Dear Yannis

Thank you for your part in an interesting event last night at the Sallis Benney Theatre and for your willingness to engage in robust discussion afterwards. I very much enjoyed meeting you and I appreciated your openness to hearing women's views in a climate where any questioning is commonly framed as bigotry or transphobia.

I wasn't sure what to expect from the event. Over the past few years I have watched in helplessness and anger as boys have begun to take awards in girls' sports throughout US schools and university campuses. I have heard devastating stories of young women being injured and finally giving up participation in roller derby, a sport initiated by women, after the inclusion of men with different frames and weight distribution, against whom women cannot compete safely. I have watched girls in high school bravely concede defeat to a boy, because to complain would make them 'bigots'. I was intrigued by the suggestion that the talk would consider 'implications of a third gender for elite sport': was this an acknowledgment of the erasure of women's sport that we all see happening now, and an attempt to rectify the situation before more girls and women are denied the awards which rightfully belong to them?  A genuine attempt to re-establish the principle of fairness, without which, as you pointed out in your talk, sport is meaningless? A third category of sport perhaps, in the same spirit as the para Olympics?

I went in open-minded to hearing all arguments. What I heard instead was a political propaganda exercise, an attempt to justify men's inclusion in women's sport on the basis of 'science,' beginning with the assertion that 'gender identity' has been scientifically proven to exist. It hasn't. The concept of 'gender identity' is a very recent ideological tool used to replace 'sex' with 'gender' as the distinction between men and women, therefore erasing any distinction at all between the sexes. In all areas of life this can only benefit men and further disadvantage women. This talk was not about acknowledgment of a third gender at all, but a manipulative exercise in persuading people to believe that biological males are in reality biological females and therefore should be able to compete as 'women' in women's sports. As such it was extremely offensive and sexist; discrimination against women was not only freely advocated, but done so in way which was framed as supporting equality and inclusion. I strongly object to this gaslighting of women. At university venues you will find many young female students who will support the inclusion of men in women's sports because of this gaslighting which is endemic in UK universities. Nobody likes to be seen as a bigot, especially women who have been socialised to be nice. 

These are my thoughts on Joanna Harper's talk. 

· The talk unintentionally proved the fact that men will be successful in women's sport, but women will not achieve success in men's sport. There were many examples used of men achieving in women's sports, only two cases of women shown, one was 'middle of the field' the other had given up sport. 

· Performance statistics of individual men before and after transition are irrelevant. They were used to suggest that men lose their advantage over women but what they actually indicated was that even when testosterone levels are lowered, men retain physical advantage over women.

· The use of intersex athletes, including complaints voiced by female athletes, was unconscionable. Intersex athletes such as Casta Semenya should not be used to support identity politics which is a completely different issue.

· The phrase 'the end of women's sport' was used in an eye-rolling jokey way, as if it is not a serious issue of women's rights in sport but a hysterical over-reaction by what Harper referred to as 'traditionalists' who 'say that biology determines gender.' The knowledge that a woman is an adult human female is not a 'belief' it is an understanding of facts and reality. 'Gender' is irrelevant. The conflation of the words 'sex' and 'gender' is a common tactic used to confuse the issue, in this case to suggest a belief that biology determines femininity or masculinity. This would be a 'traditional' belief, the knowledge that it's biology which determines whether you are male or female is not.

· It was stated as fact that 'we all have an innate sense of our own maleness or femaleness.' What is a 'sense' of femaleness and how does it differ from a 'sense' of maleness? Does a 'sense' override biological reality? To have a 'medical physicist' spout such nonsense undermines the credibility of events such as this.

· The talk was patronising and insulting to women. To say that Fallon Fox, a man who has shattered a female opponent's eye-socket, is more 'feminine' than his opponent was especially offensive. It is increasingly common for men who identify as women to claim superiority over women in terms of their 'femininity.' Female athletes are not in a beauty competition, reducing women's value to a sexist and harmful stereotype based on male ideas of desirable femininity revealed the regressive and reactionary basis of Harper's ideology. To show the example of a woman who had given up on sport, but had bulked up on muscles and to suggest that we women love a hunk, was equally patronising and reinforcing of superficial stereotypes.

· A slide was shown which separated 'human rights' and 'women's rights.' If any evidence was needed that women are not included in the category of 'human' and therefore not deserving of the human right as athletes to fair competition, this was it. The whole talk was promoting men's right to adopt 'woman' as an identity and violate women's boundaries, and the erasure of women's right to say 'no.' 

· The talk was an attempt to blind us with 'science' to prove that men have no advantage over women in sport. To invite a man to give this presentation is a political act which erases women from a debate which will have - and is already having - a huge impact on the rights to fair competition for female athletes and on the future of women's sport. This is pure discrimination. It is women whose rights are being eroded and who should be given a platform to defend them.

I appreciate your clearly genuine desire to debate this issue. I believe that transsexual men should not suffer discrimination and are due the same rights as everyone else. However, to redefine women as an 'identity' and therefore erase women as female human beings in order to enter areas previously designated for the female sex is not a 'right' but an unprecedented privilege to erase a whole class of people.

We are all adults, we all have to make choices and sacrifices in life. Some female athletes sacrifice motherhood in order to reach their potential in sport. Some sacrifice sport in order to have children. Some manage to do both, continuing in their sport after pregnancy and childbirth. Men do not face any of these choices or sacrifices. Why should a man who makes the decision to hormonally alter his body to superficially resemble a woman not be expected to make any sacrifice, but to in fact gain advantage in his sport? Clearly female athletes who make the same decision do make a sacrifice as they are unable to compete on a level playing field with men, so why is it that we must do everything we can to accommodate men, even to the extent of sacrificing women's sport?

I strongly object to the idea that children waiting for appointments at the Tavistock clinic may be used for 'research' purposes. Children are being indoctrinated in schools into the idea that it is their 'gender identity' which makes them boys or girls and not their biological sex, and consequently the number of children being referred to the Tavistock has soared. These children are predominantly teenage girls, whose 'identity' as boys is reinforced by professionals and teachers as well as online. To involve them in research would reinforce further their idea that they are on a pathway of inevitable medical 'transition' and further glamorise their 'trans' identity. It would put pressure on them to continue onto medical transition so as not to let down the researchers. Children and young people do not need any more influence to see 'trans' as a cool and high-status identity which is much more interesting than a boring old 'cis' identity as they are now led to believe.

I work with parents whose children have been sucked into this new 'rainbow' world of gender identity and I urge you to research the facts behind what is now being taught to children. I link to my website below and I would be very happy to talk with you further about this epidemic which I think in the future we will look back at in horror as a medical experiment on children.      

It was very nice to meet you last night and thank you again for your openness to debate.

