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Ong sus Shift @ Sar qge?

By David L.ee Burris

First they ignore you,
then they ridicule you,
then they fight you,

and then you win

Mohandas Karamchand Gandhi

(1869 - 1948)
Mahatma (Sanskrit: "high-souled")

First we OVERLOOK evil.
Then we PERMIT evil.
Then we LEGALIZE evil.
< Then we PROMOTE evil.
Then we GELEBRATE evil.

Then we PERSECUTE those
who still call it evil.
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"FIRST WE OVERLOOK EVIL.
THEN WE PERMIT EVIL.
THEN WE LEGALIZE EVIL.

THEN WE PROMOTE EVIL.

THEN WE CEliEBRATE EVIL.

THEN WE PERSEGUTE THOSE WHO
STILL CALIRIT EVIL."

"WOE UNTO THEM WHO CALL EVIL,
GOOD, AND GOOD, EVIL!

ISAIAH 5:20

.
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Growth In Support for Same-Sex Malnriage?
The Claim of Changed Minds & ]Demog'lraphics

Growing Support for Same-Sex Marriage
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Shiftimg Attitudes about
Homosex@uality anmnd Gay Marriage
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Growing Percentage Says Homosexxuality Showuld
Be Accepted by Sociaety
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Many Are Cross-Pressured over Same-Sex Marriage
Most See Same-Sex Marriage in Conflict with Religious Beliefs

Majorities in Most Religious Groups Say Same-
Sex Marriage Would Violate Religious Beliefs
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Majority Thinks Positive of Same-Sex Couples as Parents

Continued Gender Differences in Opinions about
Same-Sex Couples as Parents
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Question Wording and Support for Same-Sex Marriage
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Wi ashimngtoormn Posies

The rise in support for same-sex marriage has been confirmed by every major
national survey organization ltlr.auc]kfunlg the issue. But the balance of opinion
differs based on the W(O)]ﬁdl[ilnlg of the question. The Pew Research Center
question asks: “Do you sutlﬁonnlrglly favor, favor, oppose, or §1t1r<0)1nuglly oppose
allowing grays and lesbians to marry legally?” The March 13-17 survey finds 49%
in favor and 44% opposed. A \\>\Va§]h1ii1n1g1t<o>1m Post/ABC News survey, conducted
March 7-10, asks a different question: “Do you think it should be lltegaﬂl or [illll(egalll
for gay and lesbian couples to get married?”’ This question has consistently
elicited a higher level of support for same-sex marriage; the latest survey found

58% saying legal and 36% illegal.

These two surveys show that more Americans oppose making same-sex
marriage legal (44% in the Pew Research Center poll) than favor making

it illegral (36% in the Washington Post/ABC News poll). Both organizations have
tracked their questions since 2003, and the Washington Post/ABC News poll has
consistently found higher support for same-sex marriagee. However, the two
polls tell the same story: significant growth in support for same-sex marriage
over the last 10 years. THE NEXT 10 YEARS A SUPPOSED CONSENSUS SHIFT?



https://assets.pewresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/sites/5/2013/03/3-20-13-14.png
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WASHINGTON, D.C. -- Seventy-one percent of Americans think same-
sex marriage should be ll(egalll,. Jnnlant(c]hliilnlg the ]hlﬁg]hl (Gralllhqu recorded un
2022. Public support for 1l(egall[lly recognizing gay marriages has been
comsistently above 50% since the early 2010s.

The latest ffiiglunﬁes are from (Grallllhqu)'s annual Values and Beliefs
poll, conducted May 1-24, 2023,

When Gallup first polled about same-sex marriage in 1996,
barely a quarter of the public (27%) supported legalizing
homosexual wnions. It would take another 15 years, wntil 201,
for support to reach the majority level. Then, just one nnonth
before the 2015 U.S. Supreme Court's Obergefell v. Hodges
decision, public support for legalizing gay marriage cracked
the 60% level. In 2021, it reached the 70% mark for the first

time and has been there each of the past three years.

Support Relatively Low Among Weekly Churchgoers

Gallup has recorded increases in support for same-sex
marriage across all major §1udb)glr(onqus over tume. Today,
majorities of all but two key subgroups -- Republicans (49%)
and weekly churchgoers (41%) -- say gay marriages should be

legrally recogrmized.

Republican support for gay marriage has hovered around the
50% mark since 2020. The latest 49% recorded for this group is
statistically similar to the level of support Gallup has recorded
un recent years.

Like all other subgroups, weekly churchgoers (41%) are more
supportive of gay marriage now than they were previously.
Howewver, their level of support has been steady since 2018 -

- ranging between 40% and 44%.


https://news.gallup.com/poll/393197/same-sex-marriage-support-inches-new-high.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/poll/393197/same-sex-marriage-support-inches-new-high.aspx
https://news.gallup.com/poll/393197/same-sex-marriage-support-inches-new-high.aspx
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The Christian Research Journal Is Representative 01 Churchgoer Opinion On The Issue:
Same-Sex Marriage in Perspective

The Holy Grail for those ]PnU[s]hl[Umg the trend toward amorality
ls same-sex Jnnlauﬂrfuavg(e:: an urratiomnal quest to redefine 1nnlaut°1r[lal<ge
that appears all but certain to wultimately succeed — apart

frrom aunnuemudlihmg the Constitution to define 1nn1(aur1r[i(al<g(ex

Anticipating the impact of Lawrence versus Texas, Justice
Scalia’s vigorous dissent notes that if morality is ultimately
a matter of individual choice, then rule of law is slqueJriflhumnm&
Scalia clearly perceives that which his agenda-oriented
<C(0)1Ul<ealg1unes may prove ltlralg[i(callllly reluctant to al(cklnuomﬂhe(dlg@
The assault on marriage is the “Shock and Awe” strategy of
forces determined to turn civilization on its head. Ap]pne;all[l]mg
to “self-evident” truths as the basis for law will come to be
viewed as political extremism at its worst. Consider the same-
sex marriage proponent who, tn a Jr(e§]P>(e(01t<e<dl ]Pnudbll[‘uc(autii(onnl,\
adduces the purpose of the Supreme Court to be “that of
<cll<eaur[hn1<g out the dust of the past and ]F(E‘)]Dﬂlalkfunlg the world
afresh.” Does anyone actually believe this “remaking” will
stop at same-sex marriage?

Courts of law are re(q[lumr(e(dl to base decisions on relatively
untricate (expllaumalt[L<o)1n1§ of law and fact, and common sense is
often a casualty of this process. Comumon sense, nonetheless,

cannot ]huellp but counsel that same-sex Jnnlaurlriialge is untenable.

The heterosexual marital ]ﬁe‘][alltﬁ(O)]ﬂlS]hlﬁ]P)y with tts ﬁ]ﬂﬂl]Pﬂ@]ﬂF@CllﬁfUOH[']lS)\
comstitutes the bedrock of civilization. Marriage — female
wife and mother, male husband and father — is the basic

social wnit.
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Redefining marriage, given its integ'ral design, is similar

to tampering with root arithmetic: no court, retaining any
semblance of respect for the concept of jiIU[]FﬁSP]ﬂU[(d[@]ﬂUC@; would
do so. Marriage in both fact and law is a sacred covemnant
between a man and a woman: a uniquely exclusive product
of the heterosexual relationship at the interior of which is

the very future of huwmankind — the child.

The mere fact that some groups aren’t unclined toward this
defunition of marriage does not grant them the 1riig]hut to re-
define marriage. Same-sex marriage proponents claim kinship
witth victums of race & g(e\lnudle]r discrimination. Such arguments
make sense only where the state bars homosexuals fironn
marrying the opposite sex or grants a single gender the right
to same-sex marriage. In stark contrast to same-sex marriage,
unterracial marriage and women’s SIU[ﬂF]mlge did not necessitate
redleiffumfumg marriage or voting to unclude additional behaviors

— race and gender are not defined by behavior.

Homosexuality is defined by behavior. Whether one deenns
homosexuality virtuous or aberrant, those who consider
themselves homosexual are not discriminated agrainst as
persons by ]P)]F(O)]hlﬁ]b)ﬁltﬁ]nlg same-sex marriage. All men and
women, Jr(egaumdlllegs of sexual ]pnr(eiﬁelrelnuoe,\ are afforded the
samne opportunity to paumtake of the marriage covenant. The
fact that persons of the same sex can’t marry each other is
untrinsic to the self-evident definition of the marriage
covenant. Prohibitions against same-sex marriage, therefore,
do not discriminate against the person, as did ]an)]hlftlbiilt(uoumg
agaﬂilmst different races mnt@umryihmg or agaﬁum&t wonnen \V(O)lth]nlgy

but algaliilnlst the person’s behavior.
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Gender exists, and laws that pertain to marriage cohere un
the self-evident reality and purpose of g(elnudl(eln Gender isn’t
a mere variance of physical traits within the human family,
such as skin color or eye color, but a biological imperative
that is foundational to human civilization. T]huonmg]hl existence
of ge]nudle]r does not mandate that all persons be married or
that all who marry procreate, g«elnudl@]r does occasion certain
rational consequences on the rule of law. Every Justice on
today’s Supreme Court understands, for instance, that the
Equal Protection Clause does not grant males the right to
compete on the Women’s ULS. Olympic Team or females the
right to compete on the Men’s U.S. Olympic Team. It simply
grants them the equal r[ig]hut to compete. If the Court hasn’t
any business removing the legitimate role of gender in the
composition of a g<0)\ve]rlnunnuelm1|:=§]Pnonn1S(o>1r(e\<dl athletic event, then
it certainly hasn’t any business removing the self-evident
foundation of the universal marriage covenant. Civil l'ights,
after all, has never been about fabricating radical restructured
definitions. Civil rights is about substantiating self-evident
truths. Recognizing same-sex marriage makes a mockery of

both marriage and civil rights, while diverti.ng attention and
resources from more aoceptable resolutions to the injustices
its proponents allege to address.

Same-sex marriage proponents routinely dismiss the issue of
]Puoﬂlygaunnly but the correlation between same-sex marriage
and bisexual polygamous marriage is strikingly cogent. The
person who claums 1[<eg[i1t[i]nn1aucy for same-sex marriage, uf he or
she is to remain consistent, must also claim legitimacy for
bisexual ]P)(o>1lygallnn1(o>1U[§ marriage, thuus exposing the fact that
the basis of their position is not an affirmation of civil rights
but a total indifference toward foundational values.
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Same-sex Jnnlaur]r[ialge proponents are aware of the attendant
flood of culturally perverse 1l(eg‘alll (c]hlallllhelnlg(es that recogmizing

same=-sex Jnnlaur]rftage unvites.

It makes no sense to declare same-sex marriage ll@gfutihnnlaute
while <dl(e;(cll<aur[i1nlg bisexual ]Pno>llygaunn1<o)1U[s marriage iillll@gﬁlt[ilnnlant@
Advocating the right of non-heterosexuals to marry, yet
reiﬁmsﬁmg to extend that 1r[ig]hut to bisexuals, is commensurate
to audl\\no(caut[ilmg <dl1r1U[gs be lltegallliime(dl — but only for a ]plrii\v[illegedl

class.

Bisexuality is not a vacillation between heterosexuality and

homosexuality but an abiding attraction toward both sexes.

Once same-sex marriage is recoonized as having a legitiunmate

basis, prohibiting bisexual polygamous marriage becomes

T

incoherent. The legal argument will proceed as follows:

Because of “who they are,” bisexuals canmnot have theur need
for love and companionship completed by a single gender. If
Lt s 1[<egfutiimmante to marry a person of either the same sex or the
opposite sex, why is it a criminal offense to marry both? This
s an aumc]hueltypaﬂL s1u[lb)j‘|(e‘(c1tii\ve,\ and discrioninatory distinction: it
makes no pronouncemernts agrainst the behavior but lumits its
scope to particular classes of persons. As the opportunity to
Xy aucoonmdlfumg to one’s own distinct identity tn no way
harns existing marriages, lbnaumr[ilnlg an undividwual from the
protections, benefits, and <o>1b)1[iigantii<onnls of civil marriage solely
because that person would marry persons of each gender

violates the Constitution.

As bisexuals gain the right to ]P>(o>1ly(gannnlyf however, the ]Eq[lur(alll
Protection Clause, consistently aqp)]pﬂlihe(dh (o>1b>llii<g<e§ that the Jr[ig]hut
to polygamy be extended to heterosexuals as well. In the end,

marriage, in all but name, will effectively be annihilated.



Page 13 of 69

Same-sex marriage proponents astutely evade the obvious
umplications of bisexual marriage and tts unherent relevance
to polygamy. At the core of the same-sex marriage argument
rests the presumption that any grouping of adults who clainm
to love each other has an implicit 1t°[i<g]h11t to marriage ]r(e\gaurdllhe\gs
of whether this presumption contradicts fundamental norms.
The Constitution, however, netther audl(oqplts nor advances the

]p]raucttfuce of <dl<eifii1n1iiln1<g reality apart from fundamental standards.

If the Supreme Court recogi (Z€es samme=sex marria o€, it

will diminish both the rule of law and its own existence.

The issue is not that people of the same sex might love each
other; the issue is whether or not society should be 1r<e<q[1udhre<dl
to declare by law or through the imprimatur of marriage that

homoerotic behavior is a necessary aspect of that love.

The question, therefore, is not one of civil rights, but whether
we will indoctrinate America’s children with the philosophy
that marrying the same sex is equivalent to marrying the
opposite sex — and catapult ourselves toward becoming a
people unwilling to discern left from right.

The answer is clearly a matter of conmomn sense, but it
appears that comumon sense is about to be tossed into the
dustbin of history. ]P’e]rha][)@ the message p@ste(dl on a church

announcement board just outside Martha’s Vineyard puts it

best: “Those who stand for nothing will fall for anything.”

— Robert Valente
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A high view of God’s Purposeful design for creation.

The creation account in the Bible (Genesis 1:1-27) is a story of

God separating many things:

« He separated the darkness from 1lii<g]h11t¢

« He separated the waters above from the waters below.
« He separated the dry land from the waters below.
 He separated the day from the night.

« He separated humankind into two lb»[i(odl@g[i(call sexes.

A high view of the sacred and intentional design for sex.

God separated male from female, among other reasons, so that
they could be purposefully joined. Once He formed Eve, He

mmediately declared that her & Adamnn’s wnion was to occur

within the bond of marriage. Marriage was important frromn
the 1b><e\giilnun1[ilmg because God wuses it as a 1nn1<eltaqp>]huo>]r lt]humonung]huonm1t¢

In the Old Testament God repeatedly describes Israel’s
unfatthfulness to Hinn in ternns of sexual infidelity. The two
ge]nudl@r roles are essential to His message, with the husband’s
role symbolizing God’s initiative of choosing a people for
Himself and the wife’s role depicting Israel’s response.

The New Testament further 1unnqp>a<c]L<s the metaphor. Our

marriage to Christ creates within us new §p/[]f/[/twa/1// life, just as

the marital act of j (o)lunlfunlg sexually creates new p//71y§/[aaz// life.



https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=genesis+1%3A1-27&version=ESV
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Genesis+2%3A24&version=ESV
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Genesis+2%3A24&version=ESV
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Mark+10%3A6-9&version=ESV
https://www.biblegateway.com/passage/?search=Ephesians+5%3A31-32&version=ESV
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Author of the New York Tirmes bestseller The Temnpling of America
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THE POLITICS OF PLEASURE

Im his book, Sodom's Second Comingr, law ]Pnrnodﬂe-sso»]r Dr. F. LaGard Smith reviews the Gay

agrenda in Amnerica. Dr. Smith is Professor of Law & author of more than a dozen books.
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Gay Rihts or Wrongs



https://bibletalk.tv/gay-rights-or-wrongs
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Boolk (C]hlaqp ter = What You Need to Know
About the Deadly Homosexual Assaulit:

As a criminal law professor who knows what it takes to prove a criminal

conspiracy, I'm not one who ge]nuelmllllly favors comspiracy theories. But it

is clear that somebody out there is <o>1r(c]hue\s1t1r(al1t[i1n1g the gay=1ﬁig]h11t§ crusade.
Somebody, or a group of somebodies, is zealously pursuing a course of

action atmed at the homo-sexualization of Amnerica.

It is mot happening by accident. Somebody else is sitting behind a
computer drafting the latest gay-rights initiative for the wpcoming
city or statewide election. There are teachers all across America who
are discussing over coffee what would be the best way to expose your

sons and daughters to the moral acceptability of a gay lifestyle.

Whether any of these people are working directly in concert, or only
indirectly in sympathy with each other, we may never know. But there
is one thing you can count on: There is a gay-rights network in which

mamny minds are working overtime to advance the movement’s goals.

Consider Gay Rfug]hntg Platform drawn up by the National Coalition of

Gay Organizations.Anmong the Coalition's goals were the followine:

* Repeal of all legislative provisions that restrict the sex or number of persons entering
into a marriagre unit; and the extension of legal benefits to all persons who cohabit,
1r<egaur<dllhe§§ off sex or numbers.

¢ Enactment of lbegilsllautihonm so that child custody, adoption, visitation 1riifg]hut§,\ foster
parenting, and the like shall not be denied because of sexual orientation or marital
status.

* Encouragement and support for sex-education courses, prepared and 1tanu[g]hut by gay
women and men, presenting homosexuality as a valid, healthy preference and lifestyle

as a viable alternative to heterosexuality.
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The sex-education pllanm]k has also had growing success in some parts
of the country, as has the pllaum]k relating to homosexual parenting and

ad op Lo,

Never underestimate the resolve or initiative of ga1y=1r[ig]h11t§ activists.
They have not hidden theiur sordid ll[i«g]hut under a bushel. The evidence

of a premeditated, long-range gay-rights agenda is compelling.
P g ge gay-rig g P g

That s why it is so umyportant that we examine the strategy and tactics
of the movement. If gay-rights advocates are successful, we could be
1Fauc[l1n1g l[egadl[i%edl prostitution, both male and female; the (C(O»]Unlpllelte
1leg(alllii7zaut[i<onm of homosexual relations even with children; parents ll<o>§funug
custody of their children for disapproving of homosexual behavior; and

even churches convicted of "hate crimes" for ]p)lreauc]hlii]nug that such is sun.

The Homosexual Step]pedl Agelndla:

Step One: Boldly claim freedom from social
restraint and demand independence from the
moral order.

All the more is that true when we dare to claum liberation from the
moral order itself. It's one 1t]h1ii1nug to violate the moral order 1t]hur<onmg]h1
humnan weakness - s<ounnue;1t]h1iilmg which all of ws do. It's another 1t]h1fumg
allllt@)gelt]hue‘lr to deny its authority over us. It is here, in the attemnpt at
moral emancipation, that gay activists ltlralg[hcadllly fool themselves unto
1t]h1[i1n1k[hnlg they are free. However much we Jnm[ig]hnt wish to deny it, the
moral order has a way  of keeping us in its grip even at the very
moment we refuse to acknowledge its existence. The gay-rights claim

of moral freedom is a nyth.
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Step Two: Associate homosexuals with others in
order to achieve legitimacy.

Just Another "Commumity"? ]P’e]r]hhalps more subtle than some of the more

articulated arguments s the 1F1r<e~(q[1unelnut reference to "gray conmunnunity."

While no one would deny that there is a segment of society made up of
homosexuals s]hlanrihmg comunon tnterests = and therefore a "commnumity"
un that sense - if gays can somehow be linked with the many 1l<eg[iltiilnnlante
conmumunities which make wp our society, their hope is homosexuality
ttself Jnnliig]hnt appear to take on the same llegiiltihnmaucy as, for tnstance, race
or national heritage. Of course, that link is as patently contrived as if

an attenmpt were made to confer ll1efgii1tihnnl(allt(e status to the "adulterous

comumunity," or to the "tax-fraud comumunity," or to the "white-collar-

crinne conuouumnity."

Equally subtle is the hiding place that one might hope to find in the
midst of a "comumunity." Whereas we rightly assess personal moral
character only in the case of individuals, we normally think of
comumumnities tn a morally meutral semse; One can fund both moral and

tnunnoral members of any comumunity.

However, when an entire community's identity is based solely wpon

its wnique moral character, the [Unnlplli[(caut[i(oum ts all too clear: If there can
somehow be a sanitized, l[eg[iltihnnliize(dl "gray commumnity," then individuals
who make up that commumnity can automatically be considered morally
legiitimate as well. Instead of gurile by association, there is a hoped

for legritimacy by association.
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Just Another Civil-Rights Group? Never is legitimacy by association
more coveted than when the gay=1riig]hnts movenment attempts to lLiunk
teself with oruly lhegiilt[ilnmante <c[iviill=1rﬁg]hnt§ movenents. Every effort is made
by homosexuals to ride ]P)[itggylb)auclk on the fortunes of blacks, women,
and other lheg[ilt[i]nnlalte munority FLrOUPS. But miinority groups NSt never

be confused with spewc[ial[:[llnute]reslt FTOUPS.

As for minority ogroups, we champion laws prohibitiung discrimination

agrainst race, gender, and national origin because they represent a status

T

over which their mmembers have no choice. Naturally, that raises one of

the most crucial questions in the entire debate: whether homosexuals

have any choice in the matter.

Suffice it to say for now that the burden is on the gay-rights movement
to establish that homosexual conduct is not volitionally chosen. In that
regard, their persistent reference to "sexual preference" and “gay life-
style" betrays their attempt to deny personal volition in their sexual
practices. Legitimate minority status is a 1buo>gus claum by what amoumnts

to Jnuont]hliilnvg more than a §]pne(c[iadl=[i1nuteres1t gIroup.

Of course, gay activists point out that we also have laws prohibiting
discrimination on the basis of religion, wherein one's faith is personally
chosen. The attempted analogy still misses the mark, because religion
is a matter of constitutionally protected belief. Religious belief stands
unt s]hlaqu contrast to homosexual behavior;, which the Supreme Counrt has

specifically declared not constitutionally protected.

The Pro-Choice, Pro-Gay Connection. lronically, there is already
expressed consternation over the potential convergence of two
separately developing streams: 1) Gay-initiated efforts to find a

"biologrical determinant" for homosexuality, wherein homosexual
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orientation is the ]P>1r<0)<dhuu01t of ]P)(e‘][’ﬁ]ﬂlalltfal][ chemical configurations in utero;
and 2)) the growing practice of eugreniic abortions that would permit

concerned parents to abort any fetus [Unudl[i(caltfumg homosexual tendencies.

Gays find themselves in the same e]nnllb)anr]ralssihnvg dilemma as feminists,
who demand wnrestricted choice, yet are offended when that choice
results tn the methodical sllanung]hntelr of female fetuses in sex-selection

abortions.

Once one junmps the moral cue, he has to be careful un his choice of allies.

The ¢ imumoral order’ — and there is one — tends to be as integrative and

unterdependent as is the moral order.

Paradirlg' Celebrity Comrades. Our campaign should not overlook the
Celebrity Endorsement. The homosexual celebrity jams homo-hatred by
presenting a favorable gay image at odds with the stereotype. Naturally,
many of the big names that are paraded before us are homosexuals

1r<e<c<owg1miize(dl and admired for their (onunt§1tannl<dlihnug talent.

On every side, gays have gained support from people of influence. The
associations which they have carefully cultivated for over two decades
have 1b)1r<onut<g]hut them a level of ]pnutbllfuc (auc‘c(epltaﬂb)[Ulfuty that one could never

have dreamed of ]hlal]pqpnelnlillmg in so short a time.

Of course, legit’mmacv by association misses the issue altogether. If vou

live by association you can also die by association. Would the gav-rights

movement wish us to associate them with homosexual serial killers

Elmer Wayne Henley, John Wayne Gacy, Juan Corona, Wayne Williams?
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A G’renealogy for Gays? Yet not even the umpressive list of sympathetic
luminaries seems sufficient for gays. Have you heard all the historical
revision going on lately? One after another historical 1F[ig1unres are 1bne[iln1<g
"outed" as homosexuals. The latest coup, if it is to be believed, is "gay-
hater" and former FBI chief J. Edgar Hoover, who according to Anthony
Summners (Official and Confidential: The Secret Life of J. Edgrar Hoover)
was homosexually involved with his assistant director, and even dallied

witth 1buefunug a transvestite on occasion.

The honor roll of prominent gay or bisexual men and women is truly
eye-popping. From Socrates to Eleanor Roosevelt, Tchaikovsky to
Bessie Smith, Alexander the Great to Alexander Hamilton, Leonardo
da Vinct to Walt Whitman, the list of 51U[§]p>(e<c1te(dl "unverts" is old hat to

us but s1uurplr[i§[i]mg news to heterosexual America.

“Famous historical figures are especially useful to us for two reasons: first, they
are invariably dead as a doornail, hence in no position to deny the truth and sue
for libel. Second, and more serious, the virtues and auc<c<ounn1]p>lliis]hunnue\]nuts that make
these historic gay figures admirable cannot be gainsaid or dismissed by the
public, since high school history textbooks have already set them in incontro-

vertible cement.” Marshall Kirk and Hunter Madsen, Afeer the Ball , page 47

Apparently, it has become particularly important in the debate over

1T T LS

orays in the military to dredee up oreat military figures of the past.

LS &

I all of the frenzy for establishment of a gay ]pne(dliiglrtee,\ it seems to be
lost on gay activists that they are committing the same sin which they
condemnn in heterosexuals: (dleif[hm[hmg a homosexual by his homosexuality.
Are historical 1F[ig1u[]rte§ to be admired because of theur homosexuality, or
are they to be admired for having accomplished what they did despite

thetr homosexuality?
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Personal Psychology |

Apologetics Press - - Homosexuality & Psychology

If They Can’t Help It, Then Why Can They Help It?

Whiile a person born with certain conditions, like Down Syndrome or dwarfison,
has no ability to «c]h1ann1g<e his condition, if a person can <c]h1@11n1g<e his sex orientation,
ut would be strong evidence agrainst the tnheritabilicy argunment. If “ut’s un the
genes,” then you cannot change it, and yet many can and have changed their

sexual orientation, proving a person isn’t ge]nueltlucallﬂly forced to be homosexual.
That truth, besides being stated in Scripture (e.g., 1 Corinthians 6:9-u), has been
substantiated by experimental evidence.

In 1998, for example, psychologist Warren Throckmorton, in response to the
American Counseling Association’s “resolution <exlp>1r(es ing concerns abourt
conversion t]hue]ral]p)y 7 conducted a literature review of the “effectiveness and
appropriateness of therapeutic efforts to (c]hlaunuge sexual orientation.” The result
of his 1 Fl[]ﬂl(dllt]nlgb was that “efforts to assist homosexually oriented individuals who
wish to modify their patterns of sexual arousal have been effective.” They also
reported llaurg«e unmprovements in their ]P)gy(c]huodho»gl“uc(alll,« interpersonal, and spiritual
\\\velﬂlaneii]ngf"

Robert Spitzer was instrumental in the removal of homosexuality from the
]P>sy<c]h1[ia11t1rﬁ(c manual of disorders. However, in 2001 he ]puﬁeg(elnntted a historic report
of a study at the meeting of the American Psychiatric Association, published in
2003. The majority of study participants gave reports of change from a homo-
sexual orientation before therapy to a predominantly or exclusively hetero-
sexual orientation in the past year.... For many reasons, it is concluded that the
participants’ Ste]lf:]melpnonmts were, lb)y=aunudl=llaurgte,\ credible and that few elaborated
s‘ellf:(dhe(oepltii\we narratives or lied. Thus, there is evidence that <c]h1aunlg<e n sexuual
orientation following some form of reparative therapy does occur.

Spitzer said, “Like most |p>sv<c]h1iiautlri[s ts, I lt]hUOHU[(Q’]hllt that homosexual behavior could

lbne resisted—Dbut that no one could really fc]hlaunugﬂe‘ their sexual orientation. I now

believe that’s uwntrue—somne ]p)<e<o>]p>ll<e can and (dl<o> <c]hlaum<gﬂe‘ ”

In their 2016 extensive survey of the biological, ]psyfc]huoll(o»g[‘ucall,\ and social science
literature, Mayer and McHugh found the following about sexual orientation
change:
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Longrii tudinal studies of adolescents suggrest that sexual orientation may

be quite fluid over the life course for some ]Pneo]p) le, with one study estimnating
that as many as 80% of male adolescents who report same-sex attractions no
ll<onn1g<e]r do so as adults.

Ome would certaunly expect the homosexual comumumnity to Viig@»]r(onmslly contest
the fund ngs of Mayer and M(C]Hhuugh stnce they so clearly refute the curremnt

d ogmia of the media and the bulk of the scientific commuunity. Mayer and
M[(C]H[IU[fg]hl however, were slunnlply reporting the sunmmarized results of hundreds
of studies. Ironically, even lesbian activist ]p)Sy(c]hUO) <o»glts t Lisa Diannond agrees
that sexual orientation s not fixed. In an tnterview for New Scientist, titled
“Sexuality Is Fluid—It’s Tume to Get Past ‘Born This Way,” she stated that she
believes peop le are “bormn with a sexwual orientation,” but “also with a d egree
of sexual flexibility.... So there are gay peroqp) le who are very fixedly gay and
there are gay people who are more fluid, meaning they can experience
attractions that run outside of their orientation.” Bottom line: the research
agrees with what Scripture and common sense say, and what even hostile
witnesses acknowledge—one’s sexual orientation can change.

Psychological Issues

e Mayer and Mcl ugh were “alarmed to learn that the LGBT commuunity
bears a disproportionate rate of mental health problems compared to the
]PNO)]P)IU[ lation as a whole.” They <ex]p)l ain, “Members of the non-heterosexual
population are estimated to have about 1.5 times higher risk of anxiety
disorders than members of the heterosexual |p>(0)]p)1udla11ti‘uonnl,\ as well as
roughly double the risk of depression.”

e A literature study conducted by Neil Whitehead revealed that “a score of
memntal health conditions in almost every DSM |[/D/i)afzgf/n/0§t/[c and Statistical
Manual of Mental /D//ZSOJFde'Jm]‘ category are present in the general SSA
|[§aunnue~smex alttlfal(CItIUOi]nl]‘ population at rates thiree or more tinmes greater thamn
in the opposite-sex attraction (((O)SA)) population. These conditions include
]b)lL]PNO) ar disorder, o b)s<esslt\ve=(c<o>lnnl]pnutl sive disorder, and S(C]hlIL7A10)]P)]hl]F(6]nllLal,\ bt
NMOre ]Puﬁexdl(ounnlii]nlaunutlly comsist of mood disorders, (dl(@)]P)]F(E‘)SS[[(O)]ﬂl,» substance
abuse, and suicidality. All need ]P>allr1tﬁ<CIU[1lallr attention from lt]hl(elral]p>[i§1t§

» People reporting SSA have more widespread and intense psychopatho-
logical burden than probably any other group of comparable size in

society.
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TOLERATE - AGGEPT - EMBRAGE -

CELEBRATE
{\U

makeameme.org



https://www.youtube.com/embed/dODY6L_quZU?feature=oembed
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Cycle of Socialization
REVIEW:

[Source: Bobbie Harro's
“The Cycle of Socialization]
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soclal Psychology Brings Scope & Focus

SOC/IAL PSYCHOLOGY
social perception and attitudes
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= .
e S
Social psychology is the
scientific study of . . .
Social thinking Social influence Social relations
e How we perceive e Culture and biology * Prejudice
ourselves and others * Pressures to conform e Aggression

* What we believe e Persuasion e Attraction and intimacy
¢ Judgments we make e Groups of people e Helping

e Our attitudes

Topics of Social Psychology

Conformity Discrimination
Persuasion Stereotyping

Power Crowd behaviour
Group norms Group identification

Social influence Social conflict/harmony
Obedience Social change

Prejudice Decision making
Intergroup relations Leadership
Communication Attitudes

Impression management Self-presentation

Social facilitation Attraction and friendship
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Social Psychology in Christian Perspective:
Exploring the Human Condition

Both self-seeking & intrinsically relational? Studies have presented
(C(onnnlp(ellll[llmg support for the assumption that huwmans are intrinsically
relational beings. Taylor and Gonzaga (2006), in describing a
naturalist perspective of relationships, claim, “Humans have adapted
group living and deep investment in social bonds as a primary solution
to the problems of survival and reproduction” ((]p)\\ 21111))\\ Thus, auccourdl[hmg
to Taylor and Gonz: gra, “the absence of social ties is toxic for health” (p-
211).

From a Chiristian view, survival may certainly be considered a strong
motivator and consequence of social interconnectedness. Yet a
Christian approach suggests that the untrinsic relational nature of
hunnans s at the V(elry core of our created being and serves the other
]h11L<g]h1(e]F=<0)1r<d er g@a[ s of relationship with God and others. It makes sense
that comnsistent social relationships result in many personal benefits,
and the lack of strong social support often has (dl@\\’@lbltalltlllﬂlg practical
consequences. From a Christian view, it is also true that social
relationships are an end goal themselves because they are an expression
of God’s created order, his own relational natuwre and his redemptive
plLaum From a Christian view, then, humans have a strong s survival
unstinct, but the drive for connectedness is just as fundamental.

A\lhounlg with this apparent soclal mature, researchers have
comsistently found mnany sethseekihmg tendencies tn human social
interaction. Examples of this self-centered nature are seen in concepts
such as the seld F=§¢elr\vmg bias, self-presentation s strategies and many self-
esteem enhancenment strategies. How are these fundi ungs reconcilable
with a presuwmably social nature? That is, how can huwmans be both
deeply relational and deeply self-centered?

There is a general belief in the field that we value others
instrumentally; that is, we tend to care for their welfare usually
to the degree that it affects ours.
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Social facilitation. Social loafing refers to how group members may
slack off when others are present. How else does the presence of others
un a group affect our performance on tasks? Zajonc (1968, 1980) proposed
the mere presence effect. From this view, the mere presence of others
increases drive, which results in an increase in well-learned responses.
The mere presence effect predicts that in ge]nuerallly on simple tasks,
public audiences facilitate performance, while performance on
complex problems performed in the presence of others tends to
decrease.

Some have aurgluuedl that the presence of others is (dliist]rauctihmg and thus
affects attention, hence the poorer performance on complex tasks
((]B‘)aur(onm,\ 1l<9)8(6>))\\ Others ((texgw Coterell, 1972) have allfgluuedl that the presence
of others acts as a signal that our performance will be evaluated or that
we will be in competition with others. Evaluation apprehension then
may result, and this apprehension could either increase or decrease our
performance, (dl(ep(elnudl[ilnlg on the <dleg1me(e to which owr domiunant
responses lead to correct (c<o>lnn1]p)1l<elt[i(onnl of the task at hand. Hence, we can
only reasonably state that the presence of others seems to impact our
performance in some way that is either conducive to better
]Pnelrf@Jr]nnlaunuce or hinders owr ]P)(G)]FjF(O)]F]Dnhal]nl(C(e)f and this effect <dlte][)>(e‘]n1<dl§ on
the difficulty of the task, its relevance amnd Unportance to us, and the
source of the evaluation.

The presence of others may lead to stereotype thinking. Lambert et
al. considered stereotypes as a type of dominant response and
hypothesized that the presence of others can actually increase the
likelihood that a person will openly express a stereotype.

Social ]P)§V(c]huo>ll(o»g\v ils better at <dl(elliilnue(antiilnlg §]p><e(ciiiﬁi<c processes

underlying social behavior, while the Scriptures describe general

tendencies upon which many of these processes are based. The research

on attitudes is a good example of this. Attitudes play a central role un

both the social world as well as in the life of faith. It is thus possible to
explore a number of different ways in which a Christian view of humnans

relates to the vast research on attitudes and behavior. To that end, let

us look first at the ways in which attitudes are understood in both the

research and the Scriptures. Then we will discuss the relevance of the

distinction between umplicit and explicit attitudes, and finally we will

examine the issue of moral hypocrisy.
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Attitude research focuses on attitudes as evaluative reactions to
many different types of targets, ﬁlnuclhuudlihmg people (((eog\\,‘ racial g]ﬁonqus))
as well as issues or (0)1b>j](e;(01ts (((C(O)lnlsulnnuelr[‘Lsmnl)} The Scriptures speak more
broadly about evaluations of moral issues, all of which may be
subsumed wnder the comumand to “hate evil and love good” (Amos
w) Over and over agrain, the Scriptures admonish us to have negative
attitudes toward every manner of evil that separates us from God and
one another, lunuclhuudllumg pride, arrogance and unjustice ((]P)]F(O)\V 8\\113,)).. Thus,
the Bible is most concerned with promoting ]F[[g]hnte(onms attitudes
((e\vallhum1t[i<onnls)) that serve the ultimate end of 1[(0)\vihn1<g God and our fellow
humans rather than attitudes toward different educational puirsuits,
types of cars and so on, except insofar as these are connected to moral
issues.

The Scriptures and the attitude research both speak to the strong
propensity we have to evaluate our social world. Research suggests
that people vary with Jr(egallr(dl to the <dl<e\g]mewe and untensity of their
evaluative j]luudlglnnuelnuts (((e\\g.w Petty & Jarvis, 11(9)<9)‘6>)).. Evidence of the
pervasive nature of attitudes is seen in the research on implicit versus
explicit attitudes. Remember that this research shows how evaluative
responses occur whether we are aware of them or not, and that mplicit
attitudes can be elicited rather easily (e.g., Bargh et al, 1996). The
concept that we are not aware of our attitudes and that our attitudes
can often be self-serving is consistent with Scripture, which refers to
the need for God to search our hearts and see if there is any evil way
within us (Ps 110:21—24). Another relevant concept from the attitude
research has to do with moral hypocrisy, which you recall is the

incongruity between professed attitudes and behavior.

Dittusion of responsibility is another possible explanation of the
bystander effect. Any single person does not feel as responsible for
]huellp[hnlg someone if several others are also present, since responsibility
ts distributed amomng all those present. You have probably expelrihelnuce(dl
some training in this phenomenon if you have taken a CPR class.
Chances are the tnstructor told you that if you are the one d ell[t\ve]r[umg
CPR and there is a roup of bystanders, you should not randowmly call
out to the group for someone to call gu. Instead, you should point to a
specific person and tell them, “You in the red shirt, call gu.” That way
there is no confusion about who should take action.


https://biblia.com/reference/Am5.15
https://biblia.com/reference/Am5.15
https://biblia.com/reference/Pr8.13
https://biblia.com/reference/Ps139.23-24
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fa person expects to have contact with the others in the group at a
later time, they may be more inclined to help sigmificantly more,
thereby muininiziong: the bystander effect.

Naturalism and helping The naturalist perspective on helping
ltyplucaﬂ ly involves egoism as an ultimate motive for helping. Emphasis
is placed on immediate/proximal motives such as social or personal
audlvannntalge in addition to distal motives such as self-preservation or
preservation of genetic ]huelriilt‘avge\ Theorists have considered hel plng
involves the helper’s incurring a cost while resul ting in a benefit to the
recipient. From this view, since hel ping can risk an undividual’s life or
some aspect of well-l bue;lumg,\ there must be other possible grains 1 for the
helper.

Given that ]huellp[ilmg s often not audlvaJnutage(onuts for either the survival
or the repr@udhuuct[i\\f(e audlvaunutage of the ]huellpeln theorists have ]p)lr(oqpn@se(dl
two main explanations for ]huellpiilnlgo These are known as inclusive fitness
and reciprocal altruism. Inclusive fitness refers to the process by which
an organism’s “success” is dependent on lheawtumg behiind the maxuomuonn
number of replicas of its genes within a population (Hamilton, 1964). So,
even if a particular hel ping situation end ANErs an undividual’s survival
or reproductive audl\vannnt‘algef this sell F=§aucrlLFlUClumg aloruism  can still
perpetuate the helper’s genes as <onnl<g as the recipient shares some of
the helper’s genes by common descent.

But what if a person helps an unrelated other? In this case, there is
no unclusive fitness grain | for the helper because the recipient cannot
carry on the wnrelated other's genes. Evolutionary theorists then
propose a second major motive for hel ping: reciprocity. From this
perspective, individuals who are helped are more likely to be available
and \‘KVﬁll][[i]nlg to reciprocate the help later. Thus, the helper g'ains
potential benefits by helping others because he or she is more likely to
be helped later on when needed.

]B)ii<o>l[<ongf‘i<call Jmeculpumo»(cultv models (e. . Axelrod, 1984; Trivers, 1971)

usually lunuclhu[(dle two main assunuptions. The first of these is that the

benefit to the recipient nuust (E‘,XC@@(d[ the cost to the helper. In other

words, the effort put out to help the other must be less than the actual

results of helping the recipient. The second assumption of the

biological reciprocity models is that helper and recipient recogmnize

each other and have a high probability of future interactions. — Internet
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Moral Source. Since morals is concerned with conduct, it @IOWS ourt of
specific empirical facts. Almost all influential moral theories, with the
exception of the wtilitarian, have refused to admit this idea. For
Christendon as a whole, morality has been connected with
supernatural commands, rewards and penalties. |[]F(0)1r (0)1t]hue‘1r§]| the actual
world has not been surrendered to the devil in name, but it is treated
as a display of physical forces incapable of generating moral values.
Consequently, moral considerations must be introduced from abowve.
Human nature may not be officially declared to be infected because of
some albuonriig[hmalll sin, but it is said to be sensuous, impulsive, subjected
to necessity, while natural [Unnttelll[iigemuoe s such that it cannot rise above
a Jr(ewc]k(onnl[ilmg of private expediency.

But tn fact, morals are the most humane of all s1udb»j]@(01t& It ts that
which is closest to huwman nature; it is ineradicably empirical, not
theological nor metaphysical nmor mathematical. Since it directly
concerns human nature, <e\\v(e]ry1t]h1[hn1g that can be known of the huwmman
mind and body in physiology, anthropology, and psychology is
]Pne;lrltiilnue\lnut to moral ii]nuq[lutihry\ Humnan nature exists amnd operates N aun
environment. And it is “in” that enviromment as a plant is in the
sumﬂlilg]hut and soil. It s of them, continuous with their energies,
dependent upon their support, capable of increase only as it wtilizes
them, and as it graudhumﬂllly rebuilds from their crude indifference an
environment genially civilized. Moral science is not something with a
separate province. It is physical, 1b>[i<oﬂl<o>g[i<cadl and historic ]klnuo'wll@dlge
placed in a hwman context where it will illuminate and glunhdl(e the
activities of men.

In a reaction from that error which has made morals fanatic or
fantastic, sentimental or authoritative by severing them from actual
facts and forces, theorists have gone to the other extreme. They have
tnsisted that natural laws are themselves moral laws, so that it remains,
after noting thenn, only to conform to them. This doctrine of accord
with nature has usually marked a transition period. When social life is
so disturbed that custom and tradition fail to supply their wonted
control, men resort to Nature as a norm. They apply to Nature all the
emdhog[ist[hc predicates previously associated with divine law; or natural
law is conceived of as the only true divine law.
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Iin owr timne this notion has been perpetuated in connection with the
theory of evolution. Humamn tntell igrence is 1t]h1<onuug]h11t to mark an artifictal
unterference if it does more than register ] fixed natwural laws as rules of
hwman action. The process of matural evolution is conceived as the
exact model of human endeavor. The idea of justice is tdentified with
the law of cause and effect. Transgression of natural law V\V]F(O)ll_][g]hllt un the
stmwggll(e for existence its own ]pnelnhadllty of elimimation, and confornity
witth it 1b)1r<o>1U[g]hnt the reward of increased vitality and happiness. By this
process egoistic desire is gradually coming into harmony with the
necessity of the enviromnment, till at last the individual automatically
finds happiness in <dl<0)iilnug what the matural and social environoment
demands, and serves himself un serving others.

The fundamental defect of such views is that they fail to see the
difference made in conditions amnd energies by perception of them. It
is the first business of mind to be “realistic,” to see things “as they are.”
A non-sentimental morals will seek for all the unstruction mnatural
science can give concerning the biol (O)glucalll conditions  amnd
consequences of inferiority and superiority. But knowl (e(dlgte of facts
does not entail conformity and acquiescence. The contrary is the case.
Perception of lt]hlihnlgs as they are is but a stage in the process of Jnnlalkiilnlg
them different.

Morality resides not in perception of fact, but in the wse made of its
perception. It is a monstrous assumption that its sole use is to wtter
benedictions upon fact and its (odﬁfs]Pnr[Unlg It is the part of [Llnllttelllliigteln1<0te
to tell when to use the fact to conform and perpetuate, and when to use
it to vary conditions and consequences.

A fact known does not operate the same as a fact unperceived. When
tt ts known it comes into contact with the flame of desire and the cold
bath of antipathy. Knowledge of the conditions that breed incapacity
may fit into sonme desure to matntain others tn that state while averting
it for ome’s self. Or it may fall in with a character which finds itself
blocked by such facts, and therefore strives to use klnuom\wll@dlge of causes
to make a (c]hlannlg(e in effects. Morality lbuegiilnls at this point of use of
knowledge of natural law, a use varying with the active system of
dispositions and desires.



Page 34 of 69

][mutelﬂliige]nut action is mot concerned with the bare consequences of
the 1t]h1i[1nlg known, but with consequences to be 1b)]F(O)1U[g]hllt unto existence
by action conditioned on the knowledge. Men may use their knowledge
to tnduce conformity or exaggeration, or to effect (c]hlannlge and abolition
of conditions. The quality of these consequences determines the
question of better or worse.

An optimistic view of natural benevolence was followed by a more
honest, less romantic view of sltlrlurgglle and conflict n nature. The
problem of morals is the problem of desire and [‘unut(e;llll[‘tg(e;lnuce@ What is to
be done with these facts of disharmony and conflict? After we have
discovered the pllauce and consequences of conflict in mature, we have
still to discover its place and wor L([Umg . huwman need and lt]huonuug]hub
What is its office, its function, its possibility, or wuse? In g(e]nue]ralll the
answer is simple. Conflict is the gaudl fly of lt]huonu[g]hnu It stirs ws to
observation and memory. It instigates to invention. It shocks us out of
sheep-like passivity, and sets us at noting and contriving.

The excuse, the provocation, though not the justification for such a
doctrine is found un the actions of those who refuse to recogmnize facts
as they are, who proclaim a natural harmony of wealth and merit, and
the mnatwural justice, in the maun, of existing conditions. There is
§(o>1nnuelt]hlmg horrible, §<o>1nnuelt]h1[llnlg that makes one fear for civilization, un
denunciations of differences and sltlﬂurgglles which proceed from one
that is seizing every means, even to a monopoly of moral ideals, to
carry on its struggle for power. This adds hypocrisy to conflict and
lbur(unlgS all idealism into disrepute. It does @\werylt]hl[ilnlg which ungrenuity
and prestige can do to give color to the assertions of those who say that
all moral considerations are urrelevant., The alternative, here as
elsewhere, is not between (dltelnly[ilmg facts un behalf of §<onnnue\1t]h1[i1nlg termed
moral tdeals and accepting facts as final. There remains the possibility
of recogmizing facts and using them as a (c]hlalllllelnlg(e to iilnnt(ellllﬁg(elnuce to
modify the environment and <c]h1ann1ge habits.'

1 Dewey, J. (1922). Human Nature and Conduct: An Introduction to Social Psychology (pp. 295-302). New
York: Henry Holt and Company.
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Moral Conscience. ][Jnut(e;llll[ig@muce becomes ours un the <dl(e<g]ree un whitch we
use it and accept responsibility for comsequences. Liabilicy is the
lbne;g[hnum[hmg of responsibility. We are held accountable by others for the
consequences of our acts. They visit their like and dislike of these
consequences upon us. ln vain do we claum that these are not ours; that
they are products of ignorance not des sigmn, or are tncidents n the
execution of a most laudable scheme. Their authorship is imputed to
us. We are disapproved, and disapproval is not an inner state of mind
but a most definite act. Others say to us by their deeds we do not care
whether you did this deliberately or not. We intend that you shall
deliberate before you do it again, and that if possible your deliberation
shall prevent a repetition of this act we <o>1b»j<e<ctt to. The reference un
blame and every wnfavorable J]luudlglnnuelnnt is prospective, mnot
retrospective. Approbation and disapprobation are ways of influenc ungr
the formation of habits and aums; that ts, of influenc iilnug future acts. The
individual is held accountable for what he has done tn order that he
may be responsive in what he is going to do.

These two facts, that moral |1uudlg1nnuelnnt and moral responsi bility are

the work wrought in us by 1t]hue s<o><cntalll environnent, suglnudfv that all

morality is social; not because we owohit to take into account the effect

of our acts upon the welfare of others, but because others do take

account of what we do, and they respond accordingly to our acts. Their

responses actually do affect the meaning of what we do. Our conduct is

soclally conditioned whether we perceive the fact or not.

The effect of custom on habit, and of habit upon lt]huo»uJ[g]hut s @muonmg]hl
to prove this statement. When we 1bne<gihm to forecast consequences, the
consequences that most stand out are those which will proceed from
other people. The resistance and the cooperation of others is the
central fact in the furtherance or failure of our schemes.

This social saturation is mot of what should be, not of what is
desirable or wndesirable. It does not u@rantee the ]Fltfg]hlltlnlieSS of
(g(ONO)(dl]nUG‘SS of an act; there is no excuse for thi unlklunlg of evil action as
individualistic and 1rufg]hut action as social. Deliberate pursuit of self-
interest is as much conditioned wpon social opportunities as is the
course of action prompted by benevolence. The difference lies in the
quality and <dlteg]r<e(e of the perception of ties and interdependencies.
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Money is a social institution; property is a legal custom; economic
opportunities are dependent upon the (0)1b>j](e(ct§ atmed at, the rewards
§<onuug]hut for, are what they are because of social competition and power.
“Individualism” is mot found in nature but in habits acquired wnder
social influences. A man may attempt to utilize social relationships for
his own audl\vaunntalge inan inequitable way; he may intentionally or
unconsciously try to make them feed one of his own appetites. Then he
ts denounced as egoistic. He pursues umnjust (audl\v‘aunntalge as a social asset.

Explicit recogmition of this fact is a prerequisite to ﬁ1n11t<ellll[lg<eln11t
1unn1<dl<elrs1tann1<dlihnvg of the chief ideas or “categories” of morals. If the
standard of morals is low it is because the education given by the
unteraction of the individual with his soctal enviromnment is defective.
Of what avail is it to preach wnassuming simplicity and contentment of

£

life when commumnal adnniration goes Lo the man who “succeeds”—who
makes himself conspicuous and envied because of conumand of money
and other forms of power?

The mnotion that an abstract ready-made conscience exists n

individuals and that it is only necessary to make an occasional appeal

T

to it and to indulge in occasional crude rebukes and punishments, is

associated with the causes of lack of definitive and orderly moral
advance. For it is associated with lack of attention to social forces.
Judgment in which the emphasis falls upon blame and approbation

has more heat than light. The whole matter of the formation of the
predispositions which effectively control human relationships is left to
accident, to custom and tnmumediate ]P)(E‘)]FS(O']ﬂlalll “.UL((UDLg& resentments and
ambitions. It is more emotional than untellectual. It is gludi(dl(e(dl by
custom, personal convenience and resentment rather than by insight
into causes and consequences.

Why is the claim of the Right recognized in conscience even by
those who violate it in deed? Ouwr opponents say that such and such a
course is expedient. But wihy act for the wise? Why not follow our own
tnumnediate devices if we are so inclined? There is only one answer: We
have a moral nature, a conscience, call it what you will. And this nature
responds directly in acknowledgment of the supreme authority of the
Right over all claims of inclination and habit. We may not act in
accordance with this acknowledgnlent, but we still know that the
authority of the moral law, although not its power, is unquestionable.
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Why, indeed, acknowledge the authority of Right? That many
persons do mot auc]k1n1<0)\\\vl[(e<dlg<e it in fact, in action, and that all persons
ignore it at times, is asswmed by the argument. Just what is the
sﬁglnlﬁﬂ(caunuce of an aﬂl]legedl recogmition of a supremacy which is
continually denied un fact? As it is, we live in a world where other
persons live too. Our acts affect them. They perceive these effects, and
react upon us in consequence. They make demands on us. They approve
and condenmn—iunot un abstract theory but un what they do to ws.

There may be good ground for the contention that in theory the
idea of the Jri[g]hut is subordinate to that of the g(o»@(dL 1b»<e[i1n1<g a statement
of the course proper to attain good. But in fact, it signifies the totality
of social pressures exercised upon us to induce wus to think and desire
un certain ways. It will be retorted that all pressure is a non-moral affair
]paumtal]kihmg of force, not of ]r[ig]hnt;: that Jr[ig]hut must be ideal. Social pressure
is but a name for the interactions which are always going on and in
which we participate. The pressure is not ideal but empirical, it calls
attention to the fact that considerations of right are claims originating
not outside of life, but within it. They are “ideal” in precisely the
degree in which we intelligently recognize and act upon them.

It is false that every person has a consciousness of the supreme
authority of right and then misconceives it or ignores it in action. One
has such a sense of the claims of social relaxtiomships as those
relationships enforce in one’s desires and observations. The belief in a
separate, ideal or transcendental, practically ineffectual Right is a
reflex of the inadequacy with which existing institutions perfornn their
educative offlce—theur office in genelratmg observatlon of social
continuities. Like all rationalizations, it operates to divert attention
from the real state of affairs. Theoretical acknowledgment of the
supreme authority of Right, of moral law, gets twisted into an effectual
substitute for acts which would better the customs which now prodluce
vague, dull, halt’mg and evasive observation of actual social ties.”

2 Dewey, J. (1922). Human Nature and Conduct: An Introduction to Social Psychology (pp. 314-332). New
York: Henry Holt and Company.
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Norms & Taboos. For practical purposes morals mean customs and established collective habits.
This is a commonplace of the anthropol ogist, lt]huouutg]hl the moral theorist g(elnuelrallllly sufffers fromn
an Wusion that his own p ace and day is, or lOﬂU[‘g]hl to be, an exception. But always and
neV(e]ryW]huelr«e customs supply the standards for personal activities. They are the pattern into
which individual activity must weave itself. This is as true today as it ever was. But because of
present mobility of customs, an individual is mow offered an enormous range of customn-
patterns, and can exercise personal ingrenuity in s\elhe'ctlunlg and rear ranging their elements. In
short, he can, if he will, mtelltg'ently adapt customs to conditions, and thereby remake them.
Customs in any case constitute moral standards. For they are active demands for certain ways
of acting. Every habit creates an unconscious expectation. What psychol ogists s have laboriously
treated under the caption of association of ideas has little to do with ideas and neverylt]huunlg to
do with the influence of habit upon 1 recollection and perception. A habit, a routine habit, when
interfered with generates uneasiness, sets up a protest in favor of restoration and a sense of
need of some expiatory act, or else it goes off in casual reminiscence. It is the essence of routine
to insist upon its own continuation. Breach of it is violation of right. Deviation from it is
transgression.

Habit is energy (O)JFgaunlize(dl in certain channels. When interfered with, it swells as resentment
and as an ‘al\v(elnvglumg force. To say that it will be obeyed, that custom makes law, that nomos is
lord of all, is after all only to say that habit is habit. Emotion is a ]Pnelrltlunﬂbatiho»]nl from clash or
faillure of ]hl’c]l bit, and reflection, roughly speaking, is the lp)anundﬁuﬂ effort of disturbed habits to
readjust themselves. In truth, feel ings as well as reason spring up within action. Breach of
custom or habit is the source of sympathetic resentment, while overt approbation goes out to
fidelity to custom maintained under exceptional circumstances.

Those who recognize the place of custom in lower social forms ge]nue]ralll Ly ]r«egaumdl its
p]ﬁe sence in civilized society as a mere survival. Or they Faunucy that to recognize its aﬂb»ludllumg
place is equivalent to the denial of all rationality and principle to morality; equivalent to the
assertion of blind, arbitrary forces in life. In effect, this point of view overlooks the fact that
the real op position is not between reason and habit but between routine, unintell ugelnut habit,
and intelligent art. Even a savage custom may be reasonable in that it is adapted to social needs
and uses. External adaptation to ends precedes reasonableness of mind. Reason as observation
of an adaptation of acts to valuable results is not a mere idle mirroring of preexistent facts.

It is said that to derive moral standards from social customs is to evacuate the latter of all
authority. Morals, it is said, imply the subordination of fact to ideal consideration, while the
view presented makes morals secondary to bare fact, which is equal to depriving them of
dignity and jurisdiction. The criticism rests upon a false s<e|p)aurautluo>1nl, It argues in effect that
either ideal standards antecede custons and confer their moral <C|[1U[al licy wpon thenn, or that un
1bueil]n1g subsequent to custom and evolved from them, they are mere accidental by-products.

Family life, property, lhegaﬂl forms, churches and schools, did not (O)]FILQFlUnlallDE‘) Lo serve consclous

ends nor was lt]hl@tl]l’ Qﬂelnue]rautluoum ]ﬂegﬂuﬂlautnedl by consciousness of 1p>]ru1nucu]p>lhe:. of reason and 1rlugf]h11t

Yet each institution has bv]ﬂouutg]hut with its (d[e\vell(o»]pnnnuem1t dennay nudlb expectations, rules, standards.

They are additional forces. T]hue\l recomnstruct. ”]F]hue‘v open new avenues of endeavor and impose

new labors. In short, they are civilization, cultwre, morality.

In short, the choice is not between a moral authority outside custom and one
within it. It is between adopting more or less intelligent and significant customs.s

3 Dewey, J. (1922). Human Nature and Conduct: An Introduction to Social Psychology (pp. 75-83). New
York: Henry Holt and Company.
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LEARNING OFFICE INFORMATION SERIES: LEARNING THEORIES-3

Bl SOCIAL COGNITIVE

THEORY

How Does Learning Occur?

Learning occurs enactively (by doing) and vicariously (by observing, reading, and
listening). Much school learning requires a combination of vicarious and enactive
experiences. Observational learning greatl¥ expands the scope of human learning
possible. Observational learning consists of four processes: attention, retention,
production, and motivation. A major contribution of social cognitive theory is its
emphasis on learning from the social environment.

What I¢ the Role of Memory?

Social cognitive researchers have not investigated in depth the role of human

memory. Social cognitive theory predicts that memory includes information stored
as images or symbols.

What Je¢ the Role of Motivation?

Key motivational processes are goals, values, and expectations. People set goals
for learning and assess progress against goals. Values reflect what persons find
self-satisfying and believe are important. Expectations are of two types. Outcome
expectations refer to the expected outcomes of actions. Efficacy expectations, or
self-efficacy, refer to one’s ?er‘ceived capabilities for learning or performing tasks

at designated levels. The belief that one is making goal progress substantiates

self-efficacy and motivates one to continue learning.

How Does Transfer Qccur?

Transfer is a cognitive phenomenon. It depends on people believing that certain
actions in new or different situations are socially acceptable and will be met with
favorable outcomes. Learners’ self-efficacy also can facilitate transfer.

Which Procesces Are Tnvolved in Self-Requlation?

Social cognitive theory stresses goals, self-efficacy, attributions, learning
strategies, and self-evaluations. These processes reciprocally interact with one
another such that goal attainment can lead to the adoption of new goals.

What Are the Implicatione For Instruction?

The use of modeling is highly recommended in instruction. The key is to begin with
social influences, such as models, and gradually shift to self-influences as [earners
internalize skills and strategies. It also is important to determine how instruction
affects not only learning but also learners’ self-efficacy. Learners should be
encouraged to set goals and assess goal progress.

Reference: Schunk, D. H. (2012). Learning Theories: An Educational Perspective (6th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson Education.
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Attitudes Influence Social Thought

We research value attitudes because we believe that they s1t1r(o>1mg1ly
unfluence social lt:]huonLJ[g]hut and can predict what someone will do. We as
huwmans like for our worlds to be predictable. We want to believe that
klnuow&]nlg how someone thinks & feels about S(ounnue‘lt]hliilmg witll give us
iilnls[ig]hllt into how they process information they take in, as well as
what they do with it. The way we think tnfluences our behavior, and
we know attitudes color how we perceive all the information that is
funneled tn our durection.

For example, with the selHMFIUIlUF[Ulllihnlg prophecy, our J]luudlg1nnne‘1nnt of
another person can alter our behavior towards them, thus iilndﬂhunelnuc[llmg
them to respond to our behavior by acting in a way that supports our
initial judgment and fulfills their prophecy. Our attitudes are often
used to gluni(dl(e our behavior.

Attitudes Can Be Predictive of Behavior

Let’s start with an example. Do you think it is important to be
honest? Most people say yes. They don’t want to be perceived as liar.
We need to be trusted in order to have successful interactions and
relationships. Your strong attitude toward honesty should allow me
to predict that you will tell the truth. Wowld I be accurate in oy
prediction? The answer is no. Some of you Jnnliig]hnt already be 1t]h1[i1n1]l\<iiln1g
of situations when the most socially acceptable response is to lie.
This tllustrates a great example of an attitude not lbueihmg predictive
of someone’s behavior.

Social Cogrnition and Attitudes

Researchers of social cogmition study how people make sense of
themselves and others to make jud gonents, form attitudes, and make
predictions about the futuwre. Much of the research in social cogmition
has demonstrated that huwmans are adept at distill lunvg aurg(e Anounts
of information tnto smaller, more usable chunks, and that we possess
many cognitive tools that allow wus to efficiently navigate personal
environnents. This research has also tllumiunated many social factors
that can influence these j]luudlglnnuelnuts and predictions.
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Not only can our past experiences, expectations, motivations, and
moods impact our reasoning, but many of our decisions and behaviors
are driven by uwnconscious processes and/or implicit attitudes we are
unaware of having.

A schema is a mental model, or representation, of any of the various
things we come across in our daily lives. A schema (related to the
word schematic) is kind of like a mental blueprint for how we expect
something to be or behave. It is an organized body of general informm-
ation or beliefs we develop from direct encounters, as well as from
secondhand sources.

We can hold schemas abowt almost aumylt]hl[Umg—iilnudlii\\/[i(dllU[alll people
((/p@7f§0//71 §C//]1(6‘][7[71(31§>),\ ourselves ((§@///f=§@//711@*//7171@1§)),\ and recurring events
(event schemas, or scripts). Each of these types of schemas is useful
un ilts owin way.

Another important way we simplify our social world is by the
employing of heuristics, which are mental shortcuts that reduce
complex problem-solving to more simple, rule-based decisions. A
comumon unstance of using heuristics is when people are faced with
judging whether an object belongs to a particular category. Rather
thamn engaging in an in-depth consideration of the (0)1b»j](e<01t"s attributes,
one can simply judge the likelihood that the object is belonging to a
category, based on how similar it is to one’s mental representation of

that category.

In addition to Jlluudlfgiilmg whether things belong to particular categories,

we also attempt to judge likelihood things will happen. A conumonly
employed heuristic for Jnma]kiilmg this rype of J‘]lu[(dlglnnuelnut s called the
availability heuristic. People use the availability heuristic to evaluate
the frequency or likelihood of an event based on how easily instances
of it come to mind. Because more comumonly occurring events are
more likely to be cogmnitively accessible (come to mind more easily),
use of the availability heuristic very often leads to relatively g@(oudl
approximations of flr(e(q[luuelnucy However, the heuristic can be less

reliable when Jlluudlgiilnvg flre(q[luuelnucy of relatively [‘unﬂﬁr@q[lunelnut burt //71/igf//71//)v
accessible events.



Page 43 of 69

In sunmiary, despite the vast amount of information we’re bombarded
with om a daily basis, the miund has an entire kit of “tools” that allows
us to navigate that information efficiently.

In addition to category and f]ﬁeq[lune;lnucy le[d‘g]ﬂﬂl@]ﬂllK& another comunmon
mental calculation we ]Pnelriﬂonmnm s ]pnﬁed icting the future. We rely on
our p]ﬁe'd/z“ct/[ombq abou the future to gfwn[d/(e' our actions.

HOT COGNITION: THE INFLUENCE OF MOTIVATIONS, MOOD, AND
DESIRES ON SOCIAL JUDGMENT

Alht]huonmglhl we may believe we are always capable of rational and
objective thinking, our reasoning is very often influenced by our
motivations and mood. Hot cogmition refers to the mental processes
that are influenced by desires and f(e(elliilmg& In this sort of scenario, we
may want the situation to tuwrn out a particular way or our belief to be
the truth. When we have these durectional g@atll& we are motivated to
reach a paumt[hcmdlaur outcome and do not process unformation tn a cold,
(o)1b>j]te<c1tii\\7<e nnaNNEr.

Directional goaﬂ[s can bias ounr lt]hlii]m]kfunlg tn nnany ways, such as lheaudliilmg
to motivated skepticism, whereby we are skeptical of evidence that
goes against what we want to believe despite the g]meant strengt h of
evidence. T]humonung]hl this motivated skepticism, people often continue
to believe what they want to believe, even tn the face of mearly tncon-
trovertible evidence to the contrary.

I sunnunary, our mood and motivations can influence both the way
we think and the decisions we ultimately make. Mood can shape our
thinking' even when the mood is irrelevant to the judg'ment, and our
motivations can influence our thinking even if we have no particular
preference about the outcome. Just as we might be umaware of how
our reasoning is influenced by our motives and moods, research has
found that our behaviors can be determined by unconscious processes
rather than intentional decisions.
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AUTOMATICITY

Do we actively choose and control all ouwr behaviors or do some of
these behaviors occur automatically? A large body of evidence now
suggests that mnany behaviors are, in fact, automatic. A behavior or
process is considered automatic if it is unintentional, uncontrollable,
occurs outside of conscious awareness, or is <c<0)g1n1ﬁ1tﬁ\\/<elly efficient. A
process may be considered automatic even if it doesn’t have all these
features; for example, <dl1rft\vﬁ1n1g is a fairly automatic process, but it is
clearly intentional. Additionally, processes can become automatic
1t]hur<o>ug]h1 repetition, practice, or repeaﬂtedl assoclations. Sltayihmg witth
the driving example: although it can be very difficult & cognitively
effortful at the start, over tinme it becomes a relatively automatic
process, and aspects of it can occur outside conscious awareness.

In addition to practice ll(eaudl[ilnlg to the 1l(eal]mn1iiln1g of automatic behaviors,
somne automatic processes, appear as innate. The chameleon effect—
where individuals non-consciously mimic the postures, mannerisms,
facial expressions, and other behaviors of their interaction partners—
is an example of how people may engage in certain behaviors withowut
conscilous Untention or awareness.

Stereotypes can automatically prime associated judgments and/or
behaviors. Stereotypes are our general beliefs about a group of people
and, once activated, they may glu[ihd[e our j]lundlg]r]nu@]ﬂllt§ outside conscious
awareness. Stmilar to schemas, stereotypes involve mental represent-
ation of how we expect a person will think and behave. Assuming all
people are a certain way is not only wrong b ii]ﬂlSlU[lllt[UnLg,. especially

uf negative traits are incorporated into a schema and subsequent

stereo ltY]P) (GN

Research in this area suggests that our social context—which

constantly bombards us with concepts—may prime wus to fornm

T T

particular judgments and influence our thoughts and behaviors.

In sununiary, automaticity provides an efficient way for individuals

to process and respond to the social world. However, this efficiency
comes at a cost, as unconsciously held stereotypes and attitudes can
sometimes influence us to behave in unintended ways.
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PSYCHOLOGY
Attitudes

What is an attitude?

— Predisposition to evaluate some people,
groups, or issues in a particular way

— Can be negative or positive
— Has three components
» Cognitive—thoughts about given topic or
situation
» Affective—feelings or emotions about topic

» Behavioral—your actions regarding the topic
or situation

ATTITUDE SCALE

o To assess the attitude or belief of an individual

o Designed to measure attitudes of a subject or group of subject
towards issues, institution, and groups of people.

© “An attitude may be defined as a learned emotional response set
for or against something” Barr, David, Johnson

Meanings of attitude
Thurstone defines an attitude as the degree of positive or
negative affect associated with some psychological objects.

+ Concept attitude denotes the “sum total of a man’s inclinations
and feelings, prejudices or bias, ideas, tears about any specific
topic.”

+ Attitude continuum extending from favourableness through =
neutral to unfavourableness. -
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ATTITUDES AND ATTITUDE MEASUREMENT

When we encounter a new <oﬂb»j]e<ct or person, we often form an attitude
toward it (hio/her). An attitude is a “psychological tendency that is
expressed by evaluating a particular entity with some degree of favor

or disfavor” ((]EGIQF][V & Chaiken, 199z, P ]l))é In essence, our attitudes are
our genel'al evaluations of things ((fuex\,\ do you regard this positively or
negatively?) that can bias us toward having a particular response to it.

Traditionally, attitudes have been measured 1t]hur<o>1U[g]h1 explicit attitude
measures, in which participants are <dl[l1r<e~<ctlly asked to provide their
attitudes toward various objects, people, or issues (((e . a sluur\wey)) The
explicit attitudes expressed are utilized to predict outcomes, however
some people who respond to opinion questions that involve issues of
controversy may hide their true attitudes.

For example, in a semantic-differential scale, resp@nnudlemt1t§ are asked to
provide evaluations of an attitude object us ing a series s of negative to
positive Jreg][))(onnlse scales—which have “unpleasant” at one end of the
scale and * p leasant” at the other. In a Likert scale, 1r<e§]pnovJnudhe]nnts are
asked to indicate their level of agreement with various evaluative
statements. Here, participants selectively mark between “strongly
(dliisalglmee” and ““sltlmonnlglly agree.” These explicit measures of attitudes
can be used to plredl[hct ]p(e(oqp)ll(e’s actual behavior, but there are some
limitations to them. For one thing, individuals are not always aware
of their true attitudes, because they're either undecided or haven’t
given a particular issue very much 1t]huonu[g]hut Furthermore, even when
individuals are aware of their attitudes, they might not want to admit
to them, such as when holding a certain attitude is viewed negatively
(socia“y lmacceptable) by their sub-culture. Thus, explicit attitude
measures may be unreliable when they are ask[mg about controversial
attitudes or attitudes that are not widely accepted by society.

In order to avoid some of these lumitations, mnany researchers use
more subtle or covert ways of measuring attitudes that do not suffer
from self-presentation concerns. An implicit attitude is an atctitude
that a person does not verbally or overtly express.


https://opened.tesu.edu/introsocialpsychology/back-matter/references#Eagly_Chaiken_1993
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To learn what a person’s [Unnlpll[l(c[ilt attitude is, you have to use [ilnnl][)>ll[i<ciilt
measures of attitudes. These measures infer the participant’s attitude
rather than ]hlal\vihnvg the participant (ex][))]lii(c[iltlly report it. Many unnuplicit

measures accomplish this by recording the tume it takes a participant

(L.e., the reaction time) to label or categorize an attitude object (i.e.,

the person, concept, or object of interest) as positive or negative. For
1 1T 7 7 1T &)

example, the faster someone categorizes his or her job (measured un

milliseconds) as negative compared to positive, the more negative

the tmplicit attitude is (i.e., because a faster categorization implies
are closely related

that the two concepts—“work” and “negative”

un one’s mnund ).

7

One common implicit measure how quickly the participant pairs a
concept with an attribute (good or bad). The participant’s response
time bn pairing the concept with the atcribute indicates how SIt]F(O)lnlg][Y
the participant associates the two. Another common implicit measure
s the prioing task which measures how quickly the participant labels
the positive or negative of the object when it appears immediately
after a positive or negative image. The more (q[lur[hc]klly a participant
labels the attitude object after lbne[ilnlg primed with a positive versus

negative image undicates how ]pno;gﬁlt[i\velly they evaluate the (0)1b)J|<e\<01t¢

Individuals’ implicit attitudes are sometimes inconsistent with their
explicitly held attitudes. Hence, implicit measures may reveal biases
that participants do not report on explicit measures. As a result,
implicit attitude measures are especially useful for examining the
pervasiveness and strength of controversial attitudes and stereotypic
associations. |[N(onte:: video graming can also track implicit antlt[iltmudle&]‘

CONCLUSION

Ultiumately, our perception of the social world is subjective, and,

consequently, our decisions are influenced by ouwr experiences,

expectations, enmotions, motivations, and current contexits. Beilngor

e

aware of how our judements are shaped by our social influences,

prepares us to be in a much better position to appreciate, and

T T 1T

potentially counter, their effects. - Internet Search Resource

T
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Factors Influencing Attitude Change

m Change in social environment
m Change in behaviors.

m Due to a need for consistency.

Cognitive Dissonance

m A state of tension that occurs when a person
simultaneously holds two cognitions that are
psychologically inconsistent, or

m when a person’s belief is incongruent with his or
her behavior.

©2002 Prentice Hall

Theories of Attitude Change

O III<<I;————=——w~~~»,
o Theories of attitude change
= Learning theory: Attitudes may be shaped through classical
conditioning, operant conditioning, and observational learning.

o Cognitive Dissonance theory: inconsistent attitudes cause tension
and that people alter their attitudes to reduce cognitive
dissonance. LEON FESTINGER is the theorist who explored this.

o Self-perception theory: People infer their attitudes from their
behavior. We behave and then we infer our beliefs from our
behaviors. Not the other way around.

o1 Elaboration likelihood model: Central routes (when people
carefully ponder the content and logic of persuasive messages) to
persuasion yield longer-lasting attitude change than peripheral
routes (persuasion depends on nonmessage factors such as
attractiveness of the source).
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® Elaboration Likelihood Model suggest that
there are two routes to attitude change

» Central Route

» Peripheral Route

Audience Processing Persuasion
Central Route> Motivated, Hé%’;ﬁggt Lasting change
analytical message in attitude
Persuasive
message
Low effort;
5| Notmotivated, persuaded by Tﬁm '2”
Berioheral R not analytical cues outside i atﬁt%de
eripheral Route of message

e Persuasion
> Cognition -> Behavior

e Conditioning

> Affective - Cognition -> Behavior

e Cognitive Dissonance Production
> Behavior -= Cognition -= Affective

(Based on the assumption that people are motivated

to protect their self-concepts. This requires a
perceived consistency among the three

components.)
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Source: Petty, Brifiol, and Priester (2009)
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Attitudes to same-sex marriage have many
psychological roots, and they can change

Recent research shines a revealing ligcht on the roots of pro- and anti-marriage

L

equality sentiment. It helps explain the roots of owr attitudes to same-sex

marriage, and whether they are shallow enough to allow attitudes to change.

Who holds pro- and anti-same-sex marriage attitudes?

A paper published this year by American sociologists Ay Armenia and Bailey

Troia reviews research on factors that lpnr@(dlii(ct Views on sane=-sex Jnnl(aumrilalg(e\\
Several factors are now well established.

Most obvious is one’s ]p)(o>ll[11tii<calll orientation. Conservatives tend to oppose
homosexual marriage. Although they tend to be more religious than liberals,
their opposition to same-sex man'iage is not reducible to their religios ity.

Relliig[honms affiliation and observance are important factors in their own Jriig]hut\«
]P’e<o»]p>lhe who are rell[ig[honurslly affiliated, attend r(ell[ig[l(onlJ[S services and hold more
literal or traditional interpretations of Jrelliigii(onu[s texts are more opposed to
same-sex mnlaur]riiag@

A thied group of factors indirectly associated with same-sex marriage attitudes
s (dle]nnuong]rap]hl[‘uco Younger ]pne\(oqp)l[ey more educated pe@»pll@ and p@@)]p)lle living in
worbann regions tend to be more favorably (dliis]pno»se(dl to same-sex marriage.


http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/ssqu.12312/full
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Are attitudes to same-sex marriage alterable?

It is sometimes anrgluued attitudes to same-sex marriage are (dbe(ep y entrenched
and attempts to alter them are point tless. Public debate often seems conducted
by ideol @rglucalll warriors at the rlug]hllt(e(onuts extremes, aiming to deride and defeat
theur adversaries rather than to ]pne]rsmmudl(e Can minds be (c]hlaurnge(dl on this issue?

A sceptic 1nnuug]hnt argue same-sex marriage atti tudes are hard to <c]h1.annug‘e and
primarily determined by one’s birth cohort. Young people have more favorable
views than their elders, so attitudes will gradually but inexorably shift as one
generation replaces another.

5 7.2 Percent of U.S. Adults
Identify as LGBT Ky

I Share of American adults who Ql
identify as LGBT, by birth year
B Gen Z Millennials Generation X
(1997 -2004) (1981-1996) (1965-1980)
B Baby boomers ™ Traditionalists
(1946-1964) (before 1946)
20% 19.7
LGBT share of U.S
15% population in 2022
7.2%
10%
5%
0% H [
2014 2017 2020 2022

statista %a

“But of cowrse, It was the upcoming generation, £, who took the lead,
with adiwlts born between 1lagy and 2004 idlenblfvhng as LGBT at the

rate of 20% To put it into more tangible numbers, essentially, one in

five Zoomers identifv as either homosexual or transeender.”
- Ll

Last year Bill Maher aptly joked:
“If we follow this trajectory, we will all be gay in 2054.”
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On this view, to paraphrase German physicist Max Planck’s famous
quote about science, social attitudes advance one funeral at a time.

Armenia and Troia’s review offers some support for this idea. Younger ]pne@»]p)
are comnsistently more likely to §1U[]P)]P)(O)]Flt marriage equality than older people.

However, the change in public opinion on same-sex marriage has been much
too rapid to be explained by generational replacement.

In the US, the General Social Survey shows a statistical rise in support for same-
sex marriage from 37% to 55% between 2006 and 2014. This raptd attitudinal
change is due substantially to individuals modifying their views. It has been
estimated that two thirds of the recent historical change in attitudes is due to
people altering their views rather than to generational shifts.

Attitudes to same-sex marriage appear more malleable than we m l‘ig]hut have
ex]pnewct(ewdh In a 2013 survey by US think-tank the Pew Research Center, 28% of
US supporters of same-sex marriage 1r<e]p><o>1rlt<e\(dl they had <c]hlaunug(e<dl theur mind
on the issue. Most often change occurred as a result of contact with someone
personally affected by it.

lllt]hUOHU[‘gF]hl pu blic debate may appear to reflect a battle between adannant,

lU[]ﬂlS]hlal]LQeal b>ll(e positions, our allt:ltlutlundl(eS may be oy pen to ind fluence, persuasion and

evolving s<o>(cu:all[ OIS,

Is opposition to same-sex marriage driven by anti-gay
atticudes?

A 2001 study of attitudes to same-sex parenting found many critics aurrgﬂuued

homosexuality was sinful. Now, instead of expressing <ex1p>1lu<cu1tll\v anti-gay

attitudes, many sanme-sex ]Unlal]F]FlLalQF(e opponents aupnpnealll to lt]huelur beliefs about

factors other than sexuality.

In contrast, proponents of 1nn1a11r1riia1<g<e e(q[lumlll[llty may view <o>]P>]P>(0)§ﬁ1t[[<o»1n1 Lo same-sex
marriage as intrinsically ]hl(O)]DDUO']P)]hl(O)]b)fU& Alternatively, they may see opponents as
tnsincere for faliilll‘ilnvg to declare the real, ]plrej]luudlfuce(dl basis for their attitudes.

Who is ]FIUQF]hL t? Is opposition to same-sex ][]ﬂl’c]l]F]FlLBl‘Q’(E‘, ]DHFIUUH[&]UF[L][V a matter of Jr@lllugﬂuonutg

or 1p><0)]llt tlucalll ]pnrlunuc1up>lhe as opponents suggest? Or (dlo(eb it 1[aur¢gf<ell\v reflect antipad thy

to oay and lheslb)ltaunl 1p)<e(0)]p)ll(e,« as their critics maiuntain?

One account proposes that it rests on the preservation of tradition
and the social order. Van der Toorn’s work indicated that opposition
to same-sex marriage mainly reflects resistance to change. - Internet


http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1540-6237.2011.00772.x/full
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1111/j.1540-6237.2011.00772.x/full
http://www.people-press.org/2013/03/20/growing-support-for-gay-marriage-changed-minds-and-changing-demographics/
http://eprints.uwe.ac.uk/21177/
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SOCIO-PSYCHOLOGICAL VARIABLES
INVOLVED IN
ATTITUDE CHANGE FROGEAMS

lNITIAL ATTI TU"

- L ] j ¥
REWAERDS PEEE. MODELLING
(CPERANT CONDITIONIN (BOCIAL LEARNING
¥ Fesults in
TARGET BEHAVIOUER l
IMITATIVE LEARMING
¥ ¥ With operant style extrinsic
YERBAL TLNGIBLE [+ & remnforcernent
REWARDS REWARDS |
Hmf;f L“ij o
Leads to mp—— Leads to INTRCIECTION
MOTIVATION Ilodels” attiudes, values and
&TASE helisfs
INTEREST
(1] |
Leads t
REPRODUCTICH OF R
TARGET BEHAVIOUER l
| IDENTIFICATION
hlndels” attitndes, walues and
Femlts in beliefs mcorporated into self
l concept
COGNITIVE FAMILIARITY)
DISSOMNANCE MERE EXPOSURE
EFFECT
Target Behaviour "
mecessfilly repindnced
across cortexts
Leads to Leads to
ATTITUDE
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UNDER THE INFLUENCE:

HOW THE GROUP CHANGES WHAT WE THINK

People often misread the behavior of
others and adjust their behaviors to

try to match. As a result, the actual
norm can shift. Researchers at
Princeton University and other
schools have studied how college
students often drank more because
they thought other students were.

Students think the typical
college student drinks more
than they do. At parties, bars
or football games, they see
behavior in line with their
expectations of the norm.
They notice the students who
are drinking more.

N~

alh. ~

OLD
STATUS QUO

L |

Peers may compliment them
on their drinking, reinforcing
the ideas that drinking alcohol
is important and a defining
characteristic of student life.

wiyan

~
~
~
*

The cycle loops back on itself.
The more evidence they see of
drinking, the more they believe

the typical student drinks.

Students don't see the
behavior of students who
aren’t drinking, and going to
the movies or studying at the
library instead. Public
behaviors tend to drive the
norm.

THE CHANGE

PROCESS . -

TIME

Administrators tell them not
to drink so much, so they may
drink more to differentiate
themselves from this group and
belong to their peer group.

NEW STATUS QUO

PERFORMANCE

TRANSFORMING
IDEA
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Motivation. Why have Americans so quickly flipflopped in their lt]hllL]ﬂl]L{lL]ﬂl(g on
a behavior that was (and is) so clearly sinful, physically and psychologically
<dlann1g(e1r<onm , and scientifically trrational? Why have so 1nn1a]n1y Americans Jllunnnlpe(dl
on the band wagron to, not only approve of and to | e(ga ize all forms of homo-
sexuality, but even encourage | the lifestyle? No doubt, there are many different
reasoms to comsider, but the fact that even many so-called Christians who would
be ]Pnre(dl[[(ctte(dl to oppose the behavior ((dhuue to the clear lteauc]hl[mg of SC]F[[]PHUU[]F@)) are
junmping omn the 1b>annudlwa1g<o»1n1 should be noteworthy.

One 1unn1@nrg1umﬂb»l[y iunfluential factor has been the gradual desensitizing of the
American mind to the abnormal/uwnnatuwral (Romans 1:24-28) and “abominable”
nature of the sin of homosexuality ((]Lev[iltihcus 118::22))\« The homosexual movenenit
has been effective in increasingly barraging the public with homosexuality
since the 1960s, manipulating the population into feeling tolerant, then feeling
comfortable, then sympathetic, and then celebratory of the lifestyle. If you hear
sounnuelt]hliilmg a thousand times, it nust be true, Jrii«g]hnt? Television has clearly been
a, if not the, most effective hammer in the gay agenda’s toolbelt to that end.

At least four television shows featured homosexual characters (or cast positive
light on the lifest tylhe)) tn the 1970’s; seven in the 1980’s; and 23 tn the 1990’s
(especially after the “gay gene” study was released). By the 2000s, virtually
every show would be included un the list, and the shows became more brazemn
unt f(eantluurlunlg homosexuality. Hollywood has shoved homosexuality down the
public’s throat for decades lt]humonuug]hl entertatnment venues, and our love of
entertainment has caused Christendom to turn a blind eye to the dangers of
gay influence, rather than lt(alklumg a stand. Should it surprise us that the bulk of
our sibl ings, children, and glraunudhc]hud[(dl rem ((]B)al by Boomers, Generations X, Y, and
Z) do not see the problem with homosexuality, any more than they see the
p]ﬁoﬂbﬂle]m with fornication, adultery, or divorce? We have been brainwashed!

One tactic used to 1nnlalln1ﬁ]P)IU[llallt(e the American mind by the homosexual
movement has been to play on our sympathy and compassion for those who’re
suffering. Christians are to have sympathy for all who are shackled by sin, but
that compassion should lead ws to teach them about the destructive nature of
sin—ito wairmn (("audhnnuonmus]hl”)) them to cease sinning (“repent”) and, Un some cases,
even “rebuke” them for brazenly defying God (2 Timothy 4:2; Ezekiel 33:8-9; Acts
17:30). That, however, is not the sympathy being promoted by the homosexual
movement. The gay age]nudlal wishes to make the world have a tolerant, “live and
let live” attitude towards homosexuals—to accept homosexuality as normal and
natural, rather than warn thenm and encourage them to <c]h1(aun1geo “Do not be
j]luudlglnnumnutallllf They cannot ]huelllp) ut,” we are told. (Gra[i]m[ilnlg sylnmpant]hly is one of the
most effective ways of pushing an agenda. — Homosexuality & Psychology
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titudinal Survey Study.

“Some people who respond to opinion questions that involve issues of
controversy may hide their true attitudes. Individuals might not
want to admit to them, such as when holdﬁng a certain attitude is
viewed negatively (socially unacceptable) by their sub-culture. Thus,
explicit attitude measures may be unreliable when they are asking
about controversial attitudes or attitudes that are not widely
accepted by society.

Excerpts ol Al

In order to avoid some of these lumitations, many researchers use
more subtle or covert ways of measuring attitudes that do not suffer
firom self-presentation concerns. An tmplicit attitude is an attitude
that a person does not verbally or overtly express.

To learn what a person’s implicit attitude is, you have to use implicit
measures of attitudes. These measures infer the palrticipant’s attitude
rather than ]hlal\v[hnvg the participant (e;xpll[i(c[iltlly report it. Many unniplicit

measures accomplish this by recording the tume it takes a participant

T T

(Le., the reaction time) to label or categorize an attitude object (i.e.,

7

the person, concept, or object of interest) as positive or negative. For
T 7 7 4

T Ly O

example, the faster someone categorizes his or her job (measured un

milliseconds) as negative compared to positive, the more negative

7 T T

the tmplicit attitude is (i.e., because a faster categorization umplies

are closely related

that the two concepts—“work’” and “negative”

T

un one’s mundl).

7

Individuals’ implicit attitudes are sometimes inconsistent
with their explicitly held attitudes. Hence, implicit measures
may reveal biases that participants do not report on <ex1lp>llfuciilt
measures. As a result, implicit attitude measures are especially
useful for examining the pervasiveness and strength of
controversial attitudes and stereotypic associations.”
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PAGE 146 SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY TEXTBOOK BY KENRICK-NEUBERG-CIALDINI:

“Researchers have found that covert techniques are
more accurate than self-report measure only when
people have a good reason to be less than honest about
their rue feelings — for example, when they want to
appear more fair-minded or unprejudiced than they
actually are. Under these curcumstances, covert
techniques are preferred because they are a more
nonreactive measurenment than are S(G)]UE=1F(€)]P)(O)]F1ES;I that ts,
using them to record a response is less likely to distort
the response. When there is no good reason for people
to hide their feelings, self-reports are usually preferred

because they inquire about attitudes more directly.”

ATTITUDINAL CONSENSUS SHIFT CAUSES:

+ GROUP OBSERVATION

% STEREOTYPE ANOMALY

+ MASS MEDIA EXPOSURE

%= MEDIA INDOCTRINATION

+ UNAVOIDABLE CONTACT

% ORGANIZATIONAL MESSAGING
% BILATERAL COMMUNICATIONS
% RECENT & REGULAR DIALOGUE
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Polls, anecdotes and the People who misuse them

Pollsters and media frequently generalize tiny numbers in order to
make money and/or manipulate public opinion. Their generalizations

are often faulty, even false.

In @ nation of 330 million, only o.0001 percent equals 33,000 people.
In the context of 330 million nonhuwman wnits, though, 33,000 is

ﬁ]ﬂlSﬁg]ﬂlMﬁUC&ﬂ]ﬂll& In national reports, federal agrencies rarely list o.0001
percent of aunlylt]hlmg as “data.” In most government reports, 0.000l

]P)te‘lf(cie‘]ﬂllt won’t even (HIIP)]P)(G‘)GUF as footnotes.

Nevertheless, polling firms are paid to generalize surveys of only
1000-2500 — sometimes fewer — respondents to report “national”
sentiments about social opinion and cultural matters. Media can then
cherry-pick polls as lazy substitutes for rigorous coverage of public
attitudes and events, to reinforce media biases, and to influence their
audiences. Accordingly, nearly-monolithic national media-reported

]PnoJUl[mg “results” can be Jnnliislleaudl[hnvg — or dead wrong.

The problem was — and is — that national polls are merely minimal
accumulations of anecdotal evidence offered by paid pollsters as
genuine data rather than as the relatively few data points they
actually represent. More and more people have eliminated landlines,
and nearly everyone screens calls, so several thousands of calls must
be placed to get 1000 willing respondents. Margins of error are
generally large. In fact, polling has become almost-prohibitively
expensive, so very few faithfully-statistical polls are conducted

anymnore. Reliable ““(0)\\7@1r1n1fug]h1lt” ]pno'l[l[[i]nlg ts virrtually [‘L]nnl]p(o)ssiile[e\\

- Jerry Shenk
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ATTITUDINAL CONSENSUS SHIFT CAUSES:

= UNAVOIDABLE CONTACT

+ ORGANIZATIONAL MESSAGING
#+ BILATERAL COMMUNICATIONS
+ RECENT & REGULAR DIALOGUE

PAGE 248 SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY TEXTBOOK BY GILOVICH-KELTNER-CHEN-NISBETT:

Induced Compliance. Dissonance Theory can explain what
often happens as a result of induced (forced) compliance —
that is, when people are induced to behave in a manner that
ts tnconsistent with their beliefs, attitudes, or values. Most
people will feel some discomfort with the mismatch between
their behavior and theur attitudes. One way to deal with the
inconsistency — the easiest and most likely way, given that
the behavior cannot be taken back — is for ]Pue(o»plhe to <c]h1(annuge

theiur <o>1riig[i1nlalll attitudes or values.

]Extinguishmg' Undesirable Behavior — Mild Vs. Severe Thireat

The threat of severe punishment will keep people from doing
something you don’t want them to do; but they will still, later
on want to do it. The threat of mild punishment — if it is just
enough of a threat to keep them from doing it — can bring
about psychological change, such that they will no longer be

tempted to do what you don’t want them to do.

TFor~ My Thesis

T am going To do WWhen People say B
one thing then B

do amnorvher
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Good Reasons To Doubt Public Opinion
consensus Shilt @Same-yexMarriages

Increased USA Suq[)]porlt for Same-sex Mmrriage:
]Disentamlg'ling Age, Period, and Cohort Effects

Abstract. Previous research established a substantial increase in
support for same-sex marriage in the US, but it is unclear if this
uncrease is due to cohort ((a (c]hlaum«g(e that affects only the younger
generation) or time period (a change that affects those of all ages).
In a nationally representative sample of American adults (n = 13,483)
un 1988 and 2004-2018, increased support for same-sex marriage was
primarily due to time period (from 11.1% in 1988 to 66.7% in 2018).
There was a smaller cohort effect, with a fairly linear increase
between cohorts born in the 1960s and those born in the 199os. Tume
period increases in support for same-sex marriage appeared among
ACross ge]nudl(elm race, education levels, regfuonm& and levels of Jﬁelliig[honms
service attendance, though differences in support still remain. The
resulits suggest Americans of all ages modified their beliefs about
same-sex Jnnlallrlfiialg(e over tume. Jean M. Twenge, Andrew B. Blake

Deople Lie To Dollsters
Cither Because They’re
Only Listening To Their

1 esser Angels Or When
Moral Truth Is Out Of
Fashion! - Unknown



https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/?term=Twenge+JM&cauthor_id=31902305
https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/?term=Blake+AB&cauthor_id=31902305

Page 63 of 69

TOLERANCE
VERSUS

ACCEPTANCE

TOLERANCE ACCEPTANCE
EEE N EEEEEEEENEEEEERER E N EEEEEEEENEEEEEEEERERN

Tolerance is an Acceptance is an individual’s

individual’s willingness to assent to the reality of a

tolerate the existence of situation, recognizing a
opinions or behaviour he process or condition (usually
dislikes or disagrees with a negative or unpleasant one)

without protesting it or

trying to changing it

A kind of passive Goes beyond tolerance
resignation

We might tolerate a When we accept someone,
we actively try to get rid
of the dislike

person we dislike

We tolerate something we In acceptance, we
want to change but don’t embrace things and show
have the power to change no resistance

Visit www.PEDIAA.com
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My Pergonal Remarfzg & Conclusions

In my opinion, the polling data of a decade ago was
relatively accurate in reflecting a deeply divided nation
socially, culturally, and politically. However, the more
recent polling data seeming to suggest a twenty-point
consensus shift within the Last ten years is more suspect.

J have outlined what J thing is the inadequate methodology
whereby the data has not Geen confirmed Gy way of indirect
measures of implicit attitude.

Moreover, the media manufacturing of consent during the
present athcistic-humanistic zeitgeist of the Cagt ten years
has only helped to advance the homosexual agenda and
with it these false perceptions of a moral consensus shift
specific to same-sex marriage.

Nevertheless, the more reCiable data of ten years ago should
Ge interpreted as indicating a societal inflection point. In
other wordsg, we are at a critical juncture to that nation —
“$Couching to Gomorrah!”
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AT THE NEXUS OF GRACE % GLORY

LY

Five Steps For Saving:

« HEARING:

e Romans 10: 17; Matthew 7: 24 - 27
 BELIEVING:

* Hebrews 11: 6; Mark 16: 15, 16

« REPENTING:

e Acts 2: 38;17:30; Luke 13:3

e CONFESSING:

 Matthew 10: 32, 33; Acts 8: 36, 37
 BAPTISM:

 Romans 6: 3—5; Acts 8: 36 —38

O Tiat 11 Be Gla

O that will be gloryqfanm@eugrace,
Faity Eedngy Glory for me, glory for me;

When by His grace | shall look on His face,

_ That will be glory, be glory for me.
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