FROM @ ° PHONE MND. : Jan. 30 2084 11:57AM P2

e LC Paper No. CB(2)1212/03-04(01)
Alember qf ,ﬁyﬁézﬁw Gowncil
Room 196, Now Howrgy Howir
117 Jee Howse Srest
Hiony Kooy

Tl (852) ws2s 7&’:.: % (552) 200¢ 7¢8¢
E-mail: margare@margaretng.com
Web Site: margaretng.com

29 January 2004

BY HAND

Mr, Edward Chan, S.C.

Chairman of Hong Kong Bar Association
c/o 10™ Floor, New Henry House,
10 Ice House Street,

Central,

Hong Kong.

Dear Edward,

Re: The Evidence (Amendment) Bill 1999 of June 2000

Thank you for your letter referring Dr. J. Boost’s letter to the Panel on
- Administration of Justice and Legal Services.

The captioned Bill was passed by LegCo on 21 June 2000. I enclose a copy of
my speech in the second reading debate for your reference. You will find reference in
my speech that the object of the bill was to abolish the mandatory warning a judge has
to give on the uncorroborated evidence for rape, indecent assault and buggery. The
Bar and the Law Society opposed the bill. I opposed the bill and voted against it, but
the Government won,

So far as I can see, Dr. Boost did not raise any new argument or evidence, and
provided no basis for re-opening the debate. 1 will, of course, brought his letter to the
attention of the Panel to see if any member thinks differently.

Yours sincerely,

/iﬂ/(é L7~—~f1 1

Margaret Ng

Encl.
c.c. Clerk,
Panel on Administration of Justice and Legal Services

MN/kc
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Speech of the Hon Margaret Ng
Evideace (Amendment) Bill 1999 - resumption of 2nd reading debate
21 June 2000

Madam President,

In certain sexual offenses such as rape, indecent assault or buggery, a
magistrate, judge or jury can convict even though there is no corroborative evidence.
However, the law requires that the judge warns the jury or, where it is a magistrate
or a judge sitting without a jury, he warns himse!f of the danger of convicting an
accused on uncorraborative evidence.

The main objective of the Evidence (Amendment) Bill is to abolish this
requirement altogether.

The Bar is strongly opposed to this proposal. The Law Society is not
satisfied that the Bill provides sufficient safeguards to protect the accused,

This is not the first time the proposal is made. [t was first made in
1996. At that time, the main consideration was whether the change in the UK
following the recommendation of its Law Reform Commission should be adopted in
Hong Kong. The main consideration was whether the warning requirement could be
abolished without undermining proper protection for the accused.

The Bar had reservations about outright abolition, but suggested
teplacing the mandatory warning with a new formula based on the Australian

approach. However, the marter lapsed because LegCo ran out of time to deal with
it.

This time round, it was reinroduced with a new emphasis. It is
presented as a protection of women’s rights legisiation. The Secretary for Justice
made this the theme of her speech last March to the Equal Opportunities Commission.
The corroboration rule is opposed as discrimination against women.

This is evident from the Administration’s paper to the Bills Committee.
In the written submissions of the Equal Opportunity Commission, quotations are taken
from judgements of eminent judges to demonstrate their prejudice against women.
The basis of the corroboration rule is said to be that judges believe "women tell Lies”
and "men must b¢ protected from these lies”. "It is arguable,* says one submission,
“that the existing corroboration rules are indirectly discriminatory against women".

This is a wilful distortion and absurd accusation. If judges indeed think
like this, they would be not only prejudiced but stupid beyond comprehension. The
warning would have been required not only for sexual offenses where there is only
uncorroborated evidence. It would be required for all female witnesses. But, as a
matter of fact, Women are regularly aceepted as reliable witnesses in all kinds of

1
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trials across the land.

Even in sexual offence cases, the allegation of prejudice against women
is not borne out by statistics. There is no evidence in Hong Kong, of a lower
conviction rate for rape or indecent assault against women. Defendants are frequently
convicted on the uncorroborated evidence of women and girls.

It is not borne out by personal experience of lawyers: sexual offenses
are among the most difficult to defend where the complainant comes up to proof.
Magistrates and judges regularly accept the evidence of women and girls and have no
qualms saying so in their verdicts and judgments.

The warning is attached not to the gender of the witness but arises from
the nature of sexual offenses. Buggery can be committed equally against a male or
a female person. Yet the same rule applies: a judge is required to give the warning
if the evidence is uncorroborated - i.e., if it is a matter of the word of the
complainant against the word of the accused.

; The reason is clearly given by Salmon L.J. -- because in these cases
false stories are easy to fabricate, but extremely difficult to refute. His judgments in
Henry and Manning is quoted condemningly in a submission of the EQC because the
learned judge dared to say "girls and women do sometimes tell lies". But the case
is about rape, which by definition at that time can only be committed by a man
against a woman. No worman stood in danger of facing a charge of rape.

No doubt, gow that sexual offenses are extended 1o both sexes, and in
England rape against a man has been a crime since 1994, judges will wilor their
warnings to ruer to both sexes.

The Administration cites the comments of a Hong Kong Court of
Appeal in the 1998 case of Kwok Wajchay that their lordships Power V-P, Mayo and
Swuart Moore JJ were "unable to understand "why Hong Kong has not followed
England to abolish the rule. But in a case decided in October 1999 by a court
composed of Chan CJHC, Wong JA and Yeung J, the rule was not doubted. The
Chief Judge gave very much the same reason as Salmon L.J.:

“The main reason for the need to exercise great caution before
convicting an accused of a sexual offence upon the
uncorroborated evidence of the complainant is that allegations
of such nature are usually easy to make but difficult to refute.”

Nobody can accuse the Chief Judge of any disposition to discriminate
against women.

It may be that the judges have got it wrong. It may be that fabrication
from psychological or physiological reasons, sexual neuroses, fantasy and so on are
simply not a real concern as they think, or have become so exceptional as to-be.
irrelevant in the modern age. If so, let us argue on the evidence. Let us not resort
to calling names such as discrimination against women, and compromise the
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protection of the accused because it is no longer politically correct to uphold the rule
requiring a warning to be given.

Madam President, indeed the heat and polemics themselves demonstrate
that a person accused of a sexual offence such as rape is now subject to even greater
prejudice than before. [f anything, there is greater need than before for the warning
where there is uncorroborated evidence. This caution and pause for second thoughts
may be the only counter-balance against a sea of adverse factors.

The Evidence Ordinance is about evidence, not about equal
opportunities. What is at stake is not balancing the rights of the accused against
women’s rights. The risk of an innocent person being convicted is the paramount
concern of our system of criminal justice. The rule requiring a warning to be given
can only be abolished on one ground, and that is, that it can be abolished without
harming the protection of the innocent against the risk of conviction. This was
signally mot the focus of the Administration’s case.

Madam President, perhaps these days the public has come to expect the
Bar and the Law Society to take opposite views. But they are together in opposing
this Bill. They speak from experience and knowledge. Their great reservation on
this serious matter should be hegded by this Council.

3
Madam Prcsident,grge honourable members to oppose the Bill.

I would like to explain why I will oppose Clause 3 of the Bill, which
seeks to abolish the requirement for corroborative evidence for specified offenses.
The Bar and the Law Society are of the view that abolition should be accepted only
after the matter has been fully considered by the Law Reform Commission. Abolition
is not opposed as such. Personally I am prepared to support abolition of the
requirement of corroborative evidence for these offenses. However, on the material
the Administration has provided on the offenses specified, it seemns charges for these
offenses are few and rarely serious. On balance, the safer approach is to be
preferred.

Thank you, Madam President.
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HONG KONG BAR ASSOCIATION

Secrerariat: 1.G2 Flour, High Conrt, 38 Queeasway, Hong Keng
DX-130033 Queensway 1 E-mail: info@hkba.ory Website: www hkba.org
Telephoae: 2869 0210  Fax: 2869 D18y

Dr. J. Boost,

93 Tseng Tau Village,
Sai Kung,

N.T.

Dear Dr. Boost,

29 January 2004

Re : The Evidence (Amendment) Bill 1999 of June 2000

Thank you for your letter of 21 January 2004.

The Special Committee on Criminal Law & Procedure of the
Bar Council will smdy the contents of your letter. Meanwhile I have
taken the liberty to forward a copy of your letter to the Panel on

Admuinistration of Justice

and Legal Services of the Legislative Council.

Yours truly,

pd

e —

Edward Chan S.C.
Chairman

cc: Mr. Andrew Bruce S.C.
Panel on Administration of Justice and Legal Services of the

Legtslative Council
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2} January 2004 R'-.;CE‘\.‘ED : "')' Dr. J. Boost

. 27 A oy ¥ 53 Tseng Tau Village

. : Sai Kung

The Chairman of the HONG KONB Tel: 2698 0200
H¥.Bar Association BAR ASSUCIATION v, Fax: 2698 0076
LG2 High Court - 7 Mob: 95290161 38
Queensway L N jeboost@yahoo,con.hk
Hon Kong Central et N

Tel: 2869 0210
Ref  The Evidence (Amendment) Bill 1999 of June 2000
Dear Mr. Chan,

The Bill mentioned above has kept worrying me for three and 2 half years now. I have put my mind 1o it
and tried to find out how its “clandestine appearance™ on the books of the Judiciary could be explained. The
act enforced by it rerpinded me of the term of “dilation and extraction” which is used in the US for a form
of abortion in which the mother is giving birth, but when the child is helf-way sticking out, the head is
¢rushed. This “motherly nurturing procedure™ was established as a Woman’s Right through a trial before
the Supreme Court of the US in which perjury ruled supreme. The chief witness and “repe victim”, Norma

“"Rive who regrets what she did apJd admitted to it, had never bzen rzped but had sex vith-a frieod, and her,

child was not aborted, but bor and out for adoption. So much for the ebsence of any lies in rape claims.

Why the Bill reminded me of that “loving™” Women’s Right was the devotion that had been afforded to the
destruction of one of the roost valuable possessions we had ~ not between our legs (our baby), but between
our ears: the assumption of innocence — officially for all, but in truth, as we have all known since ‘Lex
Sally’, only apainst one clearly identified half of the population. The insincerity in which sincere faces can
be put up 1o make lies look like the obvigus truth can only be described as ‘Chutzpak’. Which is, of course,
not unknown in many courts - most of it, however, in jury courts, where the Thespian art of tears and
erocodiles can be a most interesting — but not at al) amusing — spectacle. Our, still held-back, LegCo is, of
course, still a bit of 2 mowthpiece for background interests — a least, it was so much more n 1999-2000.
Sinee then, we have matured a bit — so T hope — and should review grave mistakes that your Association
had, in foresight of a morally and legally disgusting morass, tried to prevent.

At that time, Eisama bin Leung — sorry: Elsie L. — and Anna Wu celebrated this piece of legislation as “a

triumph for Equality” — though admirting that it was “to be used in 95% against men” (see SCMP of those

dates, but in very small notices on the actual event), What would that mean for *Equality'? Let us be clear:
A law that is designed to siople out certnin strains of the popualation i aota Law but an aberration

- the best (or rather: worst) example having been the “Nuremberg Laws™ which were, like this one, based

on an ideology that declared the especially targeted population as “the source of all evil™,

Pleasz, do not mistake my point as, in any way, anti-feminist or even misogynist. It is quite the opposite: 1
love women, and I want women 10 be as free and happy as any man. I think, though, we have to do alotto
make any man or wotan fres, safe, securs, and happy — full stop. But war and hate will not achieve any of
this. This is why 1 am prepared to raise my voice and stand up sgainst a danger to us all: the Erosion of our
Legal Safety (if it still exists). It is this bringing down of these two most imporapt Twin Towers: Equality
before the Law (in ‘Lex Sally’) and Assumption of Innocence (in this, what I call ‘Lex Elsie’) that made
me confer on our bejoved Secretary for Justice the nom de guerre ‘Elsama b.L.". Let her sue me if she likes,
but the towers she brought down were more important than the ones in New York — and will cost lives.

May I ask you, in this light, to circulate this appeal ameng your members and let me know your opinion —
and whether you would support it. Also, maybe, some advice as to how best to proceed with it.
Yours with best regards and, according o the timing and hopes for this endeavour, Kung Hei Fat Choi,

g

Dr.phil., Psych., PCEd
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January 2004 ) Dr. Jorn M. F. Boost
2/F, 93 Tseng Tau Village
Sai Kung, NT.

To Hong Kong SAR

The Chief Justice of Tel: 9529 0161

The Court of Final Appeal jobposy@vahion.com bk

Battery Path

Hong Kong Cenitral

Ref.: The Evideuce (Ameadment) Bill 199% of June 2000 :

Abolition of the peed to prove s sexual allegation
by gny mesns other than the mere word of the accuser

My Lord,,

1 wish to challenge the said bill and legal practice in Hong Kong established in June 2000 on the grounds that it

viplates all principles of justice, equality, and ethjcs - incipdine the Bzsic Law and the [N Charter of
Human Rights, ag it sinples our one half of the popuiation (men) for punishinent witheut proof of & crime

Tt was pushed through the channels of the H.K.Legislative Council, the HK. Bur Association (wno, morally
quite correctly, opposed it, weming that it would invite the conviction of innocent persons} and, most
importantly, almost comgletely unnoticed by the media and the general public.

After our recently more openly manifested public interest in laws that could be a danger to even smaller parts of
the population (viz. article 23 and the consequences), one can only wonder why a law such as the one
challenged here, tha: would pose a threat to nearly 50% of the adult population, could be so secretively passed
into practice — and that against the declared womries and opposition of the vast majority of the legal profession.

It was bad enough that, not so long before, the principle of “Equality before the Law” had been undermined —
if not sunk- by the “Lex Sally” (which destroyed the equality of the sexes) and even more recently with the
"Cargate” decree (which re-created quesi feudal privileges or, in the words of Shakespere's Hamlet “the
insolence of office”), but the “Presumption of Being Innocenat Unless Proven Guilty™ still seemed to hold —
uriti! this ‘cloak-and-dagger passage brought the seeond Twin Tower of Law and Justice dowa.

[ went through the pages of the Bill’s Commitee again, as well as those of the Bar Associetion, and could
hardly believe whet had been smuggled inte our presumed “Rule of Law™. I understand only wo well why
women tend 1o be somewhat hard-handed in the context of sexual offences. I can ¢ven understand that some of
them would pot care toe much if, by mistake, some decent and innocent men would be destrayed. | would,
however, not approve of that — and 1 believe I am entitled to such criticism as, unlike the wmajority of those
women, 1 was raped when I was cnly 17 years old. [ have, therefore, no interest in any person who commits
serious sexual offences being let go free — and 1 am sure that I am joined in this by most men and women _ - At
least 95% of men do not commit rape or similar crimes and would do anything to prevent such occurrences
wherever they could. And e similar sumber of all decent women would, on the other hand, not wish their
husbands, fathers, sons, brothers or any other decent man to be destroyed - socially and emotionally, as well as
financially — and thelr families with them.

The more sorprising it must be that such a rale of “summary execution” did not raise any objections from the
public. The answer to this is simply that the public had been, deliberately, kept uninformed and unaware. | asked
a good number of people 1 know: nobody knew about this law and its implications, even today. I wish,
therefore, to make the following request:

As this law has been brought into validity withowt pablic conseat, but concerns every member of
the sald public, it cannot remain with us unlkess it has been brought tirough 2 process of TRUE
public consultation and open discussion. The blind approval by the, then, Legislative Conncil
canuot give the Bill respect and validity, as the said Council itself is still lacking large parts of
this, Le accountability and representative wandate. The E.0.C. and HK Federation of Women
are, likewise. not in a posi £ast a vote, as loag as no equivaleat Voice of Meo is in existen

30-JAN-20B4  11:52 9354 P.B2



FROM = PHONE NO. Jan. 38 2084 12:@2PM P3

o

But it is hece tat we may find soms of the roots and intedts for the clandestinic operation around the said Bill:™

The diction of the LegCo’s Bill’s Commiitee is giving away some very belligerent sounds which would appear
to be largely influenced by the Radical Feminist Movement of the USA which has had a massive impact on alj
areas of Law and Society. The basic idevlogy is perhaps best shown in the words of somc of the leading
representatives of that movement — which is, fortunately, now coming under growing criticism fiom the side of
Deeent Women and Real Feminists. True Feminism has its roots in the move towards Equality and Hermeny ~
net in Destruction and Holocaust. it is, therefore, an aim which has been suppoited by the entire socialist and
liberal movements, by wornen and men together. It also has strong requests for the well-being of children and,
thus, healthy families, i.e. heterosexual relationships as the basic (though not entirely exclusive) unit of society.

The American based Neo- or Psewdo-Feminism had shown some influence here in Hong Kong at about the
same time as the said Bill in the context of the “Girls® Crisis” in schools allocations and education in general in
which a prominent member of the said Bill’s Committee had spread om the same, basically unirue arguments as
her American friends . (Gicls had, ectually, already taken 60% of the places in the best schools, which did aot
really show any of the alleged discrimination),

The basic statememt of this could be best described in the words of Ms. Catherine McKinnon, e prominent
Professor at two of the most influential Laws Schools of the USA (Yale and Michigan):

“All 5CX, eveR cun#ensu:l sex between a married couple, is an act of viclence agumst women.”
Which needs to be explained, in her profound truth — and weuld, of course, provide a besis for our own Bill:

“Io a pateiarchic society, all heterosexual imlercourse is rape because women, a5 & group, are oot
strong enough to give meaningful consent.”

In short — and as confirmed by Marilyn French, writer and advisor to Al Gore's Presidential campaign:
“Al men are rapists, and that’s all they are.™

These quotations are NQ JOKE. They proclaim the 2ims which ere also at the roots of our own Bill here:
Rape is not what individuals do out of any sexual misfimctions. It is, according to Susan Brownmiller, ...

“...oothing more than 2 conscions process of intimidatioo by which all men keep all women jn 2
state of fear™ ‘

It is a very functional, plannred and conceried campaign for the purpose of ALL MEN suppressing ALL
WOMEN. [f women cannot even consent to having sex (how incompetent do these “ferninists” think women
gre?) — not to mention “making love — everything is “repe™, and no cvidence nor corroboration will ever be
needed.

But a warning to all women is in order, too, especially if they are still not convinced about the evilness of all
men and do not wish to leave their husbands or boyfiiends or whoever of the male gender. According 1o the
NOW, the National Orgenization for Women, which receives a lot of maxpayers’ funding:

The simple fact is that every woman must be willing to be idenmtified as a Iesbian to be fully
ferainist,” —

“Ibe cnd of the institution of marriage is » uecessary coandition for the Mberation of women.
Thercfore, it is important for us to sacourage women to leave their busbands.”

This aim is, right now, promoted in many of the US states by a programme that uses amy cvent of Domestic
Violence for the obligatory amest of the man (as a matter of the same ideology, although the Agency on
Violence against Women has just rcponed that women attack just as much and often = but more often using
weapons) his expulsion and the split up of the femily. The Duluth Programme bans reconcilistion and joint
counsetling, thus deliberately destroying farnilics, and bas recently been funded with 2 Federal 1.8 biltion USS.
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So, this is not & frenzy of a few semseless people but — let me put is that way: the “PLANNED AND
CONCERTED CAMPAIGN" mentioned above seems to be much more of an appropriate description of these
things going on. To which we might add the many ideelogical “Women’s Studies” programmes which, in some
of the “best™ colleges and universities have the S.C.UM. Manifesto by the late Valerie Solanas on their basic
reading canon. $.C.UM., by the way, is short for the Seciety for the Cutting Up of Men.

To those unfortunate women who are stilt married or, in any other unferninist way, connected to any specimens
of the disgusting sex that is, now, also facing the politically correct weatment in Hong Kong, a certain waming
is in place: They are also epemies and better prepare for politically correct steps. But, for the moment, it would
suffice to observe the following and see to it — in full political correctness, of course, as the Assistant Dean of
Students at Vassar College, Catherine Comin noted:

“Men who are unjustly accused of rape can sometimes gain from that experience.”

Would she say that about any woman exposed 1 years of being raped and beaten- which appears to be the usual
way of treatment alleged sexual offenders receive in prison? Would any decent person even think that way? ~ |
am sure: NOQ. — S0, How could that perverted ideology flood over 1o Hong Kong? With that kind of thoughts
and ideology around, even the gread old lady of Feminism, Germaine Greer, eould be tight when she sated:

“Probably the only place where s man can feel really secure is 8 maximum security prison,
except for the imminent threat of release.”

I had great respect for Greer - but after that? - Or did she really mcan that sarcastically: that anybody would be
better off behind thick wells than in the presence of such dangerous ideclogues. That latter possibility would be
just about forgivable. — But who was really the big pusher bekind this perversion in Hong Kong? - In which
*Think-Tank” did this minefield surfacc?

‘Otherwise, it gll fits - even the big “Super-Jail” — which is, by the way, also the brainchild of a perverted and
vengeful brain: not a rehabilitation place but 2 concentration camp.

So far, the background of this sad and misguided effort at discrimination and persecution for ideclopical
satisfaction seems just like 2 aightmare that would, hopefully, pass. There are, however, other points that are
worth looking into because they absolutely refute some of the so~called arguments for the said Bill:

The United Nations, quite correctly, wish t0 eliminate Discrimination ageinst Wamen. [t would be better if
discrimination were banned — full stop. Perhaps | could, then, go 1o & job interview at Chai Wan [VE and not be
told that there was no discrimination because, “after all, you can slways have a sex chaoge operation” - ns |
was informed in the said place. But, 2s for our case in the context of this Bill, the question was if there was ever
eny false accusation.

Point 1: Providing any rights only for one section of the human race would be discrimination io itself.
In this respect, “Women's Rights” are a creation of privilege and legaliy as well as morally wrong.
It is getting worse when Ms. Elsie Leung states that “Womens® Rights are Humar Rights” because, by
mere Logic, this would reserve Humanity only for those enjoying those rights. Because: gl} rights that
men have are enjoyed by women, 100. Men, however, have no part in Women’s Rights — i.e. Human
Rights. Therefore, they are not human. — [ fear, this antitude has also had some effect on the passage of
this Bill.

Point 2: Men can alse be rape victims - as ] know only too well,
However: we know thal if an employer uses his position of power to foree = maid into bed, he will be
convicted of rape. - Why can 2 manageress do the same with a male subordinate - and get away with it?
In the case in question, there even came some support from the E.Q.C. - but it was so badly presented
that it secmed deliberately botched up W prevent epy future male complaints. —

But: Why was there no compulsory conviction? - This case had evidence presented! Not just words!
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Point 3: The United Nations Charter of Human Rights (1 which Hong Kong is a signatory) demands, just 2s the
HK Bssic Law a due process of law and a fair trisi to apy person accused of any offence. —
The acceptance of an accusetion without any support for the said accusation cannot fulfi that demand.
Such a system would precluds & feir trial by Assumption of Guilt Before Hearing Both Sides: Equality
before the Law as well 5 the Presumption of Innocence which is at the centre of Justice would fail.

“Women neyer lie”

The promoters of the Bill o the Bill's Committee wok greet pains to meke sure that the nced to have some
confirmation of what accusers said was put in a8 way that only women and girls had been, wrongly, branded a5
notocious liars. Tt is in this way, that the UN could be invoked, and guiit feeling could be created in any person
present who would dare to vote against the dangers of innocent people convicted.

This technique is, indecd, used very often to push through wrong decisions by making them look like “the right
thing”. It has elso been used excessively in the US by the afore-mentioned Pseudo-Feminist groupings — and
with similar success. Which seerns t0 eonfirm my suspicion that there &5 some ideological and activist
connection.

The fact is that everybody who did not think of & certain group of the population (e.g. Blacks, Jews, men) a5

generally inferior and/or criminal has always been cautious with sccusations in this direction. One problem had
always been: the proof. The teachings of the Bible and Joseph cum Ms. Potiphar also had some bearing.
Fortnately, we have now a great reservoir of forensic evidence, most notably, but not exclusively, DNA.

The use of these techniques (as long as they are not done in Texas) is impressive and can also tell us something
sbout the average truthfulness of some witnesses. Prof. Bamry Scheck of the National Commission on the Future
of DNA Evidence, and co-founder of the Innocence Project that has saved a good number of men from death
and long years in prison, reported in the Post-Conviction Issues Working Group that of the cases in which DNA
tests were done efter conviction, i.c. after the accusers had swom that these men were the perpetrators, &

majority of the convicted are exonerated by the evidence. He cstimates the number of victims of such injustice
to be in the “thousands™.

One mazjor problem appears to be shoddy police and prosecution work, including losing, mislaying etc. potential
exhibits. Not to mention deliberate omissions. After all, a copviction can mean a promotion — and if no
cotroboration is needed, the temptation of “losing™ the semnen-soiled bit or whatever can be as big as the “loss”
of evidence exculpating the Guildford Four. There are even cases known where prosecutors “lost™ two witnesses
of 2 murder (who said that the accused black man was not it!) and achieved s death sentence — which could
have cost a certain politician many KKK-votes and the Presidency in Washington ifhe had ordered a re-trial.

In short witnesses are far from reliable in the best of cases. In his book "Actual Innocence”, Prof, Scheck
quotes an experiment in criminology (Berlin 1902) in which a whole auditorium of sober and interested, but
impartial, students became witness to a fight between two persons o the room. The whole thing was set
up, but the result was typical: More than 40% did not even recognize the persons ipvolved afterwards.
How much less reliable would a person in emotional turmof) be?!

Thus, the problem iz mot one of LIES but of reliability of testimony. Basically, 2 personal testimony

cagnot be seen as equal to factual evidence! It will be tainted, selective, and subjective. Therefore, no
conviction should ever be based on a testimony alone.

That is equally —or even more- true of the abrogation of corroborative evidence from criminals or
children (which has been in power since 1994, respectively 1996).

2) 4 criminal in thet position will try to buy him/herself out at any cost for enyone else — even someone
who had nothing at ali to do with the cqime. The result Is the “soitch-culture” which is prevalent in
some US states end just provides a supply of easy convictions for ambitious officers;

b) children are more and more used as pawns in bitter divorce cases, and sexual abuse charges are one of
the most popular weapons; the parent who is “in posscssion™ of the children (usually the mother) cen
easily exert influence and put some dangerous words into the tanocent mouths of the children.
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Amother danger ere over-zealous or'“aippled" social carers ~ viz. Cleveland and Glesgow where closs
to 200 families were destroyed by such persons suspecting and sccusing everybody.

1 even recall a case in Hong Kong where o judge pressurized 3 witness who wished to withdraw her
statement. She claimed she had been coerced into accusing her father. The judge threatened her with
imprisonment if she did not maintain her earlier statement. Of course, she submitted to that pressure.

Things like that just should not happen! They are not a proper course of any “duc process™. Unfortunetely,
however, the old principles of “in dubio...” and others seem to have gone out of fashion.

‘We have, however, to return te questious of TRUTHS and DELIBERATE UNTRUTHS:

Susan Brownmiller, whom we have mentioned before, is ofien quoted as the great authority of female
thruthfulness, and her statement that “only 2% of rape accusations are possibly wiong” is treated as a psalm of
the Bible. it has even been elevated to the rank of an FBI statistic — without the FBI (who estimate 15% false
rape accusations) knowing about it. The fact is that it is only an anecdotal random temark she had picked up
from a certain judge in New York who had preny little to do with cases of violent crime.

This riding Joss and rough on shoddy or plainly false “evidence” is, however, quite common in the seid pseudo-
feminist moverent. Practically every single figure or statistic brought forth from that quarter is either {aked.
blown up 2 hundredfold —or otherwise doctored. Or, as in this case, minimized. - But take Naomi Wolfe's claim
on the numbers of womer: being pushed into death by the male demands of their sliraness and the resulting
arorexia; 150,000 per annum - in the US glone! — The teue number: about 30. So much for truth from that side,

The deaths of women et the hands of husbands or other “intimates’™ are in some quotes quitc similar, but not
slways quite as badly overworked — but still about eightfold. And by the way, for overy 5 women killed by their
partner, 4 men are killed by their female companion (no1 counting the less detectable poison or cushion cases).

In the way of rape accusations, however, we can quote a very awthoritative study that was put through in 2
police ares of relesive calin in the US Mid-West over nine years (E.J.Kanin: Purdue University, Sociology,
1978-871. OL 109 rape charres 45 were admitted to be falwe ie, 41%. 1 supposc it would be safe to add a
few percent of non-admitted ones to this and conclude that about 50% of deliberately false rape accusations
would be reslistic, -

The reescns given for the accusations were also quite interesting:

a. was providing en alibi (for something like an affsir or pregnancy — extaamearital or other);
b. revenge (for all kinds of hurting, including rejection of a sexual advance from the woman's side);
c. seeking att=ntion/ sympathy.

These figures and experiences have been confimmed by several other studies- some also on college campuses.

Which brings us 1o the infamous matter of “date rape” which, according 1o ancther great researcher of the eaid
pseudo-ferminist pressure group, Mary Koss of Ms Magazine, was so common on US campuses that 27% of all
female students answered her research with a report of having been raped. The problem was oaly that her report,
though still cited everywhere, ignored that 73% of her 27% tape victims did not realise they had been raped,
Which would leave her with, maybe 7% in toto. That is still far too much ~ but we also have to take into account
our previous rape figures, and some other researchers have come up with about | - 2% of the ferale populetion.

That is not good, but far away from the panic claims that one in three women is raped in her lifetime. It would
setrn that we have to destroy three equally big and devastating myths:

8. Men ere not ull rapists — far from it: 98% are not (likely even more, Bs seral crimes are more likely
committed by one emotionally crippled person,

b. Rape is not an organised campaign but an individual failure of & sick mind;

¢. Self-proclaimed rape victims are not always rape (or other sexval) victims — they sometimes seek
power

If we add this and the lik mber of mis
dv mma vi r ol aceu

forzo the need Tor evidence and proof.

fications —~which is also nesr 40%- we cannet po
ns! Voreover, we cannot. n nv cireu nees
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d shituti e need for nce sod ition for a conviction in
these argas —az, actually, should be ia ALL areas- is not in any way 8 discrimination against women!

If that was the case, then any checking of available DNA or other foreasic evidence would be e hostle act
againgt the accuser (of whatever gender or other calegorization), because the mere attempt at finding out
anything from that said piece of evidence would mean that the person is not trusted to tell the truth.

Such back-thoughts, however, do not really come into the matter. A proper investigation merely mesans that ali
evidence is checked seriously and without subjective or ideological blinkers. That is NOT hestile but the duty of
any person who is invoived in any course of due process.

NOT TO RESEARCH AND NOT TO DOUBT WOULD BE A CRIME AS BAD AS RAPE -
ASIT DESTROYS LIVES, TOO.

And this is exactly the crime that the Hong Kong Ber Association had, laudably, tried to avoid. As for now, it
would appear that Hong Kong has stepped into a new phase of maturity, and that should mean that we could
shed prejudicial and hate-motivated ideologics.

I am sure, the great majority of Hong Kong women does NOT feel as badly coerced and oppressed by their men
as the middie- and upper class white women who now heunt the Ivy League campuses in search of someone 1o
blame for their unhappiness. I even think they would be upset if their six yeer old litde son was expelled from
school as sexual offender because he gave a girl in his class a kiss. That is such a porverted parenoia that we
should better lezve it 10 those people who see even romantic love as nothing but “tape™ anrd “sexual
harassment”™. [f those people where that disease came from want to be unhappy — why not leave it to them?

We cag do a lot better withou al] that. And [ am also sure that we could all live happier if we tried w help and
protect each other instead of making one half of the population paranvic in fear of being raped, while the other
hatf lives in fear of diseppearing behind bars and walls for no good reeson but someone else’s superiority
feelings.

The background of Misandry (hate against men) and Heterophobiz (hate against togetherness of men and
women) ot which this Bill has grown is as unhealthy as the sexval-mental deprivaton that leads rapists 10 their
actions. And we should not forget: they are not born that wey ~— but turmed that way. Their incapability to have a
proper relationship with the other geader is not very differem from the one shown by the supporters of that
Fake-Feminism. We may even agsume that both were victims of abuse, sexual or other, in childhood.

But if we ailowed such sick mental states to take over our laws and gunarantees of a secure life,
if we allowed a tendency of demonising parts of our commnnity, coloured people, Jews, men or any other
we would be fn danger ol travelling along a ronte like others went in Nuremberg 1936 -
and_no decent man nor WoIIAD A want that,

I would, therefore, Sir, request thar either the said Bill is declared null and void on the grounds of it being
incompatible with the Laws (and I mesn the Spirit of the Laws as expressed by Montesguien) that Hong Kong
is a signatory to. - The same should be considered for the corroboration of criminals’ and children’s testimony
to prevent miscarriages of justice which would, otherwise, slmost certainly invited.

Or that it i5 put before the general electorate of Hong Kong for consultation and disputation. The ideal would be,
as in the case of the, now famous, Article 23, & decision by referendura, but I concede thar such luxuries of
democracy are not immediately available and will bardly become so before the Legislative Council has indeed
matured to the character of a parliameat. A further step owards a truly representative consultation would be
the establishment, of a Men's Commission — with the same power and financial backing as the other side.

Hong Kong, January 2004

Jom Boost
Dr.phil.. MA, MA, Cere Ed Psych.. PCEd,
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Excourse No. 1: The Origin of Law, Evideace, and Proof

Maybe it is not by eccident that this newly introduced judicial practice is in such contrast to the rule of Law as
we used to know it. Law s, after ell, a masculine institution, Tt originatcd from the rebellion against matrierchic
rule and the establishment of the patriarchic one, about four- t five thousand years ago. Its oldest documented
manifestation is found in the lews” colurmn of King Hamurapi in Sumeris (today’s lragy), dating 10 about 2,200 —
2,500 BC. This is roughly synchrone with:

i the written form of the Epic of Gilgamesh in which the young prince Gilgarmesh rejects the offer of
sharing the female ruler's, Ishtar’s, bed - with a clear declaration against being used as a sex object. He
left Ur in protest (maybe, also in the intercst of his safety) end went on an errand to Lebaron, only to
return more self-asserted and claiming her throne for himself In short: He carried through the Male
Revolution sgainst Matriarchic Rule;

ii the exodus of Abraham from the same Place, quite likely for similar reasons of dissatisfaction with the
old order (by the way, the story of the Great Flood and the arc also stems from that epic, though Noah
bas a different name, but it proves Abraham’s roots there, indeed);

iii with the development of writing (in cuneiform - after the earlier, less abstract, ideogrammes of Egypt).

. We have to see three important elements in this:

a.  The Jaw was written down for everyone to see — and, thus, to understand, It could apply to, and ...
b.  Be binding for evervone. In this way, it replaced the randomly exercised power of the oldest
female(s) in the extended family, horde, tribe;
. Itdid introduce due process and the rule of Law; It could, in this way, promote equzlity emong the
citizens (at least, the free residents) of the country;
d. It did introduce the eed of evidence and proof for any accusation under the Law!

It is this last point which seems 1o have suffered a “Sudden Death™ in Hong Kong, in June 2000 AD - i.e. after
only four and a half milfennis in which it had been cherished as the comerstone of Justice. It is from here that all
other principles are derived:

the assnmption of innocence unless and until proven guilty;

“in dubio pro reo” — in doubt in favour of the accused:

“nulla poena sine lege” - no punishment without a law (at the time of the alleged deed);
“habess corpus (intactum)” — the guarantee of personal rights.

All these are non-existent without point d. above. Expecting anything only resembling Justice without it would
be like hoping to build 2 high-rise building on a sandbank. There would Jjust be no foundation. Claims of there
being some “safeguards” in place, as Ms. Elsie Leung assured us, would be Jike depending on some piling in
Tung Chuag. After all, not:everyone’s name is Sally. We ordinary people have o depend on something reliable
end trustworthy. And that is, after all, what the Law is for.

Hamurap: provided his law with some authority and respeet as he claimed, as later Moses, that God had given it
to him. In this way, he avoided suspicions that he was only setting rules of his own interest ~ which would have
been just 2 continuation of the matriarchic practice.

The point was exactly w escape the closeness of incestuous decisions. Matriarchic Societies did not have any
notion of law: the will of the Mother was law. We have to grant her thst such powerful Mothers had the well-
being of their offspring in mind when making decision. But here is aiso the snag: their own children’s interests!
And in a fernale-oriented society that means, first of oll: the daughters. We know from remnants of matriarchic
societies, as they still exist in some remote aress in China, that in matriarchic societies all rights of inheritance
snd ownership go only through the female line. This means that males are deprived of any property or rights. In
the case of the Mosuo (near the border of Yunnan) the men work all day on their mother’s Farm —without pay-
and then have to “eam” their dinnes and bed for the night with sexual services for another woman who picks
them from the crowd at the “pick-up™ lake. So, the men are, basically, treated as slaves end prostitutes ~ which
is a way that women were treatéd in some primitive tribes ~ but not in  our modem “patriarchic™ society for a
long time.
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The situstion in Ur was, presumably, not that much different, and in Abraham’s and Gilgamesh’s time somc
change ook place. One major problem that arose was, of course, that the Great Mother had got all her power
from the fact that all younger members of the tribe were part of her literaliy of her body. Whichever man took
over the rule couid not claim that. Actually, the concept of Father or fatherbood is & very recent ene. The Mosuo
{see above) still have no such thing — and not even a word for it.

This, however, must have tumed out to be of some advantage: the Law could be set without the incestuons seli-
interest of the mother~child relationship. That meant: it could be impartial and really valid for all! A mother wiil
always see her child as part of herself — and that makes faimess impossible, even with the best of wills. Thus,
the law had to transcend the blood bonds of the family, and that was only possible in the, at first, still “fatherless
patriarchic society™ — which sounds like a stranpe contradiction but mekes sense.

This uncertainty of fatherhood and its connotations was still very visible two thousand years after Hamurapi in
Rome, where the institution of adoption was prevalent: The child that the “pater families” adopied as his was
his, That made him “father” - 2 legal, not & sexual act. The other children of the house may also have belonged
to the family, but “pater semper incertus™ (the father is always uncertain). Jt is, of coursz, also interesting that
the understanding of rape as a crime also has its origin in this: with the change in the ipheritance line, the “] am
the father” element became important, and the access o u woman's sexuality, which had been freely grantsd —or
demended- from the woman's side, had to be protected on the patemal line. An interesting -not strictly
feminist- twist, isn’t it?

Why these “Matri-Patriarchic Wars™ are relatively well documented is largely due to the development of
writing. Which is also clearly related 1o the new masculine take-over: Without contraception, women were not
very mobile, and the, mainly male, traders necded something for beok-keeping, There wes, however, also 2 long
tradition of storytelling — which also involved the happenings of the time - that could be now be written down .

So, early literature is quite saturated with stories of the Gender-Wars, e.g. from Gilgamesh to the trilogies of the
Oresteia, or of Oedipus, where the impartiality of the Law — even with regards to the Royal Family — is best
demonstrated

i, in Oedipus’ serious investigation into e crime he did not know he himself had committed;

il. in Kreon's anti-violence legistation which is well intended but leads to Antigone’s death.

In both cases, the newly established male ruler goes beyond the bonds of femily, demands proof, and acts
without regards to privilege. That is the beginning of Justice in the way we have known it

Hamurapi had glready decreed that only preof can satisfy Justice In his Code of Law, he prescribed that: If an
2ccuser ¢munot prove his‘or he rson, the accmser shall receive

punishment that the accused wonld haye received if proven guilty.

This seems harsh — but is it really? Al it does is protecting the fnnocent. Admittedly, it may also Jet the
occasional guilty person get away. — But the risk of destroying meny innocent lives must be seen as the greater
evil. If Hamurapi could see that nearly five thousand years ago, what has made us 50 blind that we are quite
willing to ighore it ~ just in favour of a dangerous ideofogy that does not care about equality.

We zaa even aceept that meny of the false accusations thal oocur in rape cases are not out of bad will ~ but just
very, very common witness errors — especially when in mental turmoil. That error is not 2 orime -~ but should
not be enrcouraged, just for the sake of any conviction. We can learn a lot from the origins of Law:

We have fo strive for Fairness and Jnstice — We cangot reach that without hard evidence and proof.
Like Science, Justice cannot rely on words and intuition but needs hard facts — or clge it is 3 Fake,

Such ke takes place in courts everywhere every day (especially in jury couns, though) where, basically, drama
is played, a “show” produced. Alas — it ofien has sot much to do with truth — or even search thereof.

‘Words, looks, and gesturss may be in order on television or in films, But to trust them - and therm alone, when
socicone’s [ife is at stake? Even in a “smaller case like alleged harassment ~ such a criminal record can destroy
a career, a family, a life. There is no such thing as “smali® or “big” justice. Every case is important and has
coasequences. If I cannot guarantee that what | say is really true, I should admit that and s2y no more. Only if
there is that bit, even srmall, that supports what [ say — then, my words are important.
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Excourse No. : Sex, Lies, and Subjectivity

Sexuality is a very necessary natural component of our species, though by no means unique: all species in the
higher degrecs of development have separated their sexua] functions, though sometimes in the same body. In
our case, as mammals, we are definitely separated — a sad momentum which was, aceording to the discussion in
Plato’s “Symposion™ caused by e envy of the Gods. So, we chase, incessantly and to the last moments of our
lives, for the “other half” of our self that was so cruelly cut away from us. If that is love, then, the whole animal
werld is full of it.

Our problem is: we have become too arrogant and refuse to recognize that we are amimals. This 5 more
prevalent in today's “so-called Feminists” than in the majority of normal heterosexual {or even homosexual)
men and women. We have, in this matter, seen a recent fall-back imo “Victorian decency” — although Queen
Victoria would deny she had any leanings towards the enti-sexual teachings of today. If the teachers of modem
“Feminism” (McKinron, Dworkin, efc) were right, Victorie®s Secret - and her muny children's, would be that
the Victoria and Albert Museum in London is 3 memorial 10 a serial rapist.

We can joke abowt this (unless we are part of the said sad movement which is so adamant to destroy all the
goodness' unid positive thought of the original aud true Fewinisin), but nattors have become serious, and we
have to fight for the survival of not only mankind but humankind as we used to know it

Sexuality is & power — one of the strangest we have. To deny that is to deny that we live. “Man and womann,
woman and man — reach as high as God only can” {Mozari’s 'Magic Flure®). t is a God-like power — and that
God is good. There is nothing wrong in it — only in its mis-use. And that, as with the gtrengths and potentials
mis-used in wars (see Irag), is often based on seifish ceonomic or other interest.

Female sexuality has always been the stronger power. After all: thar men had any part in human reproduction
was untknown uatil only a short while ago. But when it was discovered, it was stiil uncertain who was the Father
of any of the children. And today’s DNA checks have opened big cans of questions about “innate female
monogamy™. There are many atyths to be revised - male and female. And many lies.

There are white lies (well: relatively harmless) aad big fat black ones (malicious, vicious, up to murderous)
That all women are faithful and monogamous, while all men are fickle and polygamous is as forgettable gs it is

ridiculous. After all, in 40% of il DNA checks in Hong Koog the “father” was not the father. That is worse than
in Glasgow where the ratio was only 30%. But who cares — as long as he pays for the child?

More serious are the claims the radical “Women’s Rights Movement” has, quite successfully, promoted:

&. that we live in a world of

pamiarchic oppression, a uni

R QLN IT)es and put

b. that, through this, are child abusers. woe batterers, g nd rapjsts —
b. and that women mever lie abour these things,

Let us chegl pumber 1: 60% of child abuse are committed by women, Men have much less to do with it

Nevertheless: it is still elways claimed that men are the sole child abusers — mothers only the nurturers.
A similar situation has, only recently, appearcd for sexual abuse of children: women are as much involved in
this as men, but still protected by a “shield of motherly taboo”, which the fernale pressure groups are degperate
to keep up, in spite of the innumerable damage it does — including the production of rapists and molesters
through victimization.

Number 2: The Home Office in UK has in its research on Violence Against Women, {Study 191) found out that
4.2% of wonten have been subjected to Domestic Violence —~ as compared w0 4.2% of mep who were abused.
Similar resuits appeared in the US, Caneds, and New Zealand. It shows that the term “Violence Against
Women” hss to be read with inverted commas.
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Nevertheless: Hong Kong must still be the one, first and only place where a shelter for battered men
was opened — not with Government support or money (to my knowledge) but by the Caritas. Quite simply: the
existence of abuse against men is still totally denied end ridiculed. The womar who was the “mother of all
battered women’s shelters”, Erin Pizzey, hes been cstracized and expelled from that movement she focnded
because she recogmized the reality and tried to help both sides. In the meandime, the lies keep flowing, and every
publication, even from the Home Office who know better (see study 191), elaims that 1 in 4 women get abused
all the time. That would make 25% if my maths is not too bad. Wherg are the 4.2% of the truth?

Number 3: The number of rapes has decreased in many places, and 2bout 95-98% of men are not known to have
been involved in any such crimes — except as victims. After all: the US have g statistic of sbout 300,000 alleged
rapes against women per annurn (out of about 145 million wumca, i.e. much less than 1%), whereas 1.5 million
rapes oceur in the (mostly male) prisons in the US (out of about 135 million men, i.e. about double that rate).

Nevertheless: the lies keep on flowing, claltning that 1 in 3 women get aped in their lifetime. How
does that work out in the statistics sbove? And what about the men who don’t receive any help, neither from
government nor elsewhere?

The problem lies in the power of a (US based) extremist offshoot of the real Feminism which is very well

funded (mostly with tax-payers’ moncy) and its media warfare tat would make the late Joseph Goebbels green
with envy: the deliberate znd systematic dissemination of half-truths, doctored statistics, and outright lies,
somplemented by legal doctoring and perjury. .

One of the greatest early successes of that campaign was one of the most decisive cases in recent US legal
history, the femous Roe vs. Wade which came before the Supreme Court end opened the way for abortion at
random — including the breaking of a baby’s skull when half born and still sticking only half-way out of the
“mother” (if you can give such a woman this title of honour). She testified that she had been raped by three men
and one wornan, &nd could not bear the mental pain of such a pregnancy.

She got for herself —and for all other American women- the women®s right to aboxt at any time, up to the actual
birth, The problem is only: Norms Roe pgvgr was jsped! Nor was her baby aborted. The child wes born and
given up for adoption. She was just a young woman who had been bribed or coerced into perjury by “Women's
Rights Advocates” who are, of course, adamant that “women never lie about rape™.

Norma Roe, in the meantime, regrets what she did and hes openly admitted her lies. She saw the consequences

and deplores thom. She bad never thought of abortion as a killing of convenicnce, However, Roe vs, Wade still
stands.

\J

B case shows is 1 Truth i OT somettung s Rights Campaigners yaiu ey hig
self-inf is much higher on the agenda. And that should warn against throwing the need of evidence and
proof out of the windows of alf courts of Justice. This is, after 2!l, not the only case — only the one that went and
lied its way to the highest court'in the US, and had the most widespread effect. Others, much more personal and
vicious ahound. Let us take the example of Ms. Michelle Gretzinger vs. Prof. Ramdas Lamb at the University of
Hawait at Manoa:

Prof. Ramdas had asked students to discuss some real social problems, including rape. One student (a girl)
remarked that rape allegations might not always be true (she had herself been raped, but also seen how her
brather was wrongly accused after he broke off a relationship). The class boiled in turmoil over such an unholy
suggestion. Even the thought of &t was anathems. Prof Lsmbdas was enlightened (and that means, in this
context unwise) enough to advise his students to respect different opinions.

He was to regret such careless adherence 1o truth and tolerance. To doubt 3 woman’s word is a cvime worse that
anything, Ms, Gretzinger demonstrated this “eternal truth of a violated woman” in the best way she could: She

‘brought sexual charges agrinst Prof, Lambdas ~ which grew aud grew — up o 16 (sixteen) rapes and the public

branding of Prof. Lambdas as “serial rapist” which also brought him several desth threats.
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With the support of the university's office against Sexual Harragsment (sl! US universities seem to have such
pscudo-ferninist institutions now) Ms. Gretzinger sued the university for nof protecting her cnough and was
awarded a compensation USS 175,000, This was in 1995, and it forced onto Prof. Lambdas three and a helf
years of what I would call persistent rape until re was completely exonerated and proven innocent.

Ms. Gretzinger had made sorne terrible mistakes. She had claimed more than had been possible: her timings
were just not right; she “had been efter” Prof. Lambdas, but he would not let her come oo close; and all this was
confirmed by dozens of students (meny of them female). Obviously, Ms. Gretzinger stil! had a lot to leam sbout
the proper techniques of truth menipulation, A Federal Court ordered her to pay a fine of US$ 132,000, of
which 80,000 were punitive damsges. So fer so good — but it still left her with a clear profit of US$ 43,000
(about HKS300,000). So, who can say that crime does not pay — if it js done in the name of Women's Rights?
(These details quoted from Daphne Faral: “Heterophobia™ Oxford and Lanham, 1998)

Many of the false accusations that occur in rape cases, however, are ot out of bad will - but just very, very
common witness errors — especially when in mental turmoil. That cIor is not a crime — but it should not be
encoumgad. just for lhe sake of.any old conv:chon An erTor. i n t an £ b malicc or

under the title of “rape ' 1 thmk Weshnuld iearn from Hamw-apl s fqw (ZZUOBC) Whlc.h g.ave an accuser who
could not prove his or her charges the penalty the accused would have got if proven guilty. Necdless o say that
Ms. Gretzinger had nothing of that kind 1o fesr - and nor had meay others.

Some research has been done on the reasons for increased false rape accusations in recent years. The Kaain
study of Purdue University’ which foumd that 41% of accusations in one area, over nine years, were admittedly
fe)se was, maybe, the ice-breaking (or mboo-breaking) event Susen Sarnoff summarized in her article in
Woren™s Freedom Metwork Newsletter of autumn 1997 as follows: “While some researchers argue thar false
reports make up more than 40% of all rape reports, only the most fanatical ideologues insist that the nurnber
falls below 8%”. That wouid pit Susgn Brownmiller's claim (in "Against Our Will") of a maximum of 2%
(based on an anecdotal wmik with a NY judge with no relevant experience) into ¢ither a fanatical comer or the
gossip bin.

The great question is, of course: Why on earth would someone whose intellipence was sofficient for a
university place do something as absurd as Ms, Gretzinger (et multac aline)? Onc temptation might be money,
a5 “sexual agsault victims receive 76% of the funds meant for all chime victims” (Susaw Sarnofft “Paying for
Crime: The Policies and Possibilities for Crime Reimbursement” - Wesiport, CT, 1996).

1 am, however, willing 1o accept a psychotic deviation rather than hardened eriminal intent. We also have to take
into account pressurc from interested sides — in her case an overzealous Sexuvel Harassment Officer at the
university, a Ms. Hipensteele. But there is more to it, [ believe, and it has something to do with the development
of Women's Stdies (instead of the much more appropriate end non-discriminatory Gender Studies) in most US
universities and colleges {thore than 600 courses). These have promoted a strange narcissistic sclf-portrayal that
stifled women’s development more than it helped:

The carly move of more wornen inte academia saw ap enthusiastic run for the sclences. That was, indeed, an
inroad into the “male bastion”. And what now? — Desertion from the ramparts. Why? Because women speak “fn
A Different Voice” (Carol Gllligan's standard book In ferminist psychology — Hervard UF, 1982). Science is
described a8 male invention and 8 weapon W suppress women. Its way of thinking is parriarchic-oppressive -
rot nurturing-intuitive. These lines of direction show up even stronger in “Women s Ways of Knowing” (Mary
F. Belenky et al., NY, 1986), a standard book for most of the Women™s Studies courses.

One of the most striking elements is the total introversion of 2 worasn’s process of getting to know something
First comes her “Inner Voice” — then, the communication with other women (which is no sign of exwoversion,

as women are supposed to be very grwpmhermt) ln this way, even what enters the mmd ﬁom r.he ou!sldc is
still utterly subjective. The problem is that g

lesting, control testing — - all the thmgs Icons;dered necessnrv for my Owh counes on
‘Critical Reasoning’ and *Scientific Mﬂ.hod — and for my own mind — are otrt of the window.
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xii.

Not that [ ever advised against subjectivity. Quite the opposite! But, as with our sexuality, [ urged my students —
and myself - to realize that we have 10 eccept and recognize it, to be aware of its implications, its power, and its
potential dangers. To deny the existence of our subjectivity would be just the same mistake as denying our
genetic inheritance, our personal past, our personality, our sexuelity — in short: o self,

To concentrate on it, however, cannot [ead out into the freedom of thought, nor into the joy of feeling — ones«lf
in gll that’s around, What intuition there is, will still be clogged io like in a cocoon, but never fly in the blue sky.
There is no world to discover if one remaing blind in —even aa imagined- uterus. To shun the light of critical
thought and scientific outlook is not a “way of knowing” but of narcissistic self-mdulgence.

Such an anti-rational approach to the world, ils events — and 10 oneself | cannot be conducive to women's
progress towards equality. A lot has been achieved in this — and most women recognize that much of that was
also due to the widespread support from the great majority of men. But such moves a5 those “Women’s Studies”
are a retreat — not in the sense of a resting pause but a move backwards into some Kod of “splendid isolation™.
However, if “no man is an Uande, intire of itselfe” (John Donne, [572-1631), neither is eny woman — nor all
women together as one great entity, as some of the neo-feminists seem to aspire.

Why this mey be relevant in the context of truth, fairness, and judging is the faet that such en jsolation would
cloud the eye and prevent a clear look at: “what is there™? But, how can we judge if we don’t even bother 10 see
~or to search if we cen't see it yet? — If I see a board raived across the road, 1 will not just remove it because |
think ‘Oh, it fell from a truck”. Someone may have put it there to prevent others from taking that road because
there is something wrong around the cotner. Or just as a stupid prank. — All three are possible. But I don’t know
what's on. [ have to seelk out which one is right. Just acting by assumption could cause danger. So, even if |
started being anncyed because this costs me time, I must find the objective answer before I make a decision.

Likewise, if I see a parson who is in need of help, I shall have to examine what kind of help is nceded — or is
best. The person, if conscious, can perhaps give me some information as to what w do. But it may be that he or
she only knows where it hurts — but not why. The person, if conscious, may alse teil me what had happened.
However, that may not be the full story: ¢ither the accident or whatever happened too fast, or came from a ‘dead
angle’, out of my view range — or s'he firmly believes to have seen something, but only believes it.

I must not rely on my intuition — nor on the witness’! That would be like trusting my prejudice. And 1 am afiaid:
That i3 the danger we are getting into if we abscond the ancient principle of proof. After all, even with some
evidence we can still have difficulties: Mrs. Potiphar, sfter all, had Joseph’s overcost ta show to her husband
(viz Genesis). Some people may slecp with comeone they hate ~ to get revenge for something. We cannot
always exclude the possibility of falsehood. If it is well planned, we may well fall for it, and it will do immense
damsge a5 a tool for a crime. But that should not make us say: Let*s have it - we cannot prevent it anyway.

[» many cases it wiil not even be bad intent. Mis-identifications are almost 45%, and witnesses the least reliable
source of information possible. Involved witnesses even worse! Quite simply: We cannot do withowt an
objective approach. What is brainwashed into the victims of those Women's Studies and other offshoots whick
have nothing to do with the real Feminsm that wanted true Equality and Good Cooperation between the sexes in
al] areas of life, including personality and emotion, and purported to be “Women™s Ways of Knowing™ seems to
have found its unsavoury way into all ways of life and society. So, let us remove it again from the laws, while
we still can, end while the voice of reason is not entirely banned. It’s not 1o get “Men’s Ways of Knowing™ on
the throne. There is no such thing 2s such e way ~ just as there are no “Men’s Rights”. And no man wants them.
There is 3 human way of a subjective person applying objective perspectives, and there are Hurnan Rights — and
that is ali there is. No special favours, please. Just pive us what we have — no more, no less. But what we have
must be just, agd fair, and objective.

So, what about Sex, Lies, and Subjectivity?
Yes, please, let’s have them — but only the Fornter and the latter.
They arc both good and part of our own substance. So, Ict us a1l enjoy them -
if possible without the intruder in the middle. Without that thing we'd have a better world
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Publicavions essential to ag ynderstanding and evalnstion of this sppes) are;
Convieting the Innocent - Executive Summary for the Commonwealth Conference of Heads of
Prosecution, Darwin, Australia, 2003:
Convicting the Inpocent - Full text for the same conference;
House of Lords - Discussion of protection rights of accused persons in sexuaj cases, 2-6-03;
Agtual Inoossnce® Prof, Barry Scheck et al, excerpt about witncss relisbility test (Berlin, 1902);
Post-Conviction [ssurs Prof Barry Scheck et al:
Yorking Growp (US) Group session on DNA evidence results / future practiee, 7-5-03;
Lawvers’ Ethics and Richard H.S. Thur:
Crimia) Justice - Lectre on corroboration and truth in criminal courts;
tions - Eugene J. Kanin: 9 year rape report study in US Midwest, Purdue Univ.);
“rape” crisi isited - Rod van Mechelen: Mary Koss' false reporting et al.;
ete ia® - Daphne Patai: excerpt on “Sexual Harassment {ndustry™ and ~1ruth™;
S.C.U.M, Mepifesto - Yalerie Solanas: Pseudo-Teminist besic reading end part of Women Studies

programmes in leading American universities and institutions.

________________

- These two available as books - all other texts from the Internet
ther s shedding light on this context:
Bruce, Tammy: The New Thouglt Police, Prima Publiseations, 2003 (0-7615-3404-0)
Cook, Philipp. W.z Abused Men — The hidden side of domestic violence, Pracger 1997 (0-275-95862-0)
Elliott, Michele: Female Sexual Abuse of Children, Longman, 1993 (0-§9862-004-30)

Farrell, Warren (PhD):  The Myth of Male Power — Why men are the disposable sex, Berkley, NY, 1993
(0-425-14381-3) ~ Dr. Famrell is the only man ever to be appointed ong of the five
Directors of the NOW (National Organisation for Women — US)

Goldberg, Herb (PhD):  The Hazards of being Male — Surviving the myth of masculine privilege, Signet,
1976 (Congress Library No. 74-28987)

Hoff Sommers, Christina: 'Who Stole Feminism — How wotnen have betrayed women, Touchstone, 1994
(0-671-79424-8) '

HofX Sommers, Christina: The War Against Boys — How misgnided feminism is harming our young men,
Touchstone, 2000 (0-634-84956-9)

Nathanson, Paul / Spreading Misandry — The teaching of contempt for men in popular culture,

Young, Katherine K.: MeGill-Queens UP, 2001 (0-7735-2272-7)

Patai, Daphne: Heterophobia — Sexual Harassment and the Future of Femjnism, Rowman &
Littlefieids, 1998 (0-B476-B987-5)

Roiphe, Katie: The Morning Afier — Sex, Fear, and Feminism, Boston 1994

Young, Cathie: Ceasefire! Why men and women must join forces to achieve true equality, Free
Press, NY, 1999
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