of the church representative spoke plainly that this disputable matter is left to individual member
church to decide. The same tricks of badmouthing the opponent and distorting fact are commonplace
in articles in SCMP.  Critical analysis of Cribb’s essay goes beyond the scope of this essay, but the
pro-gay position of SCMP again is pretty clear.
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