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Darkened in Their Thoughts 
LGBT Sexuality and the Christian Response 

By S. J. Hatch 

 

 
In June 2013 the U.S. Supreme Court 

handed down two decisions on same-sex 
marriage that will be seminal in defining the 
acceptance of LGBT sexuality1 for decades to 
come.  Looking back over the past couple decades 
what is surprising is how quickly gay marriage 
and homosexuality have come to be seen as 
morally acceptable among a majority of 
Americans, according to various polls.  Even 
more disturbing is the fact that this is true among 
many professing Christians as well.  With more 
than 75 percent of the American public 
identifying themselves as Christian and just over 
50 percent supporting gay marriage, this means 
significant support for gay rights is coming from 
Christians.  Unfortunately, there is a lot of fuzzy 
thinking in the Christian community on this issue 
on both sides.  If Christians are to be genuinely 
faithful to their Lord and loving to their 
neighbors on this issue, then they need to be 
reminded as to what Scripture teaches on the 
matter and rightly understand the psychology 
behind LGBT sexuality.  From what I have seen, 
there have been ambiguities in the debate which 
have not been clarified, assumptions that have 
been accepted unquestioningly, and thinking 
that has often been more emotional than rational.  
Nor is this necessarily new. 

Let me give one example.  I recall a 
conversation I had a little over twenty years ago 
with a friend from the singles group at the United 
Methodist church I attended at the time.  After 
dinner one evening Jeff asked whether I thought 
homosexuality was a sin.  I said that based on my 

                                                           
1 Like many other things with this issue, terminology is a 

subject of heated debate.  “LGBT [Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, 
Transsexual] sexuality” is more precise than simply referring 
to “homosexuality” since the LGBT movement embraces 
sexual orientations broader than same-sex attraction.  
Generally speaking, I will use the terms, ‘gay, ‘lesbian,’ 
‘transgender,’ or ‘bisexual’ when referring to individuals, 
since that is how those people who have defined their identity 
around their sexual orientation have defined themselves.  In 

understanding of the Bible I would have to say 
yes.  He said he used to think that as well, but 
then related to me the story as to how he changed 
his mind.  When he was in college, a friend of his 
called him up in the middle of the night and out 
of the blue asked him whether a gay could go to 
Heaven.  Jeff replied that if the person persisted 
in that sin to the end of his life without repenting 
then he doubted whether that person could enter 
Heaven.  Jeff’s friend thanked him for his 
honesty, and Jeff, satisfied that he had answered 
his friend’s odd question went back to sleep.  
That night, Jeff’s friend committed suicide in 
despair.  In the aftermath of his friend’s death, 
Jeff rethought what he said and concluded that 
being gay was not really a sin, but simply the way 
God made some people.  Indeed, when one of the 
women in our singles group subsequently 
learned that her brother was gay, Jeff counseled 
her to accept that that was just the way that he 
was and there was nothing wrong with it. 

This is an emotionally compelling 
narrative.  Here we have the “orthodox” 
Christian pronouncing doctrinaire views to a gay 
friend.  His wounding words result in tragedy.  
The Christian then redeems himself by revising 
his views to be more loving towards gays and 
lesbians, counseling others to do likewise.  This 
story is no doubt typical of many stories that have 
played out across the country over the past 
couple of decades.  Indeed, I hear some variant of 
it when I hear other Christians explain why they 
support gay rights. 

Nevertheless, the question that nagged at 
me at that time and ever since is whether Jeff’s 

many cases, for the sake of brevity I will use ‘gay’ and 
‘lesbian’ to include the other orientations as well.  I have tried 
to reserve the term, ‘homosexual’ for describing same-sex 
sexual behavior, rather than including in that same-sex 
attraction.  For the most part, I also have tried to avoid using 
the terms ‘homosexual’ or ‘homosexuality’ as general 
characterizations of individuals, since I do not believe people 
are innately this way. 
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answer to his gay friend was fundamentally 
untrue, as he seemed to have retrospectively 
concluded.  I am not convinced that it was.  Did 
Jeff really reevaluate his original answer based on 
a fresh reading of Scripture or new information 
about the nature of homosexuality?  Or did he 
change his views based on misplaced guilt, as a 
kind of self-atonement for his friend’s suicide?  In 
this case, I have no evidence for the former and 
cannot rule out the latter. 

To raise such questions in light of such a 
compelling narrative I recognize puts me in the 
category of being doctrinaire, unloving and 
mean-spirited.  For the sake of discussion, I will 
not contest such charges.  Still, the question has 
to be pressed:  What are the grounds for 
Christians to conclude that homosexuality—or 
other LGBT sexuality--is acceptable and are those 
grounds valid?  I think Christians accept a lot of 
intuitive thinking here in lieu of clear reasoning.  
When one examines their reasoning closely, it 
does not hold up. 

An implicit 
assumption in my 
friend’s story is that 
because gays and 
lesbians are the way 
they are, their 
homosexual behavior 
is not an intrinsically 
harmful thing even to themselves.  Is that a valid 
assumption?  Imagine a different situation, 
unrelated to homosexuality:  a man goes to a 
doctor knowing that he is not feeling well but is 
looking for an accurate diagnosis as to what ails 
him.  The doctor does a battery of tests and 
concludes that the man is suffering from heart 
disease and that, if untreated, it will kill him.  The 
doctor does not tell this to the man, however, 
because he knows that it will upset the man and 
he wants instead to provide his patient assurance 
and affirmation.  Now, we would not look at this 
situation and say the doctor is being 
compassionate.  In fact, we are more likely to 
think he is criminally negligent.  The contrast 
between this story and my friend’s story 
highlights the fundamental question that needs 
to be addressed: what is the real nature of LGBT 
sexuality?  If it is benign and morally neutral, 
then my friend’s subsequent compassion was 
completely justified.  If it is not, then what is well-

intentioned and seemingly compassionate is not.  
For this reason, we need to explore what the 
nature of homosexuality is and what implications 
that has for us as Christians as we relate to our 
gay and lesbian friends and relatives.  If we take 
our faith seriously as Christians, then we also 
need to examine what Scripture says on this and 
work from there.  Because so many Christians 
have tended to revise their views of Scripture to 
align with their sentiments on this issue (rather 
than vice versa), I think it is important to first 
review what Scripture does and does not say on 
this topic. 

 

Part I:  Scripture’s Opposition to 
Homosexual Behavior 

 
What I have noticed over the years is that 

Christians supportive of gay rights tend to be 
dismissive of Scripture as not being applicable to 
today’s situations.  Sadly, this is true even of 

Christians who tend 
otherwise to accept the 
authority of Scripture.  
At the same time, 

conservative 
Christians who oppose 
homosexuality often 
miss other things 
present in these texts 

that are important for understanding how we are 
to respond rightly.  The direct biblical witness on 
homosexuality comes down to six passages—
Genesis ch. 19; Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13; Judges 
chs. 19-21; Romans 1:20-32, and 1 Corinthians 6:9.  
Four of these passages are from the Old 
Testament and two from the New Testament.  
The first two Old Testament passages are 
narratives, the second two are legal stipulations, 
and the last passages are the Apostle Paul’s 
theological applications.  In examining these 
passages, we need to do more than simply cite 
them; we need to carefully consider their context. 

The first to be examined is Genesis chapter 
19.  This is the account of Lot’s rescue and God’s 
destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah.  The key to 
the Sodom and Gomorrah narrative is actually in 
18:17-19, where God declares,  

 

What are the grounds for Christians to 
conclude that homosexuality—or other 
LGBT sexuality--is acceptable and are 

those grounds valid? 
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“Shall I hide from Abraham what I am doing, 
since Abraham shall surely become a great and 
mighty nation, and all the nations of the earth 
shall be blessed in him?  For I have known him, 
in order that he may command his children and 
his household after him, that they keep the way 
of the LORD, to do righteousness and justice, 
that the LORD may bring to Abraham what He 
has spoken to him.” 

 
Having made Abraham his covenantal vassal, 
God brings Abraham into His confidence 
regarding His planned judgment on Sodom.  
Abraham’s role in witnessing this judgment was 
to be a reinforcement to him and his descendants 
after him to be obedient to the covenant and to 
exhibit the righteousness and justice 
characteristic of the Lord.  Indeed, he does exhibit 
righteousness in interceding with the Lord to 
spare the city for even as few as ten righteous 
people.  In chapter 19, we see that Abraham is 
bargaining for the family of his nephew, Lot. 

Genesis 19 is a tawdry narrative.  Lot 
evidently is a person of some prominence in the 
city, since he sits in the gate of Sodom—the city 
gates are typically a place where legal cases were 
heard—and the men of the city later refer to him 
as a “judge” (19:9).  When the angels come into 
the city Lot implores them to come into his house 
and spend the evening (19:2-3).  He manifests 
proper Near Eastern hospitality, but given what 
happens later, Lot also probably knew that it 
would be dangerous for them to stay in the city 
square overnight.  Later in the evening, the men 
of Sodom surround the house, demanding that 
he produce the visitors.  Essentially what they 
want to do is gang rape them.  That depravity 
was well-entrenched in Sodom and that is 
evident from the description given in 19:4, 
namely that the mob was an intergenerational 
one (“old and young”) and from every quarter of 
the city.  The overall environment of depravity of 
the city affected even Lot’s family.  Lot himself 
offers his daughters up to the mob (19:8), his 
sons-in-law think he is joking when he tells them 
they need to flee the city immediately (19:14), his 
wife looks back longingly to the city after they 
flee (19:26), and his daughters get him drunk and 
have incestuous sex with him so that they will not 
be childless (19:30-38).  Here we see that the Lord 
saves a family so unworthy simply because of 

their relationship to and the intercession of His 
chosen servant Abraham.  This sets a pattern in 
Scripture we will later see fulfilled in how God 
saves His people in Christ.  He saves sinners not 
because of what they do, but because of His love 
for the one who intercedes for them. 

The second narrative passage in Scripture 
touching on homosexual behavior is Judges 19, 
arguably the most gruesome picture of depravity 
in Scripture.  Judges 19 takes place after the 
Israelite conquest of Canaan.  In this chapter, a 
Levite living in the hill country of Ephraim 
travels to Bethlehem to retrieve his concubine, 
who had been committed adultery against him 
and then fled to her father’s house.  Although the 
distance could be covered in a few days, the 
Levite did not start out after her for four months.  
Upon arriving at the house, the Levite’s father-in-
law welcomes him and keeps imploring him to 
stay another day.  He does this for four days, but 
by the fifth day, the Levite is fed up, takes his 
concubine and manservant and leaves late in the 
afternoon.  They skirt Jerusalem (then called 
Jebus) because it is not in Israelite control at that 
time and they do not want risk harm there.  
Instead, they go just a couple of miles north of the 
city, to Gibeah which is in the territory allotted to 
the tribe of Benjamin.  When they arrive in the 
city square no one takes them in except a resident 
alien, an Ephraimite.  There is a sense of 
foreboding in the Ephraimite’s insistence that 
they get out of the square.  He knows his city well 
enough to know that real danger is lurking. 

And danger there is.  As the Levite and his 
company enjoy the hospitality of the Ephraimite, 
the house is surrounded by the men of Gibeah 
violently pounding on the door and insisting that 
the Ephraimite give them his guest, so that they 
can rape him.  The Ephraimite tries to dissuade 
them, even offering to give them both his 
daughter and the Levite’s concubine, to do with 
them as they see fit.  The Levite, in fact, thrusts 
his concubine out into the mob and they literally 
rape her to death.  The next morning, he comes 
outside and sees his concubine on the threshold 
to the house, having futilely tried to reach back to 
a safety ultimately denied her.  His callousness 
toward her is such that he initially does not 
recognize that she is dead.  Once he realizes that, 
he packs her up, takes her back to his home, and 
then carves her up into twelve pieces, sending 
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one piece to each tribe in Israel.  The act is a sign 
of a broken covenant and the Levite calls for 
justice.  This touches off a civil war within Israel. 

he theological point of the Judges 19 
passage is underscored by its placement at the 
end of the Book of Judges.  The history it recounts 
probably happened within the first decades after 
the conquest, given that Aaron’s grandson 
Phineas is serving as high priest at the time 
(Judges 20:28), and the tribes were still capable of 
mobilizing as a single force.  The account of the 
incident at Gibeah highlights the moral disorder 
of the Judges period, where Israel became 
completely like the nations God commanded it to 
dispossess.  The broader account of this incident 
and the ensuing civil war also look forward to the 
Davidic kingship that would rectify the disorder 
of the Judges period.  All of this is summarized 
by the verse that ends both the Benjamite civil 
war narrative and the Book of Judges as a whole, 
“In those days there was no king in Israel and 
everyone did what was right in his own eyes” 
(Judges 21:25). 

There are several parallels between the 
Judges 19 and Genesis 19 passages.  In both cases, 
there are travelers who come into the city square 
and are not welcomed except by a resident alien 
who brings them into his home.  The citizens of 
the city, nevertheless, have noticed the travelers 
and encircle the home of the host, demanding 
that the guests be brought out so that they may 
have sex with them.  In both cases as well, the 
hosts offer their own women to the mob rather 
than have their guests violated. 

Despite these similarities, there are also 
some key differences.  Sodom and Gomorrah 
were proverbial for their depravity, a sign of 
what Canaan stood for and Israel stood against.  
Yet with Gibeah, we see an Israelite city after the 
conquest that in several respects is worse than 
Sodom.  In Sodom, the angels visiting Lot blinded 
the sex-crazed mob, preventing any rape from 
happening and enabling Lot and his family the 
opportunity to flee.  In Gibeah, the Levite pushes 

                                                           
2 As an aside, how are we to understand the Apostle Peter’s 

characterization of Lot as a righteous man (2 Pet. 2:7-8)?  Lot’s 
real moral failing was his willingness to offer his daughters to 
the mob, though the angels prevented him from acting on that 
offer.  Elsewhere in Genesis 19 Lot does demonstrate distress 
with the situation, but the overall narrative also contains a 

his concubine into the mob.  In Sodom, the mob 
was definitely homosexual in its appetites.  In 
Gibeah, the mob was willing to settle for 
heterosexual rape, even while preferring 
homosexual sex with the Levite.  The common 
element between both narratives is not the sexual 
orientation of the men per se.  It is simply the 
utter depravity of the men of the city, and is 
reflective of an underlying idolatry. 

In both accounts, moreover, the depravity 
is not limited to the men of each city but can be 
seen in the other people mentioned as well.  The 
depraved influences on Lot and his family have 
already been noted.  In the Gibeah incident, the 
Levite’s concubine—ultimately the tragic victim 
in this case—was nonetheless herself adulterous.  
The Ephraimite, like Lot, manifested skewed and 
unjust priorities in his willingness to sacrifice the 
women to the depraved mob rather than violate 
the conventions of hospitality.2  Indeed, more 
than just etiquette and niceties were at stake here:  
if a city got a reputation for being a place where 
travelers were assaulted and violated, then 
traders would skirt the city and that would be 
bad for business.  So, avarice might have been at 
play here as well.  And lastly, the Levite himself 
certainly was hypocritical.  On the one hand he is 
supposed to be consecrated to the Lord.  On the 
other hand, he was distinctly self-righteous, had 
been keeping a mistress on the side, and his 
behavior toward her reflects cold-hearted 
indifference before, during and after the whole 
incident. 

All of this context is worth keeping in mind 
as we think about how these texts are considered 
today.  Some Christians supportive of gay rights 
have tried to argue that what these narratives 
condemn is not homosexuality per se, but 
sexualized violence.  This is probably much too 
narrow an interpretation.  It is correct to say that 
these narratives are not focused exclusively on 
condemning homosexual behavior, but they also 
are much broader than that.  In both cases they 
depict depravity in almost all of the characters to 
some degree, with the predatory men of the two 

subtext suggesting he lacked the courage to actually act on his 
convictions.  Peter’s description here is probably not all-
comprehensive and is likely intended to highlight the contrast 
between Lot and those who confronted him.   
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cities exhibiting the worst of behaviors.  The 
moral environment of both of these situations is 
polluted as a whole.  In the darkened and 
disordered temper of those cities, people who 
either did not know the Lord or have turned 
away from Him are driven by their appetites and 
their desires, producing fearful situations.  In 
both cases, the theological lesson to be taken 
away by God’s people are that they are to be 
obedient to their Lord and absolutely avoid such 
evil. 

While Christians 
supportive of gay 
rights are too narrow 
in interpreting these 
texts, conservative 
Christians ought to be 
mindful of this broader 
context as well.  
Conservative 
Christians tend to 
elevate homosexuality 
to the level of being the 
sin that will lead to the 
demise of civilization as we know it.  The Genesis 
19 and Judges 19 passages seemingly lend 
themselves to that interpretation and the 
graphicness of the narratives lingers with us as 
readers.  In both passages, however, 
homosexuality was a manifestation of the 
depraved state of those respective cities, but 
neither text identifies homosexuality as the cause 
of that depravity.  Given how all the characters in 
the narrative exhibit some degree of darkened, 
depraved thinking, homosexuality almost 
certainly was not the sole cause of the situations.  
More than likely, a rejection of the true God and 
an embrace of idolatry were the sins underlying 
these more explicit sins.  It is also important to 
remember that while Sodom and Gomorrah were 
indeed destroyed, Israelite civilization was not 
destroyed because of the sins of Gibeah.  Rather, 
Israel’s best days under the Old Covenant—
namely during the Davidic kingship—still lay 
before it when this incident took place.  
Nevertheless, these chapters are a terrifying and 
poignant reminder of the pervasiveness 
depravity can have in a society. 

Less vivid is Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13, 
which also speak to the issue.  The former reads, 
“You shall not lie with a male as with a woman. 

It is an abomination” and the latter adds the 
penalty that those who engage in homosexual sex 
are to be put to death.  It is easy for modern 
Christians—especially those favoring gay 
rights—to dismiss anything from the Book of 
Leviticus on the grounds that these were Old 
Testament ceremonial laws all of which have 
now been fulfilled in Christ and are therefore no 
longer in effect.  The reality, however, is more 
complex.  Certainly, the sacrificial system of 
Leviticus has been suspended with the once-for-

all sacrifice of Christ 
Jesus.  Also, the 
penalties for all the 
Old Testament civil 
laws also are now 
suspended because 
those penalties 
required the existence 
of the Israelite state to 
enforce them and that 
state no longer exists.  
For that reason, the 
penalty outlined in 
Leviticus 20:13 is 

suspended as well.  We do not put people to 
death now for homosexual behavior. 

Both 18:22 and 20:13, however, occur in the 
section of Leviticus commonly known as the 
“Holiness Code,” which described the standards 
of holiness expected of the individual Israelite.  
They are different from the Levitical sacrificial 
system which clearly has been abrogated with the 
sacrificial death of our Lord and Savior, Christ 
Jesus.  Not only was homosexuality prohibited, 
but the laws in Leviticus 18 also prohibit sex with 
close kin, adultery, polygamy, incest, child 
sacrifice and bestiality.  Even supporters of gay 
rights would not endorse these other sexual 
behaviors.  Moreover, although homosexuality is 
the only one of these sins to be specifically called 
an abomination (Heb. tô’ēbâ) in Leviticus 18:22, it 
is easy to accord that too much significance.  The 
term is perhaps best understood as an emphatic 
prohibition given how it is used elsewhere in 
Leviticus, including in passages referring to 
ritual purity.  In this particular chapter of 
Leviticus, moreover, verses 24-30 are the only 
other places where the term is used and it is clear 
from those verses that the entire list of sexually 
immoral practices in chapter 18—not just the 

In both Genesis 19 and Judges 19 
homosexuality was a manifestation of 
the depraved state of those respective 

cities, but neither text identifies 
homosexuality as the cause of that 

depravity… Nevertheless, these chapters 
are a terrifying and poignant reminder of 
the pervasiveness depravity can have in 

a society. 
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reference to homosexuality—are considered 
abominable behaviors in God’s eyes. 

Beyond all that, however, I would posit 
that there is a continuing validity of Leviticus 
18:22 as a principle for the conduct of God’s 
people, based on the decision of the Council of 
Jerusalem, recorded in Acts 15:23-29.  The 
Council of Jerusalem was called in about 50 AD to 
decide the question of what Old Testament laws 
were still applicable for Gentile converts to 
follow.  This was the culmination of the debates 
over circumcision, the dietary laws and the role 
of faith and works, things which Paul addresses 
in his letter to the Galatians.  In the Council’s 
decision, the Church determined that 
circumcision was not to be required of Gentiles 
who came to faith in Christ.  The only 
requirements were to “abstain from things offered 
to idols”—which would in effect supercede the 
dietary laws—“and [abstain from] sexual 
immorality.”  In giving practical advice to the 
Gentiles as to what exactly they were to abstain 
from in terms of sexual immorality, the leaders of 
the Church almost certainly had to fall back on 
the Holiness Code of Leviticus 18.  That chapter 
was the most concentrated, specific description 
anywhere in the Hebrew Scriptures describing 
what was prohibited in terms of sexual morality.  
If it was used by the church then, then it is still 
applicable to the church of today.  Indeed, the 
parallels with what the ancient church faced then 
are probably stronger with the situation we 
confront today than at any time since Christianity 
became the majority religion in the West. 

One can see this application of the 
Leviticus passages in practice in Paul’s first letter 
to the Corinthians, when he condemns a case of 
sexual immorality going on in the church there, 
specifically an incestuous relationship between a 
man and his stepmother (1 Cor. 5:1).  In that same 
case, one can also see how the penalties for such 
immorality have changed.  Under the Levitical 
laws, the penalty was death (Lev. 20:11), but 
under the New Covenant, Paul only pronounces 
excommunication on the couple (1 Cor. 5:3, 12-
13). 

Two other Pauline passages fill out the 
biblical perspective on homosexuality.  The most 
significant of these is Romans 1:20-32 and it is 
worth quoting it in full: 

 
20 For since the creation of the world His invisible 
attributes are clearly seen, being understood by the 
things that are made, even His eternal power and 
Godhead, so that they are without excuse, 21 because, 
although they knew God, they did not glorify Him as 
God, nor were thankful, but became futile in their 
thoughts, and their foolish hearts were darkened. 22 
Professing to be wise, they became fools, 23 and 
changed the glory of the incorruptible God into an 
image made like corruptible man—and birds and 
four-footed animals and creeping things.  

24 Therefore God also gave them up to 
uncleanness, in the lusts of their hearts, to dishonor 
their bodies among themselves, 25 who exchanged the 
truth of God for the lie, and worshiped and served the 
creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed 
forever. Amen. 

26 For this reason God gave them up to vile 
passions. For even their women exchanged the 
natural use for what is against nature. 27 
Likewise also the men, leaving the natural use 
of the woman, burned in their lust for one 
another, men with men committing what is 
shameful, and receiving in themselves the 
penalty of their error which was due.  

28 And even as they did not like to retain God in 
their knowledge, God gave them over to a debased 
mind, to do those things which are not fitting; 29 
being filled with all unrighteousness, sexual 
immorality, wickedness, covetousness, 
maliciousness; full of envy, murder, strife, deceit, 
evil-mindedness; they are whisperers, 30 backbiters, 
haters of God, violent, proud, boasters, inventors of 
evil things, disobedient to parents, 31 undiscerning, 
untrustworthy, unloving, unforgiving, unmerciful; 
32 who, knowing the righteous judgment of God, that 
those who practice such things are deserving of 
death, not only do the same but also approve of those 
who practice them. (emphasis added). 

 
As with the other biblical passages already 

mentioned, Paul’s attitude toward 
homosexuality is clearly negative.  Contextually, 
what is noteworthy about this passage is that 
Paul is not recounting the graphic stories of 
Sodom and Gibeah, nor is he simply rehashing 
the Levitical laws.  His epistle to the Romans is 
his most theological treatise and one which is 
probably least occasioned by the circumstances 
of a particular church.  It is Paul’s most reflective 
and most balanced letter—and for this reason, 
Paul’s condemnation of homosexuality is even 
more weighty.  It is not made in the heat of 
argument nor is it a rote recitation of biblical law.  
Rather, it actually ties the Old Testament 
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passages together by providing a richer 
theological and psychological explanation which 
could be applied to the events narrated in 
Genesis 19 and Judges 19 and the Levitical 
commands. 

And what exactly is Paul saying here?  The 
sexual depravity described in verses 26 and 27 is 
the result ultimately of suppressing the truth of 
God in unbelief.  Resisting the truth about God 
leads to futile thinking, futile thinking leads to 
darkened hearts, darkened hearts to self-delusion 
and idolatry, and idolatry in the end leads to 
being given over to the passions and lusts of 
one’s own heart.  It is 
important to note 
what is being 
emphasized here:  
Paul characterizes this 
descent into 
homosexuality as a 
psychological and 
moral one.  He is not 
describing such 
people as innately that 
way.  What is also worth noting in this passage is 
that sexual immorality—to include 
homosexuality—is only one of the nearly twenty-
five sinful traits mentioned here.  Like the two 
abovementioned passages from Leviticus, 
homosexuality is a serious sin but not the only 
serious sin. 

Finally, there is 1 Corinthians 6:9-11.  Here 
is what Paul says there: 

 
9 Do you not know that the unrighteous will not 
inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived. 
Neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor 
homosexuals, nor sodomites, 10 nor thieves, nor 
covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor 
extortioners will inherit the kingdom of God. 11 And 
such were some of you. But you were washed, but 
you were sanctified, but you were justified in the 

name of the Lord Jesus and by the Spirit of our God. 
(emphasis added) 

 
Here, too, Paul clearly condemns homosexuality.  
Like in Romans 1, he does so in a list of eight 
other kinds of immoral people.  Paul does 
something else here, however, that is subtle but 
significant:  in verse 11 he says, “And such were 
some of you.”  In other words, Paul indicates 

there is not only the theoretical possibility that 
their sinful identities could change but indeed the 
concrete reality that they have changed for some 
of his readers.  This reinforces his perception that 
homosexuality is a matter of behavior, not 
identity, as well as provides an opening for the 
Gospel.  The contrast he sets up between what 
they were (verses 9-10) and what they are now in 
Christ (verse 11b) underscores this fact. 

Paul’s observations here are foundational 
for understanding the psychology of 
homosexuality and the practical implications for 
how we as Christians should relate to gays and 

lesbians.  Before 
exploring that, one 
additional issue needs 
to be addressed and 
that is the significance 
of our Lord’s silence on 
the matter.  Christian 
gay rights advocates 
correctly point out that 
Jesus said nothing 
about homosexuality.  

However, they draw the conclusion from that 
silence that committed, loving relationships 
between homosexuals are fine, especially in light 
of Jesus’ command that we love one another.  
This reasoning is problematic and there are 
several assumptions latent in it that need to be 
drawn out explicitly and critically examined. 

First, there is the view that we are bound to 
obey only the words of Jesus, but not necessarily 
the rest of Scripture.  Our Lord Himself rejects 
this—if anything, He identifies Himself closely 
with Scripture and the Scripture that He had 
during His time on earth was the Old Testament.  
In the wilderness, He refuted the Devil by 
quoting Scripture (Matt. 4:1-11, Luke 4:1-13).  In 
His Sermon on the Mount, He says He did not 
come to destroy the Law or the Prophets, but to 
fulfill them (Matt. 5:17).  After His resurrection 
He shows his disciples how all the Scriptures 
point to Himself (Luke 24:27, 44).  The Apostle 
John, in fact, describes Christ as the Word, 
through whom all things were made (John 1:1).  
The authority of Christ is conveyed to Scripture, 
so we really cannot separate the two. 

Second, to claim that homosexual 
relationships are endorsed because Jesus never 

It is important to note what is being 
emphasized here:   

Paul characterizes this descent into 
homosexuality as a psychological and 
moral one.  He is not describing such 

people as innately that way. 
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condemned them is an argument from silence.  
Such arguments are logically problematic 
because one can read into them what one will.  
There are a number of things that Jesus did not 
speak to, but that hardly can be construed to be 
endorsement of them.  For example, He did not 
speak to the issue of rape, pedophilia or incest, 
but is it really reasonable to conclude that He was 
in favor of any of these things?  Certainly not.  
The underlying assumption is that if our Lord 
had a problem with homosexual relationships He 
would have said so.  The logical rejoinder to that 
is that He was speaking to orthodox Jews and 
that probably was not a problem besetting their 
community to any significant degree, given the 
existence of the Law’s prohibitions on such 
activity.  In addition, the argument from silence 
works the other way too.  Jesus did not need to 
raise the issue because He did not substantively 
disagree with the stipulations of the Law.  Jesus 
did condemn sexual immorality in several places 
(Matt. 5:27-32, 15:19; 19:9; Mark 7:21).  Certainly, 
given that He treated sinners, the downtrodden, 
and outcasts with compassion, He probably 
treated with similar compassion anyone He 
encountered who was engaged in homosexual 
activity.  Yet, like with the woman caught in 
adultery (John 8:1-12), He almost certainly would 
have told them to go and sin no more. 

 Lastly, if Paul was out of sync with Jesus, 
then there were plenty of people in the early 
church who could and would have criticized him 
for that.  It goes without saying that Paul was not 
without his critics.  At a minimum, the presiding 
apostle at the Council of Jerusalem, James, could 
have done so, as he had both the authority and 
insight on the truth of the Faith.  The ancient 
Church historian, Eusebius of Caesarea, refers to 
this James as “the Lord’s brother,” meaning 
blood kin to Jesus.  No doubt he knew Jesus well.  
That said, we have no record of any criticism of 
Paul by James or any of the church fathers over 
this issue.  While admittedly, this too is an 
argument from silence, the implication is that 
Paul’s words stand for the early Church 
consensus and Paul stands in sync with our Lord 
on this matter. 

 
 
 
 

Part II:  Applying This to the Present 
 

Understanding the Psychology Behind 
LGBT sexuality 

Paul’s view that homosexuality is rooted in 
psychology and that sinful identities like 
homosexuality can be changed clearly contrasts 
with contemporary thinking which sees 
homosexuality as “just the way some people are.”  
Here, then, is the central issue:  does one become 
gay or lesbian or bisexual or transgendered or are 
those orientations something that is intrinsic, that 
one is born with?  I would suggest that the rapid 
acceptance of homosexuality in American society 
over the past couple of decades is based largely 
on an unthinking agreement with the idea that 
sexual orientation is intrinsic in a person.  
Americans are generally a fair-minded people 
and are especially sensitive when issues are 
couched in the form of “civil rights.”  If it is not 
true that that people are born as gays or lesbians 
or bisexuals, however, then that changes the 
debate altogether. 

Conservative Christians have long held 
that homosexual behavior is not innate, but they 
have tended to describe the psychology leading 
one into that kind of sexual activity in overly 
simplistic terms.  Generally speaking, they have 
asserted that it is a matter of choice versus either 
nurture or nature.  ‘Choice’ here means that an 
individual made a conscious decision to become 
a gay or lesbian.  ‘Nurture’ suggests there were 
some kind of external factors moving one in that 
direction.  ‘Nature,’ of course, assumes that 
homosexuality is innate in some way.  No choice 
is involved whatsoever. 

As people have had more and more contact 
with gays and lesbians, the problems with this 
dichotomy have become increasingly apparent.  
Many—perhaps even a majority of—gays, 
lesbians, and transgendered individuals will 
claim with all sincerity that they did not choose 
to be this way.  Indeed, many will describe how 
they wrestled with their sexual identity before 
finally concluding that they are the way that they 
are.  This is a staple of most “coming out” stories.  
The upshot is that most people are willing to give 
the benefit of the doubt that they did not choose 
their orientation. 
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As for ‘nurture,’ over the years there has 
been significant effort on the part of 
psychological researchers to isolate specific 
causal factors leading one into homosexuality 
and based on these even develop conversion or 
reparative therapies.  Suffice it to say, there is 
little consensus among psychologists on what 
factors are significant and the research is far from 
definitive.  The efficacy of various therapies 
based on such theories is even more debatable.  
Alan Chambers, the head of Exodus 
International—perhaps what had been the most 
prominent Christian ministry aimed at bringing 
gays and lesbians out of that orientation—
disbanded the 
ministry in June 2013, 
around the time of the 
Supreme Court 
decisions, and 
apologized publicly 
for advocating 
reparative therapies, 
many of which did 
more harm than good.3  Even apart from formal 
psychology and psychiatry, on a personal level 
many people have concluded that theories about 
nurture leading to homosexuality are overly 
simplistic.  Often, they came to this view by 
simply observing families in which one child 
becomes gay and the others do not.  This logically 
leaves only ‘nature’ as the seemingly viable 
alternative, and this is what now a majority of 
Americans have concluded is the cause of 
homosexuality. 

Could it be that gays and lesbians really are 
they way they are by nature?  Here I think we 
need to be precise about what we really mean and 
what is likely.  Generally, when people think 
homosexuality is innate what they tend to mean 

                                                           
3 Melissa Steffan, “Alan Chambers Apologizes to Gay 

Community, Exodus International to Shut Down,” 
Christianity Today, posted 21 June 2013 
(http://www.christianitytoday.com/gleanings/2013/june/
alan-chambers-apologizes-to-gay-community-exodus.html). 
4 The American Psychological Association, in its 2008 

pamphlet, Answers to Your Questions:  For a Better 
Understanding of Sexual Orientation, states that “There is no 
consensus among scientists about the exact reasons that an 
individual develops a heterosexual, bisexual, gay, or lesbian 
orientation. Although much research has examined the 
possible genetic, hormonal, developmental, social, and 
cultural influences on sexual orientation, no findings have 

is that there is some kind of genetic cause—a “gay 
gene” if you will.  The fact of the matter is that 
there is currently no conclusive scientific 
evidence for this.  Some studies have suggested 
there may be biological factors (genes, hormones, 
etc.) contributing to the development of sexual 
orientation, alongside social factors, but none 
have found there to be a definitive, overarching 
biological “cause” for homosexuality.  
Researchers are divided as to what biological 
factors are more important than others and how 
much weight to accord any such factors in terms 
of causation.4  Thus, many people today accept 
the idea of a biological cause for homosexuality— 

and base their support 
for gay rights on this 
premise—when the 
scientific basis for 
doing so is not nearly 
so definitive.  This is 
not sound thinking; it 
is building castles in 
the sand. 

Granted, the fact that there is not any 
evidence now for a biological cause to 
homosexuality does not preclude scientists from 
finding one in the future.  Even if such a link were 
discovered, what would that mean?  Probably 
not as much as some would like to think.  Take, 
for example, the genetic linkage to alcoholism.  
Researchers for years have recognized that 
alcoholism tends to run in families and some 
evidence of a genetic linkage has been 
established.  More precisely, there is a correlation 
between one’s genes and the way that one’s body 
processes alcohol which may make an individual 
more susceptible to alcoholism than other people, 
all other things being equal.  Correlation, 
however, does not mean causation, let alone 

emerged that permit scientists to conclude that sexual 
orientation is determined by any particular factor or factors. 
Many think that nature and nurture both play complex roles; 
most people experience little or no sense of choice about their 
sexual orientation.”  A good layman’s introduction to the 
scientific research can be found in Chandler Burr’s essay for 
The Atlantic, “Homosexuality and Biology,” March 1993, pp. 
47-65.  Although dated, it is still widely cited.  More recent is 
Donald F. Calbreath’s article, “Is There a Gay Gene?” 
available from the Christian Research Institute’s website 
(http://www.equip.org/articles/is-there-a-gay-gene/).  For 
more references on the state of the research, see the Wikipedia 
entries on “Biology and Sexual Orientation,” and 
“Environment and Sexual Orientation.”  

Here, then, is the central issue:  does one 
become gay or lesbian or bisexual or 

transgendered or are those orientations 
something that is intrinsic, that one is 

born with? 

http://www.equip.org/articles/is-there-a-gay-gene/


10 

destiny.  Just because alcoholism runs in one’s 
family does not mean that one is destined to be 
an alcoholic.  A variety of factors contribute to 
causation in a specific case, of which genes are 
only one factor and not necessarily the decisive 
one.  Moreover, predisposition does not mean 
that one has to act on one’s impulses.  We are 
ultimately responsible for our behaviors. 

The alcoholism analogy also raises some 
profound questions in the case of LGBT sexuality.  
First and foremost, if a causal biological factor is 
found at some point in the future, should we 
view this as something indifferent or as a defect 
to be corrected?5  In other words, should we be 
celebrating LGBT diversity or sponsoring a “Race 
for the Cure”?  If such a causal genetic factor 
exists could people try to select their children to 
have it—or conversely, to abort their children if 
they actually do have it?  These questions get at 
an ambiguity that the LGBT community itself is 
decidedly torn over.  On the one hand, their 
advancement of rights is predicated on the 
broader societal acceptance that they are “just 
born that way.”  On the other hand, once one 
starts getting down into the biological 
mechanisms that may actually explain LGBT 
sexuality in those terms, then it raises the specter 
of the kind of “scientific” treatments gays and 
lesbians experienced back in the 1950s and 1960s, 
much of which today would be widely 
considered—by Christians and non-Christians, 
straights as well as gays alike—as an ethical 
abuse of science and psychiatry.  Consequently, 
the LGBT movement is happy to have society 
believe that their sexuality is innate in their 
nature, but it does not really want anyone to 
probe too deeply as to why or how that really is. 

This brings us back to how the question has 
typically been framed in terms of what causes 
sexual orientations.  While most Americans 
accept that sexual orientation is a matter of 
nature, and not a choice or the product of 
nurture, I would posit as a working hypothesis 
that it almost certainly is not either/or but a 
combination of all three, with no one factor being 

                                                           
5 Burr, p. 65.  Burr himself is gay and is hopeful that science 

will shed more light in the years to come on the causality of 
sexual orientation.  At the end of his article, he notes that the 
scientific search is “…not without its opponents,”  and raises 
some of the questions I pose here.  He concludes that science 
cannot “supply full answers to fundamental questions 

decisive.  That changes the way that we 
understand the psychology behind sexual 
orientation.  Here, too, I think the alcoholism 
analogy may be instructive for understanding 
what could be going on in terms of the 
psychology underlying sexual orientation. 

Alcoholics will typically say that they did 
not choose to be the way they are.  Let’s take such 
statements at face value, at least in terms of 
sincerity.  How did they then become alcoholic?  
As noted, there may be some genetic factors that 
predispose their bodies to process alcohol more 
rapidly and reduce those constraints necessary 
for self-control.  These are not determinative—
they do not make anyone drink.  There are also 
social factors that contribute to becoming an 
alcoholic.  These could include such things as 
family upbringing (including a desire to emulate 
senior family members or an inability to escape 
the destructive patterns of their behavior), the 
social affirmation of partying, the desire to escape 
deeper pain, and so forth.  Isolating out any one 
of these factors as decisive may be difficult 
methodologically, but collectively they are 
nevertheless more significant than any innate 
disposition, since they often become enablers to 
drink.  Moreover, there is also an element of 
choice involved here as well.  People do not 
necessarily choose to be alcoholics.  They do, 
however, choose to drink.  When the individual 
gets drunk, there are some pleasurable biological 
effects (at least initially) that, along with the 
social environment, provides reinforcement for 
the behavior.  It makes the person want to do it 
again and again. 

Based on the “coming out” stories that 
gays, lesbians and transgendered people give, 
one can see some real similarities with 
alcoholism.  There may be some innate 
predisposition toward same sex attraction, 
although as already noted the science behind this 
is weak at best.  Predisposition is not destiny here 
either.  Personal experiences (including those of 
abuse), temperament, awkwardness of relations 
with the opposite sex, stereotyped views on 

involving human rights, human freedom, and human 
tolerance.”  Burr’s point is exactly right, even though he and 
I come to very different conclusions on acceptance 
homosexual behavior.  The questions he poses as caveats to 
his analysis on the scientific research are for me the premises 
for the reasoning I am putting forward here. 
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gender roles, etc. no doubt bolster this 
predisposition.  At some point, the individual 
decides to engage in sexual experimentation or 
exploration.  This may well be pleasurable, 
perhaps even more than any heterosexual sexual 
experiences the person may have.  More so than 
alcohol, sexual intercourse produces intense 
psycho-physiological responses.  We know from 
scientific research that sexual activity triggers the 
human body to produce a potent mix of 
chemicals affecting the nervous system.  A kind 
of imprinting goes on that shapes one’s sexual 
appetites.  People go back to what they have 
found pleasurable.  The vulnerability one feels in 
sex combined with the intense pleasure only 
increases the appetite for desire.  This is true for 
heterosexual sex as well 
as homosexual sex, but 
with the latter it may 
seem to “validate” for 
the individual feelings 
that they are truly gay 
or lesbian.  The more 
that one engages in that 
kind of sex, the more 
these feelings are 
seemingly validated. 

Such “confirmation” is reinforced by a 
couple of cultural attitudes prevalent in modern 
society.  First, there is a de facto attitude of, “If it 
feels good (i.e. is pleasurable), it is (morally) 
good.”  The converse is also accepted as a truism:  
“If it feels bad, it is bad.”  In truth, this is 
functioning on a totally instinctual level, but this 
sentiment is so prevalent in popular art, film and 
music that nowadays it is considered normal.  In 
the context of sexual exploration, it strengthens 
the idea that if homosexual sex feels good, then 
one must really be a gay, lesbian, or bisexual in 
one’s underlying sexual orientation.  This is 
further reinforced if one has grown up with the 
“choice” versus “nature” framing Christians 
have typically held to.  Since the psychology is 
framed as a dichotomy, then if one thing seems 
to be false (i.e. choice) the other (i.e. nature) must 
be true.  Second, this is further reinforced by the 
idea that love always needs a sexual expression.  
This, too, is commonplace in our culture.  In other 
cultures and in other times, intense friendships 
(without sex) would have been seen as quite 
natural and even desirable.  Such sense of 

friendship long ago fell by the wayside in 
Western culture.  Now, intense same sex 
friendships are commonly interpreted as a sign of 
homosexual longing. 

It must be noted that there are a couple of 
important differences between alcoholism and 
the pathway to LGBT sexuality described above.  
First, unlike the alcoholic, gays, lesbians, 
bisexuals and transgendered individuals are 
psychologically “high-functioning,” meaning 
that they function normally in everyday society.  
No doubt, this contributed to the reasons why the 
American Psychiatric Association removed 
homosexuality from the list of mental illnesses in 
the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental 
Disorders in 1973.  Second and more importantly, 

there is the issue of 
identity.  An alcoholic 
will typically deny 
that he is an alcoholic 
because there is a 
stigma associated 
with the identity.  
Thus, the first step in 
most 12-step recovery 
programs is to come 
to grips with the 

identity and admit that one is an alcoholic.  Such 
an admission is a mark of brokenness and 
humility, but is necessary to begin to reform a 
healthy identity.  On the other hand, those 
individuals deeply engaged in exploring 
homosexuality reach a point where they 
conclude that their feelings and attractions mean 
that their identity is a lesbian, gay, bisexual or 
transsexual.  Once the individual has concluded 
this, then he or she psychologically goes through 
the process of mentally reevaluating all past 
experiences to validate this new identity that has 
been “discovered.”  It is almost like a conversion 
experience.  Unlike the alcoholic, however, the 
identity is not a matter of humility but of “gay 
pride,” something to be embraced and 
celebrated.  These individuals also want to be 
affirmed in their new identity.  The LGBT 
community is more than willing to do this.  They 
are welcoming, mutually supportive and tight-
knit.  This means that when a person concludes 
that he or she is gay, lesbian or whatever, he or 
she will come into a strong support and 
encouragement network that reinforces their 

While most Americans accept that sexual 
orientation is a matter of nature, and not 

a choice or the product of nurture, I 
would posit as a working hypothesis 

that it almost certainly is not either/or 
but a combination of all three, with no 

one factor being decisive. 
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newfound identity.  These people also have a 
drive to want others to affirm their identity as 
well, and this desire factors into the frictions they 
have with the conservative Christian community. 

 

Taking Up the Challenge of Loving our 
Gay Neighbor 

Our Lord commands us to “… Love your 
enemies, bless those who curse you, do good to those 
who hate you, and pray for those who spitefully use 
you and persecute you…” (Matt. 5:44).  If ever that 
saying were applicable anywhere anytime, then 
it most definitely is applicable here and now.  To 
do this, we need to think through the 
implications of what the psychology described 
above means for how we relate to the gays and 
lesbians who are our relatives, friends, neighbors 
and co-workers.  This is because we will be 
interacting with them the most on a day-to-day 
basis and because how we interact with them sets 
the stage for how we deal with the LGBT 
movement in the political arena.  The fuzzy 
thinking that has characterized much thinking on 
topic by Christians keeps us from either loving 
our neighbor at all or loving them rightly.  In 
carrying out the Lord’s command, we need to 
balance our responsibility to our gay or lesbian 
neighbor with our responsibility to our Lord 
Himself.  This means we need to both affirm the 
truth and love these people.  That is a tall order. 

For starters, we need to have compassion 
on our gay or lesbian neighbor.  Over the past few 
decades, the conservative Christian community 
has probably been more inclined to demonize 
gays and lesbians, rather than have compassion 
on them.  This is because we treat them not as 
individuals but merely as exponents of the LGBT 
movement as a whole, with whom we strongly 
disagree politically.  Ironically, gays and lesbians 
engage in a comparable stereotyping towards 
conservative Christians.  Both sides need to get 
beyond this. 

Admittedly, it is easier to say we need to 
have compassion than do it.  In this, we need to 
remember that in many respects gays and 
lesbians are not appreciably different from 
heterosexuals.  One conclusion to be drawn from 
the psychological process described above is that 
sexual appetites can be shaped and reshaped—or 

to put it differently, it is not so much a matter that 
we are hardwired a particular way, but rather, it 
more the case that we can change our 
programming.  Gays and lesbians have gone in 
one direction in how they have gravitated into 
those behaviors.  Heterosexuals are not immune 
to having their sexual desires shaped in immoral 
ways either.  Sexual struggles affect most all of 
us.  Our Lord also warned in stark terms about 
letting our thought lives tend toward the 
pornographic (Matt. 5:27-30).  For this reason, we 
need to be much more guarded about what we 
experience and expose ourselves to sexually 
because that will imprint us in ways that will 
linger—and scar us—for a long time.  There is a 
deep-seated brokenness that we all share, even 
though our particular sins may differ. 

The biggest challenge in engaging with our 
gay and lesbian relatives and friends probably 
will be dealing with their need for affirmation.  
For them to conclude that their sexual orientation 
is their identity creates a deep desire to have 
others to affirm that they are all right.  As 
Christians following our Lord, we need to be 
honest with them and acknowledge that we 
cannot affirm this.  We can—and should—affirm 
them as individual persons, made in the image of 
God, with unique gifts, talents, temperaments, 
hopes, dreams, fears, and so on.  Still, we need to 
maintain at the same time the witness that their 
identity as a person fundamentally is not defined 
by their sexual orientation.  That is consistent 
with Scripture and faithful to our Lord.  No doubt 
this will engender much pushback from them, 
since they are defining their identity specifically 
along the lines of sexual orientation.  Indeed, they 
are liable to blame any frustration, depression, or 
lingering guilt on Christians as a defensive 
mechanism.  This will make relations tense or 
even marked with friction.  Nevertheless, 
Christians will need to be patient and loving 
through all this.  I think that, deep down—per 
Romans 1—there is probably a level in which 
gays and lesbians know that this pattern of 
behavior does not work and is not right.  
Moreover, despite denials to the contrary, there 
almost certainly will be an emptiness they will 
experience in time.  This is certainly true of the 
gays and lesbians that I have known over the 
years.  That emptiness is an opening for them to 
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recognize the reality of sin the need for a 
relationship with the Lord. 

On a day-to-day basis, how we treat gays 
and lesbians ought to be consistent with how we 
treat other people engaged in sexual immorality.  
This is contrary to the tendency of conservative 
Christians to view homosexual behavior as 
qualitatively worse than other kinds of sexual 
immorality.  This is not to say that homosexuality 
is not serious.  It certainly is.  But it is also a fact 
that conservative Christians do not get nearly as 
exercised over sexual 
immorality as 
practiced by 
heterosexuals as they 
do over homosexual 
immorality.  As we 
saw earlier, the Bible 
tends to list 
homosexuality as 
among a number of 
other sins, not 
necessarily worse or 
better.  Remembering 
this also has the value 
of helping us think through more concretely how 
to treat gays and lesbians on a practical level.  As 
a general rule we can ask ourselves, “How would 
we treat straight people engaged in sexual 
immorality in a comparable situation?” to at least 
get us started in thinking about how to interact 
with them. 

A key thing we need to keep in mind in 
terms of how we engage our gay and lesbian 
friends, relatives, and neighbors on a day-to-day 
basis is to keep the lines of communication open.  
In the workplace, we may also need to expressly 
affirm that they will be treated fairly and not be 
discriminated against.  Sadly, too many cases 
abound in which Christians have shut down 
communication and shut out gays and lesbians.  
This drives people struggling with same-sex 
attraction even deeper into the embrace of the 
LGBT community while building their antipathy 
toward all Christians.  This is a lose-lose situation 
all around.  By keeping the lines of 
communication open, we show gays and lesbians 

                                                           
6 Daniel Distant, “Antoine Dodson Defends Chick Fil-A; Gay 

Internet Celebrity Criticizes Boycott.”  The Christian Post, 

that we respect and love them as people.  That 
will carry more weight relationally and is more 
likely to earn us a hearing for our perspective 
than shunning them ever could. 

I am reminded of the Chick Fil-A 
controversy that broke out in July 2012 after CEO 
Dan Cathy told Baptist Press that he favored 
traditional marriage.  One of the surprising 
voices speaking out against boycotting Chick Fil-
A was Antoine Dodson, a gay Internet celebrity.  
Regarding Cathy’s position on gay marriage, 

Dodson said in a You 
Tube video at the time, 
“Just let me tell you 
this: I have uncles and 
aunties as well that 
does [sic] not approve 
of gay marriages and 
stuff like that, but they 
respect me.  I don't 
care about one 
person's opinion ... 
and that's fine.”6  The 
key words here are, 
“…but they respect 

me.”  Whatever interactions there had been over 
the years between Dodson and his relatives, 
clearly, they had conveyed the message as to 
where they stood on the issue, while still keeping 
communication open with him.  This is the 
balance we as Christians need to exhibit to our 
gay and lesbian relatives and neighbors. 

At the same time, there is the legitimate 
question as to what limits there may be to this.  
Specifically, if we consider homosexual behavior 
to be morally wrong, to what extent do we 
tolerate this within the church context?  
Certainly, our churches need to be hospitals for 
sinners not country clubs for saints, but do we not 
also risk affirming the sin and not just the sinner?  
Paul addresses this in his first letter to the 
Corinthians: 

 
“9I wrote to you in my epistle not to keep company 
with sexually immoral people.  10Yet I certainly did 
not mean with the sexually immoral people of this 
world, or with the covetous, or extortioners, or 

posted on July 27, 2012 (http://m.christianpost.com/news/ 
antoine-dodson-defends-chick-fil-a-gay-internet-celebrity-
criticizes-boycott-video-78999/). 

One conclusion to be drawn from the 
psychological process described above is 
that sexual appetites can be shaped and 
reshaped—or to put it differently, it is 

not so much a matter that we are 
hardwired a particular way, but rather, 
it more the case that we can change our 
programming… Sexual struggles affect 

most all of us. 

http://m.christianpost.com/news/
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idolaters, since then you would need to go out of the 
world.  11But now I have written to you not to keep 
company with anyone named a brother, who is 
sexually immoral, or covetous, or an idolater, or a 
reviler, or a drunkard, or an extortioner—not even 
to eat with such a person.  12For what have I to do 
with judging those also who are outside?  Do you not 
judge those who are inside?  13But those who are 
outside God judges.  Therefore put away from 
yourselves the evil person.” (1 Cor. 5:9-13) 

 
Paul’s reference to sexual immorality is not 
specific to homosexual behavior but refers to any 
kind of sexual immorality.  In this passage, Paul 
basically draws the distinction between what is 
tolerated in society and what is tolerated within 
the church, with the latter being more restrictive 
than the former.  It should be emphasized that 
Paul is focusing on the church context here, not 
simply Christians acting in their individual 
capacity.  This is evident from the fact that the 
original recipient of the epistle was the 
Corinthian church.  It also is implicit in the 
distinction he makes between “outside” and 
“inside” in verse 12.  The fact that he personalizes 
the list of sins implies that the people were 
persisting in those sins.  The brother who is to be 
put out of the church is the one who 
unrepentantly persists in such a sin.  It probably 
does not mean simple one who is struggling with 
lust, or in this case, same-sex attraction.  
Elsewhere in the New Testament, 
excommunication is intended to have the dual 
effect of spurring the individual to genuine 
repentance and spurring the church body to 
purify itself.  God calls His people to a holy 
standard since they will reflect His name to the 
world.  Someone who is persisting in sexual sin 
while remaining in the church is being double-
minded and needs to decide one way or another 
where truth and his or her loyalties lay—with 
Christ or with their passions.  The inference from 
this passage suggests that those who are 
struggling with same-sex attraction do need to 
make a break with engaging specifically in 
homosexual practices if they are going to be in the 
church.  That may not make their feelings go 
away, but not persisting in such sin is necessary 
for their spiritual health. 

Our witness in all this is not simply to the 
truth in the abstract or out of faithfulness to our 
Lord alone but it needs to be to the good of our 

gay or lesbian neighbor.  That good, ultimately, 
would be for them to abandon both their 
homosexual behavior and defining their identity 
according to their sexual orientation.  As 
conservative Christians we need to have a 
realistic set of expectations in terms of the ability 
of those possessing same-sex attraction to come 
out of that pattern of behavior.  My sense is that 
in typical American pragmatic fashion, some 
ministries have pushed things like reparative 
therapies as “curatives” holding out the promise 
that one will be quickly and permanently “fixed.”  
The reality is that it is much harder.  Recognizing 
that the psychology is closer to addiction should 
give us a more realistic appreciation of the 
difficulty.  We know that alcoholics struggle for 
years to overcome their addictions.  Even when 
they have broken the addiction, in many cases 
they will never be able to drink alcohol in 
moderation again because they are too 
vulnerable to returning to the downward spiral.  
Sexual addictions will be no easier.  Indeed, the 
fact of the matter is that some will never be able 
to marry a person of the opposite sex.  Such 
individuals probably will be single and chaste for 
the rest of their lives.  Our Lord even touches on 
this when He talks about some being “eunuchs for 
the Kingdom of Heaven’s sake” (Matt. 19:12).  This 
means that in our witness we need to provide not 
only a positive vision for healthy sexuality within 
marriage but also a vision for healthy singleness 
and friendship without sex, as good for those 
who are not married or able to marry.  Christians 
tend to treat singleness as a state to be endured 
until one can marry, not a state to be embraced.  
Our thinking on this needs to change. 

Coming out of an LGBT orientation has 
added difficulties as well because of the physical, 
communal and identity issues involved.  The first 
step will be to break off the sexual activity, since 
that only reinforces the destructive addiction.  As 
hard as that is, however, the identity issues may 
be the hardest things to deal with.  As these 
individuals had earlier reassessed their personal 
histories from the vantage point of validating 
their gay identity, then to come out of that life 
they need to do a re-reevaluation.  That almost 
certainly will require the assistance of 
professional Christian counseling, probably over 
a sustained period of time.  They will also have to 
break away from a close community that has 



15 

affirmed them and embraced them.  This is costly 
on a personal level.  To justify such a break to 
themselves, they really will need to develop a 
deep, abiding, and constant love for Christ.  He 
needs to be more attractive to them than what 
they have.  They also will need an even more 
loving community among Christians to come 
into to replace the support system they are 
leaving.  This fact should be a challenge to our 
conservative Christian communities, as to 
whether we will indeed be the kind of 
community that will be welcoming to such 
individuals.  The 
process of breaking 
away from any LGBT 
sexual orientation is less 
like an adulterer giving 
up an affair and more 
like a Muslim 
converting to 
Christianity.  This is 
difficult, costly, messy 
and may well require 
time.  Still, coming out is 
doable.  As Paul said, “And such were some of you” 
(1 Cor. 6:11). 

 

How We Should Handle the LGBT 
Movement Politically 

I began this essay by referencing the U.S. 
Supreme Court’s decisions in June 2013.  For 
most conservative Christians, discussion on the 
topic of LGBT sexuality quickly gravitates 
toward politics, especially in light of these court 
decisions.  Among conservative Christians, there 
has been in the days since the recent Supreme 
Court decisions a sense of foreboding, even of 
fear and anxiety.  There are strong concerns about 
the implications these decisions on traditional 
marriage and morality, and also for religious 
freedom.  There is no doubt that we are definitely 
moving into a new social environment.  
Nevertheless, we need to remember our Lord is 
still sovereign and this is the environment in 
which He has called us to be His witnesses.  The 
key word here is “witness.”  He does not call us 
to be successful or to “save America” but to be 
His witnesses to a dark and dying world.  The 
political realm is one area where we will be a 
witness, but it is in the day-to-day arena where 

our witness will be most tested.  For that reason, 
I have reserved politics for the end of this essay. 

To be sure, there are legitimate grounds of 
concern for conservatives:  if the psychology Paul 
lays out in Romans 1 and which I elaborated 
upon in this essay is valid, then gays and lesbians 
have a psychological need for people to tell them 
their behavior is morally good—and that need 
will never be fulfilled.  Not that they nor their 
sympathizers among the straight community will 
not try and compel such affirmation through 

political, legal, and 
other means.  I have 
no doubt that they 
will, but even if they 
are successful at the 
end of the day they 
will have to wonder 
whether the 
affirmations they 
have received are 
genuine or are just 
“politically correct” 
talk.  In truth, a lot of 

it probably will be the latter, and that will only 
spur more strenuous efforts to get “genuine” 
affirmation.  As Paul observes, the root problem 
is spiritual: whether gays and lesbians 
consciously know it or not, they are trying to 
suppress the innate truth they have about God in 
favor of the idol of sexual libertinism.  In the 
foreseeable future, conservative Christians 
almost certainly can expect more harassment in 
the public square. 

While that is a discouraging prospect, 
some equally important observations also need 
to be kept in mind.  The foremost thing is that 
truth prevails.  As dark as things may seem at a 
given point in time, falsehood cannot sustain 
itself indefinitely.  Ideas that historically seemed 
to be the “Next Big Thing” which Christianity 
needed to assent to or risk irrelevance have been 
themselves relegated to the ash heap of history.  
Our Lord, however, has preserved His Church 
for the last 2,000 years.  In fact, in the case of 
idolatry and sexual libertinism, the first centuries 
of the Church’s existence were even more 
depraved than our generation is.  In that regard, 
the Church has been through this situation 
before. 

The process of breaking away from any 
LGBT sexual orientation is less like an 
adulterer giving up an affair and more 

like a Muslim converting to Christianity.  
This is difficult, costly, messy and may 
well require time.  Still, coming out is 
doable.  As Paul said, “And such were 

some of you” (1 Cor. 6:11). 
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Beyond this, we should remember that the 
LGBT community and its supporters are not 
monolithic.  One could see that in the Chick  
Fil–A controversy.  For anyone familiar with 
Chick Fil-A, Cathy’s view were not surprising.  
Boston Mayor Thomas Menino and Chicago 
Mayor Rahm Emmanuel, however, responded by 
making threats to use their offices to keep Chick 
Fil-A out of their cities because of Cathy’s views.  
They in turn came under sharp criticism from 
other supporters of gay rights, like the American 
Civil Liberties Union, for engaging in viewpoint 
discrimination.  Within the political sphere there 
are a variety of factors influencing the stances 
people take and those may favor Christians for 
reasons that have nothing to do with us.  Our 
Lord Himself described this phenomenon when 
He gave the parable of the unjust judge (Luke 
18:1-8).  Indeed, the whole point of that parable is 
that God will vindicate His people and that they 
should always pray and not lose heart. 

The fact that the LGBT community is not 
monolithic only underscores the need to show 
the love of Christ to our gay or lesbian neighbors.  
They are as prone to stereotype us as we are 
them.  When we show that we simultaneously 
affirm the truth of Scripture regarding sexuality 
(something they probably will not like) AND 
demonstrate that we actually care about them 
(something they probably will like), we create in 
their minds a sense of cognitive dissonance.  We 
come to be seen as people who both respect them 
and disagree with them and that does not fit the 
stereotype they have of the monolithic right-
wing homophobic Christian.  It will thus become 
harder for more moderate gays and lesbians to 
sign onto what the hard-core LGBT activists are 
pushing in terms of confronting the Christian 
community.  We do not know where, when, how 
or under what circumstances such dissonance my 
manifest itself in our favor, but our Lord knows.  
Contrary to our typically American character, we 
need to be patient in waiting on Him. 

If this approach is to work, however, there 
are some important things that we as 
conservative Christians need to do.  First, it 
behooves us to drop the apocalyptic language 
that the advent of gay marriage means the end of 
marriage and even the end of American 
civilization as we know it.  That is not necessarily 
biblically or historically accurate and it only 

reinforces walls while doing nothing practically 
to guide us in how we should live in the current 
situation.  Biblically, remember, Israel’s greatest 
days in the Old Testament—the Davidic 
kingship—followed the Gibeah incident, albeit 
years later.  Gibeah did not mark the end of 
Israelite civilization.  Historically, many 
Christians point to the collapse of the Roman 
Empire as evidence that when homosexuality 
becomes accepted in a society then that brings 
about its demise.  There are problems with that 
reasoning as well.  Historians have identified a 
plethora of reasons as to why Rome fell and 
sexual depravity is not chief among them.  
Moreover, Rome was a Christian civilization at 
the time that the western Empire collapsed in the 
fifth century and had been for over a hundred 
years.  In fact, one of the pagan charges at the 
time of the collapse was that it was Christian 
morality that weakened the Empire.  These 
spurred Augustine of Hippo to write The City of 
God in rebuttal.  In any event, even if it were true 
that sexual libertinism brings about the collapse 
of civilization, we as Christians will be living 
among the ruins and still need to think through 
how we are to live. 

More practically, we need to work at 
getting our own house in order.  Gay marriage 
will have a negative impact on the institution of 
marriage to be sure, but it is far from the only 
thing having such an impact and it is not 
necessarily the most decisive thing.  The 
liberalization of divorce laws in the 1970s made 
divorce much more prevalent in American 
society.  That in turn has produced successive 
generations that are skeptical any marriage can 
last and are wary of getting hurt.  So, they 
increasingly just living together without a marital 
commitment.  This is true even of young people 
who have grown up in the Church.  Thus, we 
have the ironic situation whereby gays and 
lesbians want to marry while heterosexuals 
increasingly do not. 

At the end of the day marriage and sexual 
morality are still matters for which the Church 
sets its own standards.  While I recognize 
concerns that the state may try to coerce churches 
into adopting a favorable line towards LGBT 
sexuality—and recognize as well that in some 
places, efforts may well be made toward that 
end—local, state and Federal governments in the 
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United States still face First Amendment 
restrictions.  To do an end run around them can 
be legally and politically costly for LGBT activists 
and their sympathizers.  Defending these rights 
may, at times, require churches to seek redress 
from the political process and the courts, and 
failing that, to engage in civil disobedience.  All 
that said, it would probably behoove us a 
Christians to spend less 
time worrying about 
the possibility that our 
rights could be curbed 
and more time 
exercising the rights we 
have to teach, preach, 
and practice what is true.  Indeed, we need to put 
forth a biblically-based vision of human sexuality 
and flourishing that is broader than simply 
defending traditional marriage.  The Church 
needs to be a community that professes and 
practices the truth in love.  Doing this also will 
build credibility and trust for us as Christians in 
the political environment as well. 

 

Conclusion 

However, much darkness engulfs our 
society, we need to get beyond the idea that the 
future is something merely to be endured, 
whereby we grit our teeth and remind ourselves 
that nothing is outside of the sovereignty of God.  
It is true that God is sovereign and may well be 
true that we will have to endure more than we 
have had to do to this point.  But, as ones 
redeemed by Christ, He has given us the 
privilege—yes, I do mean privilege—of being His 
witnesses at this time to a dark and dying world.  
The light always shines brighter against the 
darkness than against the noonday sun.  

The increasing acceptance of LGBT sexuality 
poses serious challenges to Christians, but it also 
presents opportunities for the Gospel as well.  I 
expect that in the years to come, the Church will 
collectively tackle in even greater detail the 
complex of issues surrounding what human 
sexuality, just as it has been doing regarding with 
issues associated with life since Roe v. Wade 

legalized abortion.  In 
all of this, we need to 
be faithful to our 
Lord, grounded in 
His word, loving to 
our neighbors, and 
teaching our children 

how to live in this environment.  Moreover, we 
need to take the long view regarding our 
circumstances.  The Church has been through 
comparable and worse situations before, and 
Christians need to strive to be worthy of the 
calling our Lord has called us to. 

Finally, in being faithful witnesses to Him, 
we also can have assurance that our covenant 
God will not abandon His people.  As our Lord 
promised before His ascension, He is with us 
always, even unto the end of the age (Matt. 28:20).  
When our Lord told this to His apostles, they did 
not fully realize what they would have to suffer.  
But suffer they did and through it all, the Lord 
was with them.  We are heirs of the legacy they 
left.  The Lord’s kingdom has been inaugurated 
but He is still, even in the midst of these 
challenging times, gathering in the fullness of His 
people.  For His “is the kingdom and the power and 
the glory forever.  Amen.” 

 

At the end of the day marriage and 
sexual morality are still matters for 

which the Church sets its own standards. 


