ANALYSIS

How Catholic Church officials

HAVE BETRAYED PARENTS AND CHILDREN

BY DR TOM ROGERS

THE PARENT AS PRIMARY EDUCATOR
Sacred Scripture has a great deal

to say about education, which
starts within the relationship between
parent and child, and, in order to be
purposeful and true, must also begin
with knowledge and fear of the Lord
(Prov. 1:7-8, Deut. 11:19, 32:46, Eph.
6:4). This principle of the parent as
“primary educator”, who has both the
God-given role and responsibility to
teach a child “in the way he should
go” (Prov. 22.6) has consequently been
an established and consistent tenet of
authentic Catholic teaching. It is the
father and mother, through their par-
ticipation in God’s work of creation,
who have conferred life on their chil-
dren and have the closest natural re-
lationship with them.

The Church affirms that this
God-given parental right and duty is,
in the words of Pope John Paul II, “u-
replaceable and inalienable, and therefore
incapable of being entirely delegated
to others or usurped by others”.! They
have the “right to educate their chil-
dren in conformity with their religious
and moral convictions” and “should
also receive from society the neces-
sary aid and assistance to perform
their educational role properly”.? This
1s even more so the case with “Rela-
tionships and Sex Education” (RSE),
as the government now refers to this
most intimate area of our children’s
learning and development, especially
given the potential influence of such
learning not only on children’s health,

well-being, purpose and fulfilment in
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this life, but their vocation in the Spirit
and eternal salvation in the next.* Cion-
sequently, Pope John Paul II insisted
that “sex education, which is a basic
right and duty of parents, must always
be carried out under their attentive
guidance, whether at home or in edu-
cational centres chosen and controlled
by them. In this regard, the Church
reaffirms the law of subsidiarity, which
the school is bound to observe.”* In
The truth and meaning of human sexualily,
the Pontifical Council for the Family
explained: “Other educators can assist
in this task [of education for chastity]
but they can only take the place of
parents for serious reasons of physical

or moral incapacity.” (Section 23)

A SHIFT IN THE CHURCH’S POSITION?
Catholic parents worldwide therefore
have been severely challenged by the
march of the comprehensive sex edu-
cation agenda, and, in many countries,
the growing imposition, if not virtual
takeover, by the state in this sacred area
of parental responsibility. Equally dis-
concerting has been the more than just
apparent shift of the Holy See in this
important area during the pontificate
of Pope Francis. His controversial
post-synodal apostolic exhortation
Amonis laetitia (2016) overlooks the
Church’s previously clear teaching on
the matter in its section entitled “Yes
to Sex Education” (translated in the
English version as “The Need for Sex
Education”) (Ch.7). This section does
not make any reference to the role of

parents in educating their children in

the area of sexuality, but only refers

instead to the role of “educational
institutions”. Pope Francis reaffirmed
his position in a recent interview on
the plane returning from World Youth
Day in Panama (28 January 2019). He
stated:

“I believe that we must provide sex
education in schools. [...] But we
need to offer an objective sexual ed-
ucation, as it is, without ideological
colonization. [...] Sex as a gift from
God must be taught, not with rigid-
ity. [...] I don’t say this without put-
ting myself in the political problem
of Panama. But they need to have
sex education. The ideal is to start
from home, with the parents. It is
not always possible because there
are so many different situations
in families, and because they do
not know how to do it. And so the
school makes up for this, because
otherwise it will remain a void that

will then be filled by any ideology.”



The Pontifical Council for the
Family also no longer abides by the
Church’s perennial teaching. After
the promulgation of Amoris laetitia, it
published its own sex education pro-
gramme, entitled “The Meeting Point”
in 2016. This programme, which is
intended to be taught in schools, in
mixed classrooms, and not by parents,
has been widely criticised by Catho-
lic and pro-life commentators for its
failure to adequately convey Catholic
moral teachings, for its secularising
approach, and use of inappropriate
images. Psychiatrist Rick Fitzgibbons
MD, who has worked extensively with
Catholic youth harmed psychological-
ly by family breakdown, sexual abuse,
pornography and other consequences
of the permissive society, has described
the programme as being “in my pro-
fessional opinion, the most dangerous
threat to Catholic youth that I have
seen over the past 40 years”; it “reveals
an ignorance of the enormous sexual
pressure upon youth today and will
result in their subsequent confusion
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in accepting the Church’s teaching”.

THE BISHOPS OF ENGLAND AND
WALES, AND THE CES

The Bishops of England and Wales,
via the Catholic Education Service
(CES), have been even more advanced
in this agenda. From 1999 until 2008
the Chairman of the CES was Arch-
bishop Vincent Nichols of Birming-
ham (now Cardinal Archbishop of
Westminster). Under the chairmanship
of Archbishop Nichols the CES devel-
oped a policy that resulted in providing
children in Catholic schools, includ-
ing adolescents under the legal age of
consent, with access to abortion and
contraception services without paren-
tal knowledge or consent, through a
state run confidential advice agency,

named “Connexions”.
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Also under his chairmanship the
CES joined the Sex Education Forum
and agreed to policies directly contrary
to Catholic teaching and the natural
law. Membership of the forum re-
quired agreement with the Sex and
Relationships Education Framework
(2003, reissued 2005), which, for in-
stance, “welcomes” the “diversity of
society” in the area of “sexuality”, re-
gards sex education as “an entitlement
for all boys as well as girls; those who
are heterosexual, lesbian, gay or bisex-
ual” and requires that children should
be given “relevant information” which
“is accurate and non-judgmental”
about “the potential consequences of
unprotected sex” including “abortion”.

In April 2010 the CES, now under
the chairmanship of Malcolm McMa-
hon (then Bishop of Nottingham, now
Archbishop of Liverpool), appointed
as deputy director, Greg Pope, a former
Labour member of Parliament, who
had an extensive anti-life, anti-family
voting record. Pope remained in that
post until his promotion, in 2017, to
be the Assistant General Secretary of
the Bishops’ Conference of England
and Wales.

BETRAYAL OF CATHOLIC PARENTS IN
ENGLAND

For Catholic parents in England recent
developments are bringing the threat-

ened state takeover of their God-given

role to a critical new reality, and the
conduct of the Catholic Education
Service, which should be at the van-
guard of protecting their rights, as well
as the God-given rights of all parents,
has instead been, in certain specific
ways, complicit in their betrayal.

In March 2017, Parliament passed
the government’s Children and Social
Work Act (2017) which made the new
subjects of Relationships Education
compulsory in all primary schools in
England, and Relationships and Sex
Education (RSE) compulsory in a// sec-
ondary schools in England, including
faith and independent schools. It was
announced that the required content
of these new subjects would be subject
to public consultation, although from
the outset government spokespersons,
including the Prime Minister, stated
that Relationships Education would be
“LGBT” inclusive.” The government
stated that parents would be able to
withdraw their children only from the

“sex education” parts of RSE at sec-

ondary school.

o S -
ARCHBISHOP MALCOLM MCMAHON

Archbishop Malcolm McMahon,
chair of the Catholic Education Ser-
vice for England and Wales, issued a
statement welcoming the government’s
announcement that it was acting to

change the law:
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“Relationship and Sex Education
(RSE) forms part of the mission
of Catholic schools to educate the
whole person. Our schools have
a long track record of educating
young people who are prepared for
adult life as informed and engaged
members of society, and high qual-
ity RSE plays an important part
of this.

“We welcome the government’s
commitment to improving Rela-
tionship and Sex Education in all
schools. Catholic schools already
teach age-appropriate Relationship
and Sex Education in both primary
and secondary schools. This is sup-
ported by a Catholic model RSE
curriculum which covers the RSE
curriculum from nursery all the

way through to sixth form.

“We additionally welcome the gov-
ernment’s commitment to protect
parental right of withdrawal and
involve parents in all stages of the
development and delivery of RSE
in all schools. It is essential that
parents fully support the school’s
approach to these sensitive matters.
The experience of Catholic schools
1s that parental involvement is the
basis for providing consistent and
high quality RSE at home and at

school.

“We look forward to working close-
ly with the government to shape
any new guidance to enable Cath-
olic schools to continue to deliver
outstanding RSE, in accordance
with parents” wishes and Church

teaching.”

Despite the apparently strong
statements with regard to parental
involvement, it is telling how much
the statement conforms, not to estab-
lished Catholic teaching on the matter,

but to the new secular “orthodoxy”
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and government policy regarding this
arca of a child’s learning. It is now
the “mission” of the school to “educate
the whole person” — rather than this
principally being the parents’ mission
and responsibility. The parent i3 sim-
ply granted an “involvement” in the
process, because “it is essential that
parents fully support the school’s ap-
proach”. There is no reference to the
fact that the “right of withdrawal” at
this time was only for the “Sex Educa-
tion” parts of RSE, and, in any case,
the government’s actual distinction
between “sex” and “relationships”
education is still very much unclear.
There are echoes of all the key buzz-
words of the sex education lobby in
the statement — the changes are all
about “improvement” and providing

“high quality RSE” (by whose cri-

new secular moral code of the LGBT
and sex education lobbies?

Leaving aside for a moment the
assumption that all Catholic schools
in England and Wales offer genuine
“Catholic teaching” in every respect,
what about the 90 per cent of chil-
dren, including many Catholic chil-
dren, who do not attend a Catholic
school? Should we be concerned at all
for their temporal and eternal welfare?
Does the Church not have any kind
of mission to evangelise the nation,
to shine the light of God’s truth into
every corner of public policy?

There is a submissive ghetto men-
tality here reminiscent of the bishops’
role in the issue over adoption by ho-
mosexual couples. The bishops of
England and Wales appeared to take

the line that, of course we accept that
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It is now the “mission” of the school to “educate the whole

person” — rather than this principally being the parents’

mission and responsibility. The parent is simply granted

an “involvement” in the process, because “it is essential

that parents fully support the school's approach’.

teria?), which is essential to prepare
them “for adult life as informed and
engaged members of society”, or as
the Department for Education puts
it, “to support all young people to
stay safe and prepare for life in mod-
ern Britain”.® After all, who wouldn’t
want our children to be “safe” and
“prepared for life in modern Brit-
ain”? Except do we serve them best
by preparing them to either counter
or conform to those aspects of “life in
modern Britain” which are opposed
to the Gospel? What will keep them
the safest: following the true teachings
of the Church in the area of sex and

relationships, or following instead the

same sex couples should be allowed to
adopt because that was in the Labour
government’s manifesto, but we are
just requesting a “bit of diversity in
the system”, and requesting an opt-out
for Catholic adoption agencies when
it comes to same sex adoption — even
though Archbishop Nichols admitted
that Catholic adoption agencies fad
been giving up children for adoption
by single (but active?) homosexuals
and also by unmarried but cohabit-
ing heterosexual couples. Moreover,
the bishops had no objections to al-
lowing Catholic adoption agencies to
refer homosexual applicants to agen-
cies that would place children with

homosexual couples.’



Naturally in both practising and
freely admitting this highly compro-
mised position there was no witness
whatsoever as to why deliberately
denying an adopted child the natural
situation of having a father and moth-
er was wrong, or why the homosexual
lifestyle was wrong. The government
regarded such a weak, compromised
and contradictory stance with abso-
lute contempt, brushing it aside and
insisting it would be done regardless.
All but one of the twelve diocesan
adoption agencies either voluntarily
closed themselves down or cut their
ties with the church — exactly what
the enemies of the Church wanted in
the first place.!0 This should also per-
haps serve as a forewarning to us of
what will happen to Catholic schools
when the government wants to drive
the LGBT juggernaut over a red line
that is too far even for the Bishops of
England and Wales.

MISSED OPPORTUNITY FOR CHURCH
ACTION

The government announced a pub-
lic “Call for Evidence” in December
2017, which closed in February 2018,
concerning what should be the content
of the new compulsory subjects. See-
ing as this was a public consultation,
where numbers clearly matter, one
would have thought it might have been
a good idea to encourage Catholics,
especially Catholic parents, to partici-
pate and make submissions? The mes-
sage from the CES, however, seemed
to be that we can just trust and leave
everything to them, that everything is
and will be fine with Catholic schools,
and that everything the government is
doing with regard to RSE is positive
and can be perfectly compatible with
the Church’s teaching. A number of
pro-life and pro-family organisations,
including SPUC, did, however, cam-

paign hard to rally parents and their
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.. primary school children will have to demonstrate

respect for the idea and practice of homosexual

relationships and not just for the people involved in them,

and will be expected to agree that such relationships,

including when they have children, are just as valid,

positive and beneficial as those based on real marriage.
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supporters to respond to the “Call for
Evidence”. This helped contribute
to an impressive 23,000 submissions.
The government’s reporting on the
results of that consultation, however,
has been highly inadequate, and what
it had produced showed no evidence
whatsoever for any claims of consen-
sus, especially from parents, for the
agenda it is pursuing.

In July 2018 the government issued
its Draft Guidance and Regulations
regarding the proposed content and
delivery of the new subjects, and si-
multancously launched a second pub-
lic consultation on their acceptability.
There was some evidence of the posi-
tive impact of campaigning by the pro-
life and pro-family lobby. There was
an acknowledgement that parents are

the primary educators in certain of the

matters covered by the new subjects,
and that it would be mandatory for
schools to consult with parents on RSE
policies and programmes. However,
where does the parent stand when,
following the consultation, they are
still unhappy about what the school
proposes to teach? Overall the Draft
Regulations and Guidance seriously
undermine parental rights, and also
present a completely one-sided view
of human sexuality, marriage and the
family which is contrary to what the
Catholic faith teaches.

The children's programme of study
is required to be “LGBT inclusive”
throughout and present homosexual
relationships and family structures in
a positive manner. In primary school,
children must be made to understand

and accept that families “sometimes”
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look different from their family, but
that they should respect those differ-
ences and know that other children’s
families are characterised by “love and
care for them”; also that marriage, in-
cluding same-sex “marriage” and civil
partnerships, represents “a formal and
legally recognised commitment of two
people to each other which is intend-
ed to be lifelong”.!! In other words,
primary school children will have to
demonstrate “respect” for the idea and
practice of homosexual relationships
and not just for the people involved in
them, and will be expected to agree
that such relationships, including when
they have children, are just as valid,
positive and beneficial as those based
on real marriage.

In RSE at secondary school teen-
agers will be further encouraged to
“explore” their developing “sexual
orientation” and “gender identity”.
It presents dangerous and immoral
lifestyle choices as equally valid as
marriage. Abortion is presented simply
as one of the available options during
pregnancy and pupils will be signpost-
ed to contraceptive and abortion ser-
vices, without any parental knowledge
or consent.

The right of parents to withdraw
their children from the “sex education”
parts of RSE, which the government
had promised to retain, has now been
removed and replaced only by a “right
to request” withdrawal, with the final
decision going to the headteacher.
Even this much compromised parental
right is withdrawn altogether when the
child reaches 15, when they will be al-
lowed to overrule their parents’, as well
as their headteachers’, wishes if they
choose, as they are being given the rght
to have sex education provided to them
by the school. Moreover, it 1s a statu-
tory requirement for schools “to have
regard” to the final published Guid-
ance when delivering the new subjects,

which means they have to deliver the
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required content unless they have a
“good reason” not to. The experience
of a number of independent faith
schools, particularly independent and
Orthodox Jewish schools, who have
been failed or severely penalised by
OFSTED (England’s schools inspec-
tion agency)'? for not teaching LGBT
issues in a satisfactory way, shows that
the fact that LGB'T ideology is against
the tenets of the Christian, Jewish or
Islamic faith is not considered a good

enough reason.

CES CONTINUES TO BACK THE GOV-
ERNMENT OVER RSE

The CES were one of the favoured
selected groups listed who had been in-
volved in the deep consultation process
with the Department for Education,
though that is not to say that they nec-
essarily agreed with all of the resultant
Draft Guidance. However, their public
statements so far have expressed only
support for the government’s plans.
Tollowing the publication of the
Draft Regulations and Guidance in
July 2018 the CES issued another press
release again stating that the Catholic
Church “welcomes” the government’s
moves to “improve” Relationships and
Sex Education, as well as how “the
government had used the Catholic
model curriculum as examples of best
practice”. It also “welcomes™ how “the
recommendations are clear that the
right for parents right of withdrawal
[sic] will be maintained”, even though
the Draft Regulations only allow par-
ents the right to request withdrawal,
with a right to refuse being given to
the headteacher. It also welcomed
that “schools with a religious char-
acter” will be able to deliver RSE
“within the tenants [sic] of their own
faith”."> However, the Children and
Social Work Act (section 34:3 (b)), as
well as the Draft Regulations, only
stipulate that “the education is ap-
propriate having regard to the age and
the religious background of the pupils”,

which is open to interpretation and a
much weaker requirement than such
teaching needing to be in line with the
“tenets” of a particular faith. A school
may “have regard” for the fact that a
pupil comes from a Catholic family,
but still deem it necessary to teach the
pupil things that do not conform to
the tenets of the Catholic faith. The
Draft Guidance uses similarly vague
language and also adds that “schools
must ensure they comply with the rel-
evant provisions of the Equality Act
(2010)”. OFSTED inspections have
interpreted that to mean a school must
clearly teach about active homosexu-
ality and transgenderism in a positive
light, so that children who may identify
themselves by one of the “protected
characteristics” do not feel marginal-
ised or discriminated against, and that
children are adequately prepared for
“life in modern Britain”. For instance,
in May 2017 Vishnitz Girls School,
an Orthodox Jewish primary school,
failed its third OFSTED inspection in
a year specifically because the school
acknowledged that it did not teach its
young children (aged 3-11) about ho-
mosexuality and transgenderism. The
original report stated that “the school’s
approach means that pupils are shield-
ed from learning about certain differ-
ences between people, such as sexual
orientation. [...] They acknowledge
that they do not teach pupils about all
the protected characteristics [of the
Equality Act 2010], particularly those
relating to gender re-assignment and
sexual orientation. This means that
pupils have a limited understanding
of the different lifestyles and partner-
ships that individuals may choose in
present-day society.”!*

Christian schools have also been
targeted by OFSTED. Pupils at
Grindon Hall Christian School and
Durham Free School faced intru-
sive questioning on transsexualism,

homosexuality and same-sex “mar-



riage” by OFSTED inspectors, who
then claimed that they found evidence
of “homophobic behaviour” in both
schools — a claim rejected by staff, pu-
pils and parents. Despite the outcry,
The Durham Free School was closed
down in April 2015 and Grindon Hall
— one of the best performing schools
in the North East — was rated “inade-
quate”, and was forced by the Depart-
ment for Education to be taken over
by a secular trust."

A further public consultation
(July-Nov 2018) was announced re-
garding the Draft Regulations and
Guidance for the new subjects. How-
ever, rather than initiating a cam-
paign to encourage Catholics, and
others who attend Catholic schools,
to participate in this consultation, so
that protections for parents could be
genuinely safeguarded, the CES had
already embarked on a mini-PR cam-
paign in support of government policy,
with an article which appeared on the
CES website and the Catholic press
informing us that the government’s
proposals were only to be welcomed,
that there was nothing to worry about,
that Catholic schools already do a fan-
tastic job teaching RSE (in line with
the Church’s teaching), and, falsely,
that the government is committed both
to allowing faith schools flexibility to
teach according to the tenets of their
faith, and protecting the parents’ right
of withdrawal.'®

Given the content of the govern-
ment’s Draft RSE Guidance it is very
hard to conceive of how a Catholic
school can deliver the subjects in a way
which “has regard to the Statutory
Guidance” whilst still in conformity
with the tenets of the Catholic faith.
The CES’s current “model policy for
RSE”, which the CES boasts has been
praised by the Department for Educa-

tion, features an uncomfortable mix of
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Catholic teaching with elements of the
statutory SRE Guidance (2000) and
contemporary secular sex education
programmes shoehorned into it. So
at Key Stage 1 (ages 5 -7) children are
to be taught to “identify and correctly
name their ‘private parts’”; and at KS
2 (ages 7-11) they are taught “that simi-
larities and differences between people
arise from several different factors (see
protected characteristics of the Equal-
ity Act 2010, part 2, ch. 1, sections
4-12)”. In other words, they are taught
about “sexual orientation” and “gen-
der reassignment” (LGBT issues).!”

The ambiguity of elements of the
policy at the very least allow scope for
teaching which is not in accordance
with the faith. For example, the RSE
secondary school policy stipulates
teaching children about “recognising
and valuing their own sexual identity
and that of others”, or to “ensure RSE
is sensitive to the different needs of in-
dividual pupils in respect to [...] their
own sexual orientation”.*8 T'his 1s espe-
cially the case when we have had the
scandal of homosexual lobby-group
Stonewall being invited into Catholic
schools and colleges to train teachers
on how to deal with “homophobic
bullying”.'®

Although the model RSE policy
stresses that “teachers will be expect-
ed to teach RSE in accordance with
the Catholic Ethos of the school”,*
and the CES proclaims its confidence
that authentic Catholic RSE is and
will continue to be taught in Catholic
schools, even after 2020; it is not clear,
judging by some of the recent publi-
cations of the CES, that the CES has
the same idea as many Catholic par-
ents, or the perennial teachings of the
Catholic Church, about what exactly
the “tenets” of the Catholic faith are
when it comes to human sexuality and

the teaching of RSE.

BISHOPS AND CES PROMOTE LGBT
IDEOLOGY IN SCHOOLS

An RSE guide for Catholic educators
published by the Catholic Bishops of
England and Wales in 2017, entitled
Learning to Love, declares its admira-
tion for Pope Francis’ Amoris laetitia,
as “an inspirational document, rich
with insights and fresh descriptions
of the Church’s teaching on this vital
subject”.?! On the subject of homo-
sexuality, the Bishops’ Learning to Love
offers its own “fresh description” of
the Church’s teaching:

“Here we would like to emphasise
that this exalted form of love exists
just as powerfully in relationships
between people of the same sex
as it does 1in heterosexual relation-
ships. We applaud the great prog-
ress that has been made in coun-
tering all forms of discrimination
against homosexuality in recent
times, and wish to collaborate with
efforts to make such discrimination
obsolete.” (p.17)

Note that we are now talking about
“discrimination against komosexuality”
as something that should be countered,
as opposed to “unjust discrimination”
against homosexual persons as the
Catechism states (2358). “Homosexu-
ality” itself has now been transformed
from an“inclination, which is objec-
tively disordered” to what can be an
“exalted form of love”; and what does
it mean “to collaborate with efforts to
make such discrimination obsolete”?
To actively promote the LGBT and
Pride agenda? To shut down freedom
of speech on the issue and persecute
Christians and others who try to speak
the truth about homosexuality?

An even more pernicious docu-
ment is Made in God’s Image: Challenging
homophobic and biphobic bullying in Catholic
schools, a joint publication by the CES
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and St Mary’s University, Twickenham
— first published in 2017 and which
has even been given a second edition,
without any major alterations, despite
its deep and scandalous conflicts with
the Church’s teaching being widely
pointed out by commentators.?
Under the guise of “guidance” for
the “pastoral care of pupils”, Made in
God’s Image 1s designed to intimidate
Catholic schools into introducing a
concerted LGBT indoctrination pro-
gramme for children, in the form of an
eight-lesson scheme of work. The sum
of the message that children will take
away from this is that being “lesbian,
gay, bisexual or transgender” is part of
their God-given purpose and identity,
an integral part of being Made in God’s
umage, something that must be celebrat-
ed, and that any true Catholic should
act to report and help robustly stamp
out any sign or attitudes of disapprov-
al. An example from the introduction

illustrates the strategy being taken:

“The Church teaches that homo-
sexual persons ‘must be accepted
with respect, compassion and sen-
sitivity’ (Catechism of the Catholic
Church 2358). The School should
be mindful that the Church teaches
that homosexual inclinations are
not sinful. For older pupils who
may publicly identify themselves
as such, Church schools should be
havens of respect and custodians
of the true dignity of each human
being. They should be as attentive
to the possibility of homosexu-
al pupils being marginalized and
bullied as they are to discrimination
based on religion, gender, race or
disability.”?

Although the Church does indeed
teach that involuntarily experiencing
same sex attraction is not itself a sin,
the Catechism also adds that the incli-
nation itself is “objectively disordered”
(2358), and that authoritative Gatho-
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Note that we are now talking about “discrimination

against homosexuality” as something that should

be countered. as opposed to “unjust discrimination”

against homosexual persons as the Catechism

states (2358). "Homosexuality” itself has now been

transformed from an “inclination, which is objectively

disordered” to what can be an “exalted form of love”.

lic teaching has also always declared

that “homosexual acts are intrinsically
disordered”, “basing itself on Sacred
Scripture, which presents homosexual
acts as acts of grave depravity” (2357).
The Congregation for the Doctrine of
the Faith has instructed bishops that
“although the particular inclination
of the homosexual person is not a sin,
itis a more or less strong tendency or-
dered toward an intrinsic moral evil;
and thus the inclination itself must be

seen as an objective disorder.”** There

is no mention of this in the document,
or indeed any mention whatsoever of
Catholic doctrine on marriage, or any
attempt to present the true meaning
and purpose of human sexuality be-
tween man and woman. Indeed the
only thing presented as sinful (although
it does not directly employ the term
“sin”) 1s the new sin of “homophobia”
which “should have no place among
Catholics. Catholic teaching on homo-
sexuality 1s not founded on, and can

never be used to justify homophobic



attitudes”. In one of the word games
that children are encouraged to play

“homophobia” is defined as:

‘A range of negative attitudes and
feelings toward homosexuality or peo-
ple who are identified or perceived
as being lesbian, gay, bisexual or
transgender (LGBT). It can be
expressed as antipathy, contempt,
prejudice, aversion, or hatred, may
be based on irrational fear, and is
sometimes related to religious be-
liefs.” (p.16)

Notice again how, as with Learn-
ing to Love, it 1s negative attitudes to-
wards “homosexuality”, and not just
“homosexual persons”, that is con-
demned here. And “homosexuality”,
according to the Catechism at least,
refers to “relations” between same-sex
attracted men or women, including
“homosexual acts”. Conveniently, if
not outrageously, the actual word of
God on the subject of homosexuality
is never quoted or referred to.

It is undeniable that a deliberately
misleading sleight of hand is in play
throughout, with the document’s
omissions and selective quotations
from both Catholic documents and
the Bible. That such a secular and
distorted presentation of human sex-
uality, saturated with LGBT ideology,
1s being presented to children is hardly
surprising when, as has been widely
pointed out on Catholic blogs and by
at least one English bishop, much of
the material has been lifted directly
from pre-existing propaganda pro-
grammes from Stonewall and LGBT
Youth Scotland.®

Chillingly, Made in God’s Image even
offers lesson material which encour-
ages children to judge and challenge
their own parents’ and families’ atti-
tudes, based on provided examples

of expressions of “homophobia”, in-
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cluding typical comments made whilst
watching television programmes. It is
ironic that a document purported to
be concerned with “anti-bullying”
engages in a highly pernicious form
of bullying against faithful Catholic
children and their parents by labelling
them “homophobes” and “bigots”.
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Catholic schools. However, the small
print reveals that only 12 per cent of
Catholic schools responded to this
survey — the whole justification of this
programme therefore being based on
completely unrepresentative data (p.
31). Catholic headteachers would have

been rightly reluctant to respond as the

Chillingly, Made in Gods Image even offers lesson material

which encourages children to judge and challenge their

own parents and families’ attitudes, based on provided

examples of expressions of "homophobia’, including typical

comments made whilst watching television programmes.

The pro-LGBT Made in God’s Im-
age programme is said to have been
prompted by a survey conducted by
the CES on “homophobic” bullying in

survey itself was ideologically loaded

and intimidating (employing the un-
qualified terms “homophobic” and
“transphobic” throughout), with ques-
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tions posed in a way that would make
it very difficult for a faithful Catholic
to respond, without compromising

Christian truths on issues of sexuality.

WHERE ARE WE HEADING?

So where does this all leave us for the
future if this agenda remains unchal-
lenged? Scotland and Wales already
show where the direction of travel is
going in the immediate future. As a
statutory part of Wales’s new curricu-
lum which will be in place from 2022,
the Welsh government announced that
itis introducing “LGBTQI+ - inclusive
Relationships and Sexuality Educa-
tion” for all learners aged 5-16. Kirsty
Williams, Welsh Education Secretary,
has stated: “T’he days of traditional sex
education are long gone; the world has
moved on and our curriculum must
move with it. [...] Of course, thirty
years on from the introduction of
Section 28, we will also ensure that
RSE is fully inclusive of all genders
and sexualities and meets the needs
of LGBTQI+ learners.”?

The Welsh government is adopting
the recommendations of a specially
commissioned report on the future of
SRE in Wales produced by an “SRE
Expert Panel”, headed by Prof. Emma
Renold of Cardift University, a sociol-
ogist whose research on child sexuality,
as her university profile informs us, is
characterised by “feminist, queer and
post-humanist approaches”. Neither
the Catholic Church, nor any other
faith groups, were represented in the
“expert panel” — no doubt they were
not invited to be. The Catholic Bishops
of England and Wales have issued no
response to what is an all out assault on
the childhoods of all Welsh children,
including those of Catholic families.

“Post-humanism”, by the way, is
one of the latest pseudo-intellectual
fads of western academia. In the same
way that “gender” and “sexuality” are
regarded as mere social constructs, and

therefore open to deconstruction, so
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now too is the very notion of what it is
to be a “human being”. The “natural”
distinctions between human, animal
and machine are also regarded as
arbitrary boundaries to be explored,
redefined and transgressed. It should
not be too hard to envisage the even
more disturbing future of “sexuality”
once such last remaining taboos have
also been removed.

The Scottish government has so far
gone the furthest in Britain along this
trajectory, having proudly announced
recently that Scotland will become
“the first country in the world to have
lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender and
intersex (LGBTT) inclusive education
embedded in the [whole] curriculum”
— not just in relationships and sex ed-
ucation.?” Naturally if ideological
indoctrination is to be truly effective
then thought must be controlled at all
times, and not just within the confines
of certain lessons. Unbelievably this
development was also “welcomed” by
Scottish Bishops, who added that they
hope the “impact of these recommen-
dations will be positive for all.”

So how should parents respond in
the face of this situation? For times like
this God tells us to “rejoice in hope, be
patient in tribulation, be constant in
prayer” (Rm. 12:12). We should hold
on more strongly than ever to the fact
that God Himself has still ordained
us to be the primary educators of our
children, a right which as Pope John
Paul II reminds us “is wrreplaceable and
inalienable”; that the right of parents to
bring up their children to know, love
and serve Him is His holy will. Scrip-
ture tells us to “be strong and coura-
geous”, to “not be afraid or terrified
because of them, for the Lord your
God goes with you; He will never leave
you nor forsake you” (Deut. 31:6).
“Where sin abounds, grace abounds
all the more” (Rm 5:20), and we are
now seeing encouraging signs of a

strong and powerful parents’ rights

movement rapidly rising up to con-
front what Church officials have been
unwilling to confront.

This 1s an issue which unites many
people of different faiths and none.
For instance, a Parliamentary petition
concerning the parental right of with-
drawal from RSE recently gained in
excess of 100,000 signatories, which
resulted in a Parliamentary debate on
the petition in February 2019. Many
Muslim parents, in particular, have
provided an example of peaceful, but
vocal and resilient parent power, with
hundreds of parents witnessing week-
ly outside Parkfields Primary School,
Birmingham, where their children
were being subjected to an LGBT
propaganda programme called “No
Outsiders”.

This 1s a time for faith not fear
or compromise. In that spirit SPUC
Safe at School has recently launched a
major campaign in defence of the pa-
rental right to withdraw their children
from Relationships and Sex Education
and it has already gained tremendous
support from parents from different
backgrounds and communities. To
find out how you can become involved

visit: www.spuc.org.uk/rsebriefing ¥

Dr Tom Rogers is the SPUC Education
Manager. He has been working full-time for
the pro-life cause since 2016. An academic
and educationalist, he previously lectured in
English literature at university, and has also
taught in the secondary and further education
sectors. He 1s the author of God of Rescue:
John Berryman & Christianity (2011).
He is married with two children.
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