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April 24, 2007

Drs. Cameron:

As I approach your recent report, I will acknowledge immediately that I am skeptical because you continue to defend the integrity of your obituary study of gay life expectancy. I also acknowledge that I am not an expert in statistics. My training is clinical and my scholarly work is primarily in digesting research for use in clinical settings. That said, I think it is fair to provide an informed reaction to your paper and subsequent letters to me.
Having reviewed it, I have no additional confidence in your conclusions. As it stands, it seems to me that there are numerous assumptions and uncontrolled factors that could skew your findings to the point where any results cannot be trusted.
Your report begins by exploring Canadian survey results as presented in this table.

[image: image1.jpg]Table 1. Sexual Preferences In Canada: 2003 (in weighted %)

Age N Hetero Homo/Bi Unknown Hetero/Homo
18-24 11,335 92.85 1.96 5.2 4711
25-34 19,204 92.96 1.96 5.1 4711
35-44 21,269 92.79 1.92 5.3 4811
45-54 21,282 93.04 1.32 5.6 70/1
55-64 19,538 92.56  0.85 6.6 109/1
65+ 28,672 86.25 0.37 134 2331

Al 121,300 91.81 143 6.76 64/1




From this chart, you calculate a ratio of heterosexual to homosexual orientation and then you note the much lower percentage of people who endorse homosexual or bisexual as their orientation. However, you fail to account for the much higher percentage of people over 65 who either refuse to answer the question or say they don’t know. Actually the heterosexual percentage for those over 65 is lower the other age cohorts (86% vs. approximately 93%). There could be multiple explanations for these numbers. Using the Cameron and Cameron approach, one could even make the statement that those who are homosexual, bisexual or unsure of their sexuality outlive heterosexuals since as a group their portion of the total population increases over time.   

One of you (Paul) said to me in an email that your “conclusions [about gay life expectancy] came to light as we were preparing the report, and I included them on the assumption that those in attendance would be interested in any new information on the subject.” Paul said this in defense of presenting information in your poster session on life expectancy, the bulk of which was not referenced in your proposal to the EPA. Paul also said about the Canadian data, “As you can see, in both the table and the abstract, we note the precipitous decline in the homosexual population following middle age.  Indeed, failure to consider the reason for this decline would have constituted negligence on our part.” It seems you ask me to believe that you presented a proposal to the EPA that related only to the Canadian data presented above, but then it occurred to you sometime after the proposal was submitted that the prime explanation for the decline in the number of gays over 60 might be their early demise. Then, am I to assume that you purchased the Denmark and Norwegian data and then discovered that you were correct? I cannot figure out why you did not include the life expectancy hypothesis in your proposal. 

Rather, it appears to me that you already had a belief about Table 1 presented above – gays die young. You have been on record with this belief. It does not appear to me that, for you, Table 1 was an observation that required investigation. If so, isn’t it negligence to avoid an explanation for the striking shift in the Unknown column?    

With the high percentage of unknowns, speculation is all that can be offered. But for some speculations, there is modest empirical basis. For instance, (and you mention this in passing), there may be some homosexually oriented people who experience a shift in their sexuality. Kinnish, Strassberg and Turner (2005) found that one-third of their survey respondents experienced a spontaneous shift in their sexual orientation category over the life-span; another one-third experienced more minor shifts. Also on point, it has been demonstrated that older people are more reluctant to disclose a non-heterosexual orientation (Johnson, Jackson, Arnette & Koffman, 2005). It does not seem plausible that older people who were certain of their heterosexuality would refuse to answer a question about sexual orientation or say they were unsure, when the socially safe answer would be to affirm heterosexuality. From my clinical experience, I can attest to this reluctance in older folks. I also know older clients who, after losing an opposite-sex partner to death participate in same-sex eroticism and are truly unsure how to view themselves. 

And finally, it is possible that there may indeed be some diminished life expectancy but for reasons that I provide below, one cannot sustain confidence in this singular explanation from these data. Looking at other research regarding this hypothesis, Hogg et al (1997) found lowered life expectancy for homosexual men in British Columbia. Frequently cited is this finding: 

In a major Canadian centre, life expectancy at age 20 years for gay and bisexual men is 8 to 20 years less than for all men. If the same pattern of mortality were to continue, we estimate that nearly half of gay and bisexual men currently aged 20 years will not reach their 65th birthday. (Hogg et al, 1997, from the abstract)

However, Hogg’s research team followed up with a letter to the editor of the International Journal of Epidemiology with this caution:
In contrast, if we were to repeat this analysis today the life expectancy of gay and bisexual men would be greatly improved. Deaths from HIV infection have declined dramatically in this population since 1996. As we have previously reported there has been a threefold decrease in mortality in Vancouver as well as in other parts of British Columbia. (Hogg et al, 2001, 1499).
Also, in this letter, Hogg et al (2001) demonstrated that life expectancy is a fluid construct and quite sensitive to a variety of environmental and cultural changes. In other words, taking a snapshot in time may give you one view now, but that finding could change substantially in very short order (as it has in Canada). Hogg et al conclude:

It is essential to note that the life expectancy of any population is a descriptive and not a prescriptive measure. Death is a product of the way a person lives and what physical and environmental hazards he or she faces everyday. It cannot be attributed solely to their sexual orientation or any other ethnic or social factor. (Hogg et al, 2001, 1499).
I am going to reserve extensive comments about the Danish data until I can see what you used to construct your tables. You said in your EPA paper (http://www.earnedmedia.org/frireport.htm) that you purchased data to construct life expectancy tables. Without seeing the data that you received from Denmark, I cannot comment beyond the substantial limitations and assumptions you note in your paper. I asked Morten Frisch whether or not data existed in his country to allow calculations of different life expectancies for homosexually vs. heterosexually partnered people. His opinion is that the existing data he has seen would not permit such calculations.  The Norwegian data set is so small as to be useless for these purposes (which you acknowledge in your paper). 

However, even without the actual data set, I observe that you make extensive assumptions which you outline in your paper. For those reading my letter, I want to quote extensively from your paper to demonstrate how tentative this report is and how far the authors have gone beyond their ability to interpret their data in their public statements. 

From page seven, you write:

Our use of cohort life tables is somewhat unusual. For one thing, the individuals included in our computations did not all come from the same birth cohort. Furthermore, when calculating separate life tables by marital status, we had no way of determining which individuals had ‘switched’ their status (e.g., from ever-married to ever-homosexually partnered) at some point in life. Still, the data at hand allow for crude estimates. (Cameron & Cameron, 2007, p. 7)

“Crude estimates?” You essentially say, we lumped people from different cohorts together and had no way of determining their actual marital status. But despite the fact that you have no way of knowing whether you can trust this method, you can still make “crude estimates.” Your news releases make no mention of “crude estimates.” Rather the headline of one release confidently says: “Married Gays Die 24 Years Younger.” 
You continue,

Of course, without the larger, surviving at-risk population included, there is undoubtedly bias associated with the cohort life table method. (p. 8)

The state of flux in these countries since the adoption of homosexual partnership registries makes it very difficult to compute reliable current life tables by marital status; adding to this, 2) the number of deaths among ever-homosexually partnered individuals was too small in any given year to enable precise or stable survival estimates. (Cameron & Cameron, 2007, p. 8)

While I commend you for pointing out these substantial, and to my mind fatal, limitations, I am perplexed that you proceeded with your analysis. Perhaps the most damning statement is this: “the number of deaths among ever-homosexually partnered individuals was too small in any given year to enable precise or stable survival estimates.” Your news releases make no mention of this liability. If the estimates are imprecise and/or unstable, why make them at all? Why report them as being trustworthy? Why make public unqualified estimates that are imprecise and/or unstable? 

Comparing data sets, you speculate further:

When looking at males-in-general or females-in-general in Denmark and Norway, degree of bias — using the officially published life tables as the standard — is at most a year or two. Thus, although we cannot know the degree of bias associated with the much smaller data sets of, say, ever-partnered gays and lesbians, we have some confidence that differences of 20 or more years in average life expectancy are not due to bias inherent in the estimating technique. (Cameron & Cameron, 2007, p. 8)
I did not see any basis for assuming that the smaller number of people from an immature data stream (homosexual partnering has only been recognized since 1989 in Denmark) would not add significant bias to the life tables. You simply state your confidence without any rationale that I can find.
And finally, 

Estimates of life table standard errors assume 1) that the population of ages-at-death is not so skewed as to make central limit theorem approximations untenable, and 2) that the sets of deaths behave statistically like a random sample of all similar deaths. (p.8)

Also, there is an implicit assumption that officially recorded deaths in Denmark and Norway comprise a random sample of ever homosexually-partnered individuals in those countries, that the obituaries from the Washington Blade behave as a random sample from all such MSM and WSW deaths in at least the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area, and that those from the Washington Post are similarly representative of D.C.-area residents. None of these assumptions can be verified one way or the other, limiting our analysis. Nevertheless, the empirical comparisons above do not suggest that any of these assumptions has been outlandishly violated. (p. 8-9)

The sets of homosexually-partnered individuals from Norway — though including all officially recorded deaths between 1997 and 2002 — are quite small. The standard errors for these groups reflect to some degree the greater uncertainty associated with these data sets, but probably not all of it. Although the Norwegian estimates for life expectancy are generally consistent with those from Denmark, and indeed with obituaries from the Washington Blade, we recognize that there may be substantial additional bias associated with these figures. (Cameron & Cameron, 2007, p. 9)

Despite the fact that most of these assumptions cannot be verified, you still compute data as if you had large, random samples or had some basis for assuming randomness. Your news releases provide no indication about how sketchy these figures are and how you arrived at them. The news releases make it sound as if these countries keep data in such a way that life expectancies could be reliably calculated or simply read from a table. 

If your study conclusions are based on randomness, then there can be no confidence in your findings. While I cannot comment on the Denmark data without seeing it, your own admitted limitations provide ample reason to be skeptical of your very confidently stated conclusions. About the obituary sampling, however, it stretches the imagination to think that obituaries published in any news outlet could be considered a random sample. It is hard to imagine a more skewed sampling approach. However, these limitations are not stated in your news releases. You say in your paper that your analysis is limited due to sampling limitations and yet nothing seems to limit your public statements.   
To conclude, I have many objections to this study as well as the way you portrayed the results in the media. You define multiple assumptions which must be true in order to establish central tendency which I do not believe are reasonable to assume. The news releases convey a confidence in your findings which seems quite unscientific. 

Further, I object to what appears to me to be your effort to establish the homosexually inclined as a distinct, monolithic group of people. It seems to me that gays and lesbians are quite diverse in their behavior and values. Being same-sex attracted tells me very little, if anything about the way one lives or the activities one chooses. One might find some small effect size for a risk factor, say depression, but that cannot say much about a “typical” homosexual. I think it fine to crusade against sexual promiscuity, risky sexual behavior, drug abuse, smoking, using seat belts, etc. You will have many people join you, both same-sex attracted and opposite-sex attracted. However, to say that being in a class of people is to expose oneself to risk via membership in that class is a misleading use of measures of central tendency, in my opinion. Hogg et al’s statement seems worth repeating here:

It is essential to note that the life expectancy of any population is a descriptive and not a prescriptive measure. Death is a product of the way a person lives and what physical and environmental hazards he or she faces everyday. It cannot be attributed solely to their sexual orientation or any other ethnic or social factor. (Hogg et al, 2001, p. 1499). 
As with the other communications in this exchange, I intend to post this to my blog and agree to post any replies you care to make. I am interested in seeing the Danish data and would like to invite you to make it available for independent review.

Sincerely,

Warren Throckmorton, PhD

Associate Professor, Psychology

Fellow, Psychology and Public Policy

Grove City College
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Dear Dr. Throckmorton:                                                                May 2, 2007

Although you claim not to be an expert in statistics nor an empirical researcher, you have already ‘made up your mind’ about the gay lifespan and claim a lack of “integrity” in our “obituary study of gay life expectancy.” How do you know that the facts we have assembled do not reflect the underlying reality? No one has arisen to contest the empirical facts we assembled and to publish counter-facts in peer-reviewed journals. Nor have counter-facts been offered informally. What have been offered are outrage, personal attacks, nitpicking, and speculations. Meanwhile, over 17 years, we have assembled ever more empirical facts — facts that seem to buttress our initial theory that gay obituaries do reflect an underlying reality of a significantly foreshortened homosexual lifespan (as well as a ‘tail-off’ of homosexual practitioners after approximately age 35 in just about every survey from 1858 through today).

Although you impugn my credentials as a scientist, you may not be aware that I was the first scientist to document the health effects of second-hand tobacco smoke (The presence of pets and smoking as correlates of perceived disease. Journal of Allergy, 1967;40:12-15). That is, I generated the first published facts that implicated exposure to second-hand smoke as a correlate of lowered health. I also was fairly active in the media — proposing social policies to diminish smoking on the basis of my research. Today you pretty-much live in my world — a world that I had a significant part in conceptualizing and bringing about.

Yet at no point has a definitive, all-questions-answered, study of the health effects of second-hand tobacco smoke been run. We can’t randomly assign people to ‘exposure’ or ‘non-exposure’ categories over the length of time and in all the possible venues that would be required. Instead, we live in a world where, at best, approximations to ‘the truth’ can be made. At some point, society has to take the limited information assembled, interpret what has been found, and then decide what to do about it. Honorable empiricists might disagree about when ‘enough is known to act,’ but empiricists seldom invoke the “are you going to believe your lying eyes, or what I tell you?” argument. Instead they generate counter-facts.

As an empirical scientist, I have embarked on two major empirical quests. My research on second-hand tobacco smoke was opposed by capitalist concerns worth billions of dollars. By documenting the effects and correlates of homosexual behavior I have been opposed by homosexual activists and gay-sympathetic academicians. While the tobacco companies were well aware that I might cost them billions (and I believe I had a hand in doing so), they never engaged in ad hominem attacks, assaulted me, threatened my life or those of my family members, killed my children’s pets, or lied about me or my research. Instead, they did what they could to counter my facts with other facts. The same cannot be said of my second empirical quest. Perhaps this makes sense. My first quest only involved a significant irritant and minor health risk. The second relates to whether Western Civilization will endure.

You say

“I object to what appears to me to be your effort to establish the homosexually inclined as a distinct, monolithic group of people. It seems to me that gays and lesbians are quite diverse in their behavior and values. Being same-sex attracted tells me very little, if anything about the way one lives or the activities one chooses.”

Dr. Throckmorton, although you are a professional clinician/guru/counselor and a “Fellow in Psychology and Public Policy,” I wonder if you understand how group comparisons work and how such comparisons play out in public policy. Smokers are at least as diverse as homosexual practitioners, yet current social policy focuses on just one thing — their smoking — not their ‘diversity.’ It cannot be otherwise. Under law, all smokers — even those who benefit from smoking — are treated the same since they belong to the smoker group. The same is true of murderers, thieves, or in this case, people who engage in homosexuality. Your statement perfectly illustrates why appeals to ‘diversity’ are obfuscatory rather than serious. Contrary to your assertion, if one knows someone is sexually attracted to kids, that is reason enough to separate him from contact with children. Likewise, knowing someone engages in same-sex sex (or says they fancy such), tells you quite a bit about how they live and the activities they are likely to choose.

It is also rather astounding that you would criticize our methodology as being ‘beyond the pale,’ yet speculate about the “modest empirical basis” for an alternate theory suggested by Kinnish, Strassberg and Turner’s (2005) finding “that one-third of their survey respondents experienced a spontaneous shift in their sexual orientation category over the life-span; another one-third experienced more minor shifts.” Your approving citation of this work leads me to question your professional perspicacity.

These investigators “hoped to secure as large (and hopefully representative) a sample of each sex” (p. 175). So what did they do? They advertised for volunteers in print publications, on the internet, and announcements to various groups! Most of their respondents were ‘bisexual or homosexual!’ MOST. Do you, does anyone, believe that MOST citizens engage in homosexuality? There is not a dog’s chance that their sample was “representative.” Yet you treat their findings seriously. They got a ‘sample from hell’ with a sampling technique worse than Kinsey’s and their respondents were like so many volunteers for sexual surveys. The authors correctly noted “where volunteers have been found to be liberal, sex-positive, sexually experienced, and more permissive than those who choose not to participate” (p. 180) but omit the oft-repeated finding (and their finding in spades) that those who engage in homosexuality are considerably more apt to volunteer for surveys. Those that engage in homosexuality seem almost driven to make themselves public, whether in ‘gay pride parades’ or sex research; they are far from shrinking violets, and I have seen no evidence that this characteristic changes as they age.

You treat the concept of ‘sexual orientation’ quite seriously, yet Kinnish, et al. correctly note “there is no agreed-upon definition or measurement of sexual orientation” (p. 180). Nonetheless, their article is all about this ‘whatever it is’ entity. Such confusion is a natural byproduct of not being able to specify just what it is you are studying — a confusion that is largely eliminated by concentrating on behavior, rather than on some weird mixture of fantasy, feelings, desires, and behavior.

Even in this highly unrepresentative sample of those who engage in homosexual sex, by far most appear to have engaged in sex with the opposite sex. That is, while they may currently prefer sex with their sex (even as some prefer sex with children), they are not automata, but like all the rest of us, choose their sex partners, and are not ‘driven by a mysterious, impossible-to-define, orientation.’

This piece of research provides a striking contrast to our assemblage of every obituary we could find, every death in homosexual partnerships, every random (or near-random) sample we could locate, etc. Yet you give credence to Kinnish, et al., and slam our research.

Super Rights

A larger question goes begging in this discussion. Our methods and credentials are being impugned primarily because we have come to believe — on the basis of empirical research — that homosexual practice is injurious to society. Further, that we as a culture will pay a stiff penalty for elevating homosexual expression to the status of a powerful ‘right.’ So I ask the following question: Is it fair to give those who live parasitic lives ‘Super Rights?’

After all, it is the duty of every member of society to contribute to the commonweal. Yet the empirical evidence indicates that those who engage in homosexuality 1) contribute less and cost more in goods and services, 2) disproportionately disrupt social functioning, and 3) have few children while being more apt to harm them.1 Thus, homosexuals not only fail to ‘pay for their keep,’ but by their negative influence on children, cloud society’s future. 

Those who engage in homosexual sex seek what they term ‘gay rights.’ In reality they demand Super Rights. What do I mean by Super Rights? Being empowered to override other citizens’ unalienable rights (e.g., freedom of speech and association). These Super Rights (conferred by ‘non-discrimination,’ ‘hate crime,’ and ‘hate speech’ laws) allow homosexuals — if they so choose — to endanger or punish those who would exercise their associational rights to avoid them or protect their children from them. Thus, a principal knowing that homosexual teachers are more prone to have sex with pupils (empirical studies to date indicate that a male teacher who engages in homosexuality is the most apt to get sexually involved with pupils) may not want to hire a teacher who declares his affection for same-sex sex. But if the homosexual wants the job, his Super Rights trump the associational rights of the principal as well as the right of pupils not to experience extra risk (safety is part of their right to life). A couple renting out the other side of their duplex may not want to place their children at risk by renting to a gay couple. But if — even on a whim — the homosexuals want the duplex, their Super Rights trump the property and associational rights of the parents as well as their children’s right not to be exposed to potential molestation. The Super Rights of homosexuals also squelch others’ freedom of speech. Thus, a broadcaster may opine that same-sex sex is dangerous. But if a homosexual finds such speech ‘offensive’ his Super Rights trump the broadcaster’s freedom of speech and the broadcaster may be fined or imprisoned. 

In addition to subsidizing those who engage in homosexuality, the right of ordinary citizens to happiness is diminished by homosexuals’ expropriation of beaches, restrooms, and rest areas for their sexual trysts. As if these violations of fairness were not enough, those fancying homosexuality run a large and growing ‘quasi-secret society’ to achieve their aims — aims often inimical to social order. Examples include the ‘shadow organization’ in the U.S. military, which provides illegal sexual contacts and career advantages to enlisted practitioners,2 and homosexual ‘guides’ (e.g., Spartacus) that specify which rest areas, parks, and restrooms have been commandeered for gay sex.

Forcing dutiful citizens to financially support and also relinquish their unalienable rights to those who don’t carry their own weight while posing a risk to children ineluctably lowers the vitality of a society. As a result, while the sun still rises on those countries that give Super Rights to homosexuals, their declining birthrates assure that it will soon warm a barren landscape. So I ask again, is it fair, is it just, to give those who engage in homosexuality — a worthless as well as dangerous amusement — ‘Super Rights?’ In substantial part, the fate of Western Civilization hinges on the answer.

Desiderata: As you might know, those who review for peer-reviewed journals are selected (presumably for meritorious research and publication, since reviewers are part of the quality-control mechanism) by the editors of a journal, are sent manuscripts with a request to review, and — if recipients have the time and inclination — judge them according to accepted professional standards. Starting in 2004 and continuing through this year, I have been sent and reviewed articles for the BMJ group of journals. Reviewing my emails, I see that I did not submit a reviewer’s update for the BMJ as requested on September 6, 2006 believing it was unnecessary since before I got around to it I agreed to review a submission for another BMJ journal. Other than that, since one reviews only if asked and no contract is involved, I have no knowledge of the politics of the various journals for which I reviewed.

Your umbrage at my using ‘presented at the EPA’ is misplaced. Among the four handouts I happened to pick up at the latest EPA convention poster session, two informed that they had been “Presented at the 2007 annual” meeting of the EPA (e.g., Sato, T. Confirmatory factor analysis of the Eysenck personality questionnaire-brief version; Hargenrader, JM & Slattery JM. Gender and college standing difference in marriage and childbearing intentions). Both of these ‘papers’ were presented at the poster session just prior to ours and neither mentioned that they were ‘only’ distributed at a poster session — indeed, why should they?

Since you have attacked me rather vigorously, I trust you will post this entire reply on your website. I hereby give permission to reproduce all or parts of this letter by anyone as long as they cite me and this letter as the source, and expect you agree to do the same.

Sincerely,

Paul Cameron, Ph.D.

Social Psychologist and Chairman

Family Research Institute
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