
I ÕM GAY  AND I TÕS OK 

A look at  what the Bible says about  homosexuality as discovered by a 
conservat ive Evangelical Charism at ic Gay Christ ian 

By John W. Brown 

  

Pr e face 

As a gay Christ ian for m any years I  have st ruggled wit h the issues of the Bible and hom osexualit y. I  have 
t r ied t o reconcile what  I  was taught ,  what  I  thought  I  understood the Bible to t each,  and m y own 
sexuality . This then is the story of one Chr ist ianÕs journey and what  he discovered.  I t  is w r it t en so t hat  
others who m ay be st ruggling with the sam e issues can read it  and relate.   Hopefully through it  you can 
com e to find a lov ing God,  acceptance and love through it .  I t  is also wr it t en for  those who although not  
gay m ay be st ruggling wit h the issue.  This m ay be because their  church is debat ing whether or not  to 
allow  gays t o be m em bers of t heir church and be ordained to m inist ry . I t  m ay be because t hey know 
som eone who is gay or  a m em ber of t heir fam ily  is gay.  Perhaps they are just  curious. Whatever the 
reason I  inv it e you to follow  m y journey of d iscovery wit h an open m ind and heart .  As Christ ian brothers 
and sist ers, let  us find the Biblical t ruth about  hom osexualit y and what  God t hinks of it .  Will you do that?  
Also please understand th is is not  to blast  any church and therefore I  have avoided list ing the nam es of 
specif ic churches to which I  have belonged.  I t  is instead intended as an open invitat ion to all to com e,  
learn, understand and know the t ruth.  I t  is intended as a tool for  reconciliat ion,  and the unifying of the 
whole body of Christ  including gays,  lesbian and t ransgender people. Also all script ure references are 
taken from  the New King Jam es Version of t he Bible unless otherwise noted. Also I  need to t hank Dr.  John 
Mathis Lurvey,  Marlene Cam pbell and others.  They have loved m e,  prayed w it h m e, helped m e to com e to 
the realizat ion of who I  am  and be able to accept  it .  Then to have the courage to go ahead and writ e 
about  m y journey and share it  with others. 

  

FREE, FREE, FREE,  AT LAST THANK GOD ALMI GHTY I ÕM  FREE AT LAST.  (Quote from  Dr. Mart in 
Luther  King,  Jr.)  

( I nt roduct ion)  

What  does t he Bible say about  hom osexualit y? Does it  condem n it  as m any of us have been led to 
believe? As a Christ ian pastor  and Bible t eacher for over  for ty  years I  have st ruggled w it h those two 
quest ions.  Alt hough raised in t he Congregat ional fait h I  lat er becam e a m em ber of the Church of Christ  
denom inat ion,  t hen becam e Pentecostal and finally about  seven years ago an Episcopalian which I  st ill am  
today.  I  have known since I  was twelve or  there about  that  I  was different  and gay.  Com ing from  a very 
st rict  evangelical conservat ive background hom osexualit y was not  allowed. That  was especially  t rue for 
preachers.  I t  was seen as the unpardonable sin,  which could cause you t o burn forever  in hell.  Therefore,  I  
rem ained firm ly in t he closet . Believing hom osexualit y  was wrong I  d id the t radit ional t hings dat ing 
wom en and becom ing engaged t o be m arried four  t im es but  never going through with it .  I n m y first  
church where I  was an associate pastor,  I  was f ired and asked t o leave upon suspicion I  m ight  be gay. 

  

Through the succeeding years I  had a couple of gay relat ionships,  which were broken up when t he church 
learned about  them . I  had hands laid on m e to cast  out  the Òdem on of hom osexualit yÓ and even was 
turned over  a pastorÕs knee to have t he dem on spanked out  of m e.  Also had a belt  used on m e to dr ive 
the dem on out .  I  fasted, prayed for deliverance and for God to change m e,  all to no avail.  I  even j oined 
two different  relig ious com m unit ies. I  thought  if  I  could be in a place where people loved God, wanted to 
serve Him  and their  fellow  m an,  pray and study the Word that  could be m y path t o freedom . That  had 



m ixed results.   I  couldnÕt  t ry  anything with in the com m unit y  as t hat  would have provoked uproar  and got  
m e kicked out .  I t  d idnÕt  however change m y desires and I  had a friend from  outside the com m unit y  I  
would see per iodically for  sex.  I  even underwent  counseling to t ry  and convince m e I  was not  gay but  a 
norm al ÒguyÓ whatever that  m eans.  By th is point  m y life was filled with guilt ,  and condem nat ion for  not  
being what  I  t hought  God wanted m e to be.  I  quest ioned why God apparent ly wasnÕt  hearing m y prayers 
and answering them . I  was t rying t o be som ething I  was not  because I  knew no other  way. I  wanted to 
serve God m ore than anything else in the world and love Him  with everything I  had.  Yet  in t his one area it  
seem ed I  was defeated over and over again.  Satan had a st rangle hold on m e and wasnÕt  about  t o let  go 
no m at ter  what  I  did.  Was Satan m ore powerful than God? I t  seem ed that  way.  After  all I  had done 
everything m y church said I  needed t o do to be free from  this ÒsinÓ and hadnÕt  succeeded.  I  was told 
instead I  was weak, im m ature,  needed to love God m ore and read the Word and m em or ize it .  I  was told if  
I  would j ust  quote t he Word t o the devil verbat im  whenever t em pted, pray m ore for  ÒdeliveranceÓ,  have 
m ore faith,  claim  m y deliverance and stand on it ,  I Õd be free and Satan flee.  I  was told t o avoid all contact  
with gay people lest  they ensnare m e into their  lifest yle including m y brother  who was gay. That  turned 
out  to be a vicious m erry  Ð go Ð round of t rying to do and be what  everyone said I  should be. IÕd redouble 
m y effort s to be free of m y desires to only fail over  and over  again.  There seem ed to be no relief and no 
escape for  m e. 

  

Finally  at  a point  of shear desperat ion I  put  down for a second all t he t eachings I  had had on the subj ect  
of hom osexualit y. That  included any preconceived ideas I  m ay have had on t he subj ect . I  began to let  God 
speak to m e and was I  feel led by Him  to do a study on t he subject  of hom osexualit y from  a bib lical 
perspect ive.  I  expected it  to confirm  m y worst  n ightm ares and fears. I  felt  sure it  would leave m e feeling 
even m ore confused and condem ned.  I nstead I  was pleasant ly  surprised t o find it  very  enlightening and 
not  at  all what  I  expected.  For  the first  t im e I  felt  free and at  peace.  I  found out  God was not  m ad at  m e 
nor  did he hate m e for being gay.  I n fact , He had  m ade m e the way I  am . God wasnÕt  condem ning m e 
but  wanted to receive m e with open arm s into His fam ily . He loved m e even though I  was gay.  God also 
wanted to use m e in m inist ry  for  His glory  in spite of m y being gay.  The following is t he result s of that  
study.  I t  is the beginning of a j ourney to freedom  and the realizat ion t hat  ÒI Õm  Gay and itÕs OKÓ as I  
ent it led th is book.  All I  ask, if  you are gay,  is that  t his m ight  be a source of enlightenm ent  for  you. That  it  
would be the road to fu ll deliverance for  you into all that  God has for  you as a gay person who loves God 
want ing to serve and please Him . I f you are not  gay please read t his wit h an open m ind,  let t ing God speak 
to you concerning the t hings I  w ill be shar ing here. Hopefully  it  will br ing bet t er understanding t o you of 
who gays are,   and what  t hey are about .  Also show you I  pray what  God really  th inks of t hose of us who 
are gay and yet  love Him  with all our hearts. Having said t hat  letÕs begin our  j ourney through the pages of 
scr ipture and hist ory  and see what  we can f ind about  hom osexualit y. This w ill be from  both a bib lical 
perspect ive and a hist or ical point  of view,  especially as it  relates to t radit ional teaching on hom osexuality , 
apostolic t eaching on t he sam e and see how it  applies t o us t oday.  Also for  t hose who are gay I  pray t hat  
by the t im e weÕre through you will be able to say ÒFree,  Free,  Free at  last , thank God alm ight y I Õm  free at  
lastÓ. May t his be liberat ion day for  you into all you can be in Christ . 

  

W HY D I D GOD DESTROY SODOM  AN D GOM ORRAH? 

(Chapter  1)  

  

As we begin th is st udy m any of our  evangelical Chr ist ian brethren, who love the Lord,  would insist  that  t he 
Bible condem ns hom osexualit y  unequivocally.  They would condem n all pract icing hom osexuals t o t he lake 
of f ire t o burn forever.  They would say t hat  hom osexualit y is an abom inat ion in the eyes of God.  Many of 
them  would believe it  is the unpardonable sin from  which t here can be no forgiveness. They would believe 
that  hom osexuals have been t urned over to a reprobate m ind to do t he things that  t hey shouldnÕt  be 
doing.  Many of them  also would believe that  hom osexuality  is a chosen lifesty le. They believe t hat  
hom osexuals choose to be what  t hey are and in so doing have t urned their  backs on God.  They would 
rej ect  the idea that  hom osexuals are m ade the way they are and have no choice in t he m at t er.  Then t here 



are others, m yself included,  who would say gays (hom osexuals)  are m ade that  way and itÕs not  som ething 
they choose to be.  They would also believe that  God loves t hem  and accept s them  as they are.  So who is 
right? 

  

One of the f irst  t ext s m ost  evangelicals w ill point  t o as a condem nat ion of hom osexualit y  is found in 
Genesis t he 19th chapter . They would insist  t hat  it  is about  God dest roy ing t he cit ies of Sodom  and 
Gom orrah because of hom osexual behavior.  However,  is t hat  what  this story is really  all about? Did God 
actually  dest roy t he cit ies of Sodom  and Gom orrah for hom osexuality  or  is there another  reason He 
dest royed t hem ? 

  

First  we need t o recognize that  t here is no specific m ent ion of hom osexualit y in t he Bible.  Neither do the 
words hom osexual or hom osexuality  appear anywhere in t he or iginal languages in which t he Bible was 
writ t en.  The closest  we can com e to it  is the word sodom ite,  which or iginally  referred t o a m ale or t em ple 
prost itut e. The first  m ent ion of Sodom  ( from  which our word sodom ite com es from )  is found as I  
m ent ioned ear lier in Genesis the 19th chapter.  As we look at  t his chapter  I  want  us to t hink about  whether  
or  not  the m en of Sodom  were actually  hom osexuals.  Also look and see if  there m ight  be a whole different  
reason why God dest royed the m en of Sodom  and Gom orrah.  I  believe t hat  as we look at  t his passage,  as 
well as a correlat ing one in Ezekiel,  we w ill see a different  reason why God dest royed t hem ..  LetÕs have a 
look at  the Genesis account  first  and see what   characterist ics we f ind about  the m en of Sodom   and why 
God m ay have taken the posit ion He did. 

  

I n the Genesis account  we are looking at  here I  see two characterist ics t hat  describe what  the m en of 
Sodom  were like. 

  

A .   Th ey  a r e Rap ist s 

  

As we begin to delve int o th is chapter  the first  t hing t hat  stands out  I  believe is they were int ending to 
rape the angels stay ing with Lot . This was not  t o be an act  of love between two people of the sam e sex.  I t  
was instead t o be a brutal rape w ith t he angels having no say in the m at t er  as to what  would happen to 
them . 

  

ÒNo w  b e fo r e t h ey  l ay  d o w n ,  t h e m en  o f  t h e  ci t y , t h e m en  o f  Sod o m , b o t h  o ld  an d  y ou n g , a l l  t h e  
p eo p le  f r o m  ev er y  q u ar t e r , su r r ou n d ed  t h e h o u se.  An d  t h ey  cal led  t o  Lo t  an d  sai d  t o  h i m , 
ÔW h er e ar e t h e m en  w h o  cam e t o  y ou  t o n ig h t ? Br i n g  t h em  ou t  t o  u s t h at  w e m ay  k n o w  t h em  
car n al ly .Ó [ 1 ]  

One of the definit ions for rape in t he dict ionary is any act  of sexual int ercourse forced upon another.  This 
is what  I  believe t he m en of Sodom  intended doing t o the angels if they had got t en t heir way.  They 
m istakenly  thought  they were hum anÕs who had entered LotÕs house for protect ion. Now they wanted Lot  
to surrender them  so t hey could rape them . Not  a loving act  but  one which would have fu lf il led t he lusts of 
the m en of Sodom . I t  would have also left  the angels degraded,  hum iliat ed,  and v iolated. 

  



The Bible always condem ns rape.  Sex should be a loving act  between two people, not  one that  is forced 
upon another w it hout  their  approval.  I n this case the angels werenÕt  to be asked whether  they wanted to 
have sex at  all.  I nstead they were to be forcib ly  raped w ithout  their  consent .  As we m ove on I  believe we 
see another  int erest ing fact  about  t hese m en. 

  

B.   THE M EN  W ERE HETEROSEXUAL, BI - SEXUAL, N OT  HOM OSEXUAL 

  

As I  look fur ther  at  this chapter I  com e to t he realizat ion t hat  t hese m en liked wom en,  and at  least  som e 
of them  were m arried.  At  best  these m en were bi- sexual lust  dr iven m en intent  on tak ing what  they 
wanted even if they had to do it  by force. 

  

ÒPl ease m y  b r et h r en , d o  n o t  so  w i ck ed ly !  See  n o w , I  h av e t w o  d au g h t e r s w h o  h av e  n o t  k n o w n  
a m an ;  p l ease l et  m e b r i n g  t h em  ou t  t o  y o u , an d  y o u  m ay  d o  t o  t h em  as y o u  w i sh ;  o n ly  d o  
n o t h i n g  t o  t h ese m en ,  s in ce t h is  i s t h e r eason  t h ey  h av e  co m e u n d er  t h e sh ad o w  o f  m y  
r o o f .Ó[ 2 ]   

  

Laying aside t he m oral quest ion of a father  giving his v irgin daughters t o be raped by lust fu l m en I  would 
like us to consider  a quest ion.  Why even bother  offer ing your daughters to these m en,  unless you t hought  
there was a chance they would accept  your offer? That  is tak ing your daughters,  rape t hem  and leave t he 
angels alone.   Also t here is another int erest ing fact  here we need to see. 

  

ÒSo Lo t  w en t  o u t  an d  sp ok e t o  h i s so n s Ð i n  Ð l aw , w h o  h ad  m ar r i ed  h i s d au g h t e r s,  an d  said , 
ÔGet  u p ,  g et  o u t  o f  t h i s p l ace ;  f o r  t h e Lor d  w i l l  d est r oy  t h i s c i t y .Õ Bu t  t o  h i s so n s- i n - l aw  h e  
seem ed  t o  b e j ok in g .Ó [ 3 ]  

  

I t  is m y belief t hat  Lot  and Lot s sons- in- law were not  the only  m arried m en in Sodom . This was probably  a 
com m on th ing as it  has been in every societ y for the propagat ion of the hum an species.  So again, we see 
that  t hey  were anything but  hom osexual m en.  I n sum m at ion then,  if  t he m en of Sodom  had got ten their  
way,  th is would have been a heterosexual or b isexual rape of innocent  m en. 

  

To get  a bet t er  idea of why God chose t o dest roy Sodom  and Gom orrah we need to look at  a correlat ing 
passage in Ezekiel. There we w ill find six  reasons why God dest royed Sodom  and Gom orrah.   

  

ÒLook , t h i s w as t h e in iq u i t y  o f  y o u r  s ist e r  Sod o m ; Sh e  an d  h er  d au g h t e r  h ad  p r id e, f u l l n ess o f  
f o od , an d  ab u n d an ce o f  id len ess;  n e i t h e r  d i d  sh e  st r en g t h en  t h e h an d  o f  t h e p oo r  an d  n eed y .  
An d  t h ey  w er e h au g h t y  an d  co m m i t t ed  ab o m i n at i on  b e f o r e Me;  t h er e fo r e I  t o ok  t h em  aw ay  as I  
saw  f i t .Ó[ 4 ]   

  



Ear lier I  m ent ioned t hat  som e people would define hom osexualit y as an abom inat ion.  Does God see it  that  
way or  does he have another  idea of what  an abom inat ion is?  As used here in the Hebrew abom inat ion 
m eans som ething disgust ing,  abhorrent , and idolat rous in a custom  or  thing. We can understand it  bet t er  
by looking at  the word in iquity  used here. As used here it  m eans evil,  fault ,  iniquity,  m oral perversit y,  
m ischief, punishm ent  of iniquit y   and sin.   God shows us exact ly what  He considers sin and abom inat ion 
by list ing six  t hings.  These are the reasons God gave for dest roying Sodom  and Gom orrah.   

  

1 .     Th ey  h ad  p r id e 

  

The f irst  reason God gives for dest roy ing Sodom  and Gom orrah was t hey were proud. As used in th is 
passage it  m eans to be arrogant ,  pom pous, and swelling wit h pr ide. The dict ionary defines arrogant  as 
three t hings:  

  

a.      Making unwarrantable claim s or pretensions to superior  im portance or r ight s. 

b.     A feeling of superior it y or  an offensive exhibit ion of it .  

c.      Presum ptuous or  overbearing conduct  and statem ents result ing from  such conduct . 

  

This shows us that  the people of Sodom  felt  t hem selves superior  t o others m aking t hem  feel inferior  by 
their words and act ions.  The dict ionary also defines pom pous as three th ings:  

a.      Characterized by an ostentat ious display of d ignit y or  im portance. 

b.     Ostentat iously  lofty  or  high flown 

c.      Character ized by pom p,  stately  splendor or  m agnificence. 

  

I t  also defines ostentat ious as being a pretent ious display,  with the act  of showing or  exhibit ing m anners 
or  act ions int ended t o at t ract  not ice. 

  

Thus t he m en of Sodom  believed they were superior  to everyone else. This led them  to act  accordingly in 
a way which would at t ract  at t ent ion t o th is fact  and t heir feeling of self im portance. I n other words they 
were not  hum ble but  fu ll of self r ighteousness, self im portance and a disdain probably for  anyone or 
anything not  m atching up to their  standard.  That  however,  was j ust  the beginning. 

  

2 .     Th ey  h ad  f u l ln ess o f  f o od  

  

The second reason God gives for the dest ruct ion of Sodom  was t hat  t hey had fullness of food. As used 
here it  m eans t o be in a state of sat isfact ion w it h ones appet it e or  desire to the point  of boredom . Did you 



cat ch t hat  they had so m uch stuff they were bored wit h it .  Maybe that  was what  led t hem  to Lot s door 
that  n ight  seeking a new high or thrill t o relieve their boredom . This was probably  reinforced by what  is 
the next  reason God gives for  their  dest ruct ion.  

  

3 .     Th ey  h ad  an  ab u n d an ce o f  id l en ess 

  

This refers t o a false security,  abundance, peace, prosper it y and quietness.  They t hought  we have it  all so 
we can just  sit  around and be id le not  doing anything. WeÕre safe nothing can touch us so we can relax 
and enjoy being bored with our  abundance.  We can also do whatever we like as nothing can touch us.  
However,   there was a problem  with that  p icture from  Gods perspect ive as we see in the next  charge He 
brings against  them . 

  

4 .     Th ey  f a i l ed  t o  st r en g t h en  t h e h an d s o f  t h e p oo r  an d  n eed y  

  

The fourth reason given was t heir failure to st rengthen t he hands of t he poor and needy. As used here it  
m eans t o help the poor and needy and t o rest rain. Here it  shows us than the m en of Sodom  refused to 
help the poor and needy rest raining them selves from  giving to them . This wasnÕt  because t hey didnÕt  have 
it  to give.  They had it  but  chose t o hoard it  t o them selves rather  t han give it  away. 

  

I n Mat thew the 25th chapter  Jesus  t eaches us a parable concerning sheep and goats. According to him  a 
sheep is concerned about  others and uses what  he has to help others. Where ever  he sees a need whether  
it  is a hungry or  t hirst y person,  one who is naked or hom eless or in pr ison he wants t o help them . Goats 
like t he m en of Sodom  refuse to do that  hoarding everything to t hem selves.  Sheep will be rewarded and 
goats w ill be punished at  the judgm ent  seat  of Chr ist .  

  

The problem  with Sodom  and Gom orrah was that  t hey were inhospitable.  They wanted to rape t he guest s 
in their  t own rather  than give t hem  anything.  They werenÕt  concerned with seeing they got  fed,  or  had 
their th irst  quenched. They also didnÕt  care if they had shelt er  t o protect  them  from  the weather  or those 
wishing t o do them  harm . They could have cared less about  any of t hat .  All t hey wanted was to sat isfy 
their lust s regardless of cost  or consequences.  This we see when t he angels st rike the m en w ith blindness.  
We m ight  t hink t hat  would have been a warning to t hem  that  som ething unusual was going on.  I nstead 
the m en keep searching for  the handle to open t he door with.  They are st ill in tent  upon get t ing what  they 
want  unt il they finally  get  t ired give up and leave.  This probably  com es from  the next  accusat ion God 
brings against  them . 

  

5 .     Th ey  w er e h au g h t y  

  

As Ezekiel uses it  here it  m eans to soar,  to be lif ted up,  t o be proud,   and to be raised up to a great  
height . Due t o the fact  they believed they were superior  t hey acted accordingly. They refused to help 
those they considered to be infer ior  to t hem . As a consequence they becam e inflat ed w it h pride raising 



them selves up t o great  height s above others.  This was a cer tain recipe for  disaster  as they were 
com m it t ing the very act  that  got  Lucifer  (Satan)  k icked out  of heaven. 

  

ÒHo w  y ou  h av e f a l l en  f r o m  h eav en ,  O Lu ci f er ,  so n  o f  t h e m or n i n g !  How  y o u  a r e  cu t  d o w n  t o  t h e 
g r o u n d , y o u  w h o  w eak en  t h e  n at i o n s!  Fo r  y ou  h av e said  i n  y o u r  h ear t :  I  w i l l  ascen d  i n t o  
h eav en , I  w i l l  ex al t  m y  t h r o n e ab ov e t h e  st a r s o f  God ;  I  w i l l  a l so  si t  on  t h e m ou n t  o f  t h e  
co n g r eg at i o n  on  t h e f a r t h est  si d es o f  t h e n or t h ;  I  w i l l  ascen d  ab ov e t h e  h eig h t s o f  t h e  cl ou d sÕ I  
w i l l  b e l i k e t h e  m o st  Hi g h .  Yet  y o u  sh al l  b e  b r o u g h t  d o w n  t o  Sh eo l , t o  t h e l o w est  d ep t h s o f  t h e 
Pi t .Ó[ 5 ]   

  

Five t im es Satan exalt s him self boast ing of what  he is going t o do. God however has  other  ideas. I nstead 
of Satan get t ing to exalt  h im self,  God casts h im  down from  heaven t o Sheol or  t he grave. The people of 
Sodom  and Gom orrah had decided they were bet t er  t han anyone else.  Therefore they felt  t hey could do 
whatever they wanted and were accountable to no one.  They were about  to find out  different ly as they 
were cast  down also. They also apparent ly  didnÕt  realize or  care that  God hates pr ide and arrogance 
am ong other  things.  King Solom on writ es 

  

ÒPr id e g oes b e fo r e d est r u ct io n  an d  a h au g h t y  sp i r i t  b e f o r e a f a l l .Ó[ 6 ]   

  

As we have seen the people of Sodom  and Gom orrah were full of pride and haught iness,  which would 
m ake them  r ipe for dest ruct ion and a big fall.  

  

By doing the previous five th ings we have talked about  God said it  led them  to com m it  a sixt h thing. 

  

6 .     Th ey  co m m i t t ed  an  ab o m i n at io n  

  

That  I  defined earlier  at  t he beginning of our  look at  th is passage of scripture.  I  defined it  as som ething 
disgust ing,  abhorrent ,  and idolat rous in a custom  or  t hing. The f ive t hings we just  discussed prev iously  are 
what  God said led them  to com m it  abom inat ion.  None of them  have anything t o do w it h hom osexualit y. 

  

Sum m ing up we have seen Sodom  and Gom orrah was fu ll of pr ide, haught iness,  refusal t o look aft er those 
in need all of which God hated. Any  of them  would have been grounds enough for  Him  to dest roy them . 
This shows m uch about  t he character of God. I t  shows us that  He hates inj ust ice, anything that  is not  
bir thed and brought  fort h in love and will deal w ith it  accordingly. Thus far from  being a t reat ise on 
hom osexual behavior  t he story  of Sodom  and Gom orrah is a warning.  I t  is a warning against  arrogance,  
haught iness, hoarding while ignoring the needs of those around us,  and t reat ing others with contem pt .  I t  
is also a warning against  t rying t o force your will upon another  and rape them . These are the issues 
brought  out  by t he story of Sodom  and Gom orrah and which led to t heir dest ruct ion. I t  is not  about  
hom osexualit y  or love between two people of t he sam e sex. 



  

You m ay t hink,  ok,  so the dest ruct ion of Sodom  and Gom orrah had nothing to do w ith hom osexualit y  but  
surely there is som ewhere in the Bible that  condem ns t he pract ice.  Perhaps but  donÕt  count  on it .  As we 
m ove on we will look at  other  passages of scripture oft en cit ed to condem n hom osexualit y and see if  t hey 
do. Meanwhile I  hope IÕve given you som e food for  thought .  Hopefully you have taken a pause quest ioning 
what  you m ay have been previously believed concerning Sodom  and Gom orrah.  Also that  you are ready  
to learn and see th ings in a new and refreshing way.  Are you? I f so m ove on with m e to t he next  chapter. 

  

I S SAME SEX OK? 

(Chapter  2)  

  

There are two scriptures found in Lev it icus that  are used to condem n hom osexuals. 

  

ÒYou  sh al l  n o t  l ie  w i t h  a  m a le  as w i t h  a w o m an . I t  i s an  ab o m in at i o n .Ó [ 7 ]  

ÒI f  a m an  l i e w i t h  a m al e as h e l i es w i t h  a w o m an , b o t h  o f  t h em  h av e co m m i t t ed  an  
ab o m i n at io n . Th ey  sh a l l  su r ely  b e  p u t  t o  d eat h Ó. [ 8 ]  

On t he sur face t hese scriptures would seem  to set t le the issue once and for  all.  I t  would seem  to say 
hom osexualit y  is an abom inat ion and should result  in the death of those doing it .  I t  would defin itely  seem  
to be say ing that  sex should only be between a m an and wom an.  So is t his what  t he verse is really saying 
or  is there another  understanding of t his verse? 

  

I n the orig inal Hebrew the word used here for  lie in both verses has m any m eanings.  This would include 
ly ing down to sleep,  to lie down for  t he purpose of sexual relat ions, or  t o ravish som eone who is  dead or  
st ill.  The dict ionary gives two m eanings for the word rav ish 

a.      To seize or  carry away by force 

b.     To rape, deflower,  or  v iolate som eone. 

  

Used in t his context  it  shows what  we have seen before.  I t  shows that  God is opposed to anyone being 
forced t o have sexual relat ions they donÕt  want .  Again t here is nothing here about  a lov ing relat ionship 
between two people of t he sam e sex.   I n Levit icus the 20th chapter  when taken in context  it  is t he m iddle 
of passages condem ning the uncovering of the nakedness of close relat ives or others as there nakedness 
is t heir own.  This would condem n incest  and adult ery  as both involve inappropriate conduct  eit her w it h 
som eone who is already m arried,  or  a close relat ive whose nakedness is for  som eone else.  Also this goes 
back t o love. I f  you love your neighbor you wonÕt be sleeping with his wife. That  would br ing dishonor on 
your neighbor, his wife and yourself.  Also, if you t ru ly  love som eone you w ill t reat  them  w ith honor,  
respect ,  and not  do anything t hat  would change that .  I n the lat t er par t  of t he chapter  it  talks about  
best iality  or  lying w ith an anim al for  t he purpose of m at ing.  So again nothing about  hom osexual relat ions 
involved here.  Also in both these verses the word abom inat ion m eans som ething disgust ing in t he orig inal 
text s.  I  believe all I  have described above would be disgust ing t o God.  However I  donÕt  believe t hat  
applies t o a lov ing relat ionship between two gay people. 



  

Also in ancient  t im es there were three classes of people.  These were defined as m ale, fem ale,  and a third 
group who were neither m ale nor  fem ale called Eunuchs.  The lat t er  group lacked the desire for  sex with 
wom en and conceiving children.  I nstead they were at t racted to those of the sam e sex as them selves and 
this was recognized by law . They were not  considered m ale as to be a m ale you had to be able t o 
im pregnate a wom an so she could bring forth offspr ing.  Since t hey couldnÕt  or  wouldnÕt  eunuchs would 
have not  been considered m ale.  I  w ill address that  m ore lat er in the book.  Using that  definit ion of m ale 
then these verses would be speaking of a heterosexual m ale hav ing a sex w ith another  m ale which would 
be forbidden and an abom inat ion. (More on t hat  when we get  to Rom ans 1)  Thus t his would have nothing 
to do w it h hom osexual act s of love. 

  

There is also a second point  that  needs to be m ade here.  This Òprohibit ionÓ of a m an ly ing with another  
m an com es from  the Mosaic law.  This is the sam e law  which dem ands the death penalty  for adultery, 
juvenile delinquents, and w it ches.  I t  also prohibits a person from  t raveling over  !  of a m ile on t he 
Sabbath,  prescribes what  foods they could eat  or not  eat  and what  t ype of clothes t hey could wear.  I t  also 
prohibited m en from  work ing on t he Sabbath,  and equally prescribed t he place of wom en in societ y  as well 
as barring them  from  the m inist ry . Alm ost  all of that  has been rej ected,  by t he m odern church,  as not  
applicable to us today.  That  being t he case I  believe it  is t im e t o do the sam e to th is Òalleged prohibit ionÓ 
against  hom osexualit y. I t  is t im e to allow  gay people t o be a fu ll part  of the Christ ian com m unit y including 
all aspect s of church life as well as m inist ry . 

  

We also need to realize that  as New Testam ent  Chr ist ians we are no longer under  t he laws of t he Old 
Testam ent .  Neit her  are we obligated to keep t hem . Paul in the book of Galat ians argues against  salvat ion 
by works through the keeping of t he law.  I nstead he argues for  freedom  and libert y  in the Holy  Spirit .  He 
realized t hat  no m an could be saved by t ry ing to keep the law,  only  by fait h in Jesus Chr ist  alone are we 
saved.  The Apost le John sum s it  up this way:  

  

ÒAn d  t h is  i s Hi s co m m an d m en t  t h at  w e sh o u ld  b el iev e on  t h e n am e o f  Hi s So n  Jesu s Ch r ist ,  an d  
lov e o n e an o t h er , as He g av e u s co m m an d m en t Ó. [ 9 ]   

The f irst  part  of believing we did when we m ade a conscious decision t o follow  Chr ist  and His t eachings.  
That  leaves only  one th ing for us t o do which is to love. Please note John doesnÕt  give us any except ions. 
He doesnÕt  say  love all but  those you canÕt  stand, t hose who are different  from  you including gays, 
lesbians and t ransgender people.  He says love one another  or all who call them selves Christ ians.  

Som e m ay th ink surely  t he New Testam ent  is dif ferent .  Surely  Jesus and t he apost les condem n 
hom osexualit y.  Are you sure? I f you dare,  follow  m e and letÕs see what  the New Testam ent  has t o say 
about  hom osexualit y. 

  

W HAT DOES JESUS HAVE TO SAY ABOUT HOMOSEXUALI TY? 

(Chapter  3)  

  

I t  m ay surprise som e to note that  Jesus was pract ically silent  on the subj ect  of hom osexuality  or  sex in 
general for that  m at t er.  The few  t im es he speaks on the subj ect  of sex and m arr iage Jesus seem s to be 
m ore concerned wit h polygam y and fornicat ion t han anything else. This would explain why He m akes t he 



ru le of one m an, one wife for  His church.  Does t hat  prohibit  lov ing relat ions between two people of the 
sam e sex? Fornicat ion as used by Jesus in the Beat itudes refers to three t hings:  nam ely adult ery, incest ,  
and har lot ry.  Again nothing about  a loving relat ionship between two people of the sam e sex.  So I  would 
think it  is not  necessarily  a prohibit ion against  hom osexualit y. 

  

I n th is case perhaps the act ions of Jesus m ay speak louder than words.   I n Mat thew,  t he 8th chapter,  and 
again in Luke the 7th chapter,  we read of a centur ion who was look ing for  healing for  his servant . I t  was a 
com m on pract ice at  t he t im e for a solider  t o keep a servant  eit her  m ale or  fem ale for sex. He would have 
sex with t hem  before a bat t le,  or  when his w ife or  other  wom en werenÕt  available. This was considered 
totally acceptable by t he society  of that  t im e.  I f  th is were the case then it  is a possib ility  that  t he servant  
Jesus healed was one who was used by the centur ion for sex.  Yet  Jesus heals the servant  w ith no words 
of rebuke to either the centurion or servant .  I nstead he praises t he centur ion as a m an of great  faith m ore 
than anyone else in I srael.  Could it  be Jesus looked at  sex different  than we do today? Could He have 
known of t he relat ionship between t he centur ion and servant , ignored it  healing him  anyway? I f that  is the 
case would that  not  infer  t hat  Jesus would have nothing against  sam e sex between two m en  or  wom en? 
Alt hough there m ay not  be a definit ive answer one way or  t he other I  believe it  m erits som e thought  and 
prayer. 

  

Another thought  on what  Jesus m ay t hink about  hom osexuals can be found in his words on eunuchs.   

  

ÒFo r  t h e r e a r e eu n u ch s w h o  w er e b o r n  t h u s f r o m  t h ei r  m o t h er Õs w o m b , an d  t h e r e ar e eu n u ch s 
w h o  w er e m ad e eu n u ch s b y  m en , an d  t h er e ar e eu n u ch s w h o  h av e m ad e t h em selv es eu n u ch s 
f o r  t h e  k i n g d o m  o f  h eav en Õs sak eÉ Ó[ 1 0 ]   

  

We have been taught  t hat  an eunuch is one who has been cast rated.  However, that  was not  how Jesus,  
the apost les and the ear ly  church for  alm ost  the f irst  400 years of church hist ory  understood the t erm .  I n 
Bible t im es there were three classes of people recognized by law. There were m ales,  fem ales and then a 
third group called eunuchs.  These were m en who lacked the desire for  sex with wom en,  being at t racted to 
those of t he sam e sex as t hem selves.  They could procreate but  lacked the desire t o do so.  They could hold 
propert y, vote, and leave an inheritance t o others all of which were denied t o people who had been 
cast rated.  This was again considered ok at  the t im e.  I  w ill have m ore t o say about  t hem  later  when I  
discuss church history as it  regards hom osexuality.   Taking this as our defin it ion of eunuch then we see 
that  Jesus says eunuchs can be part  of the kingdom  of heaven.  He also has no words of condem nat ion for 
their lifest yle. 

  

Also it  should be noted that  the f irst  convert  from  Ethiopia and apost le to that  land was a eunuch. He was 
serving as t he head of the t reasury for  Queen Candace and was returning from  Jerusalem  when Philip 
m eant  h im .  Philip leads him  to salvat ion, bapt izes him  and then goes on his way.  The eunuch returns to 
Ethiopia where he helps establish the Chr ist ian Church there. This would m ean then t hat  one of the first  
convert s to Christ ianit y was possibly  a hom osexual and used t o establish t he Chr ist ian Church in 
Ethiopia.[ 11]   

  

Perhaps another  idea of what  Jesus thinks about  hom osexuals can be found in the last  words he spoke 
prior  t o His ascension into heaven. This is what  is called the ÒGreat  Com m issionÓ.  I f  you would list en t o 



som e of our  evangelical brothers you m ight  t hink Jesus said to go preach t he gospel to everyone but  gay 
people.  Unfortunately  for  them  that  is not  what  Jesus said. 

  

ÒGo i n t o  al l  t h e w o r ld  an d  p r each  t h e g osp e l  t o  ev er y  cr eat u r e.Ó[ 1 2 ]   

The word creature can be t ranslated as person or people. 

  

ÒGo t h e r ef o r e  an d  m ak e d iscip l es o f  a l l  t h e  n at io n s, b ap t i zi n g  t h em  i n  t h e n am e o f  t h e Fat h er , 
an d  o f  t h e So n , an d  o f  t h e Ho ly  Sp i r i t . . .Ó [ 1 3 ]  

  

Please note in both of t hese verses Jesus excludes no one from  hear ing t he gospel.  The words all and 
every are inclusive not  excluding anyone including gay, lesbian and t ransgender people. This would m ean 
that  Jesus m essage is all inclusive. A disciple is a disciplined follower of som eone,  in th is case Jesus Christ .  
This m eans since the gospel is for  all w it hout  except ion then all without  except ion can be discip les of 
Chr ist  and follow him . This would include all gay, lesbian, b isexual,  and t ransgender people. Since the 
m essage of Jesus is all inclusive so should the m essage of the church be t oday. 

  

Som e m ight  ask what  about  the apost les and apostolic t eaching? DonÕt they  condem n hom osexuality? 
Maybe, wait  and see.   I n the next  two chapters we will look at  what  the apost les taught  about  
hom osexualit y.  We w ill also look at  if  from  an histor ical standpoint  and see where the ant i hom osexual 
teaching com es from . 

  

W HAT D I D THE APOSTLES TEACH ABOUT HOMOSEXUALI TY? 

(Chapter  4)  

  

The only  one of the apost les who can possibly  be const rued to have anything m uch to say about  
hom osexualit y  is Paul.  However is Paul actually  ant i hom osexual? I  believe his words m ay have been 
m isconst rued,  m isinterpreted,  and m ade t o say som ething different  t han what  the apost le had in m ind.  
Rom ans chapter 1 would be an good exam ple of th is. 

  

At  f irst  g lance we m ight  t hink t hat  Paul is condem ning hom osexuality.  After  all he talks about  m en lying 
with other m en,  wom en doing the sam e and leaving t heir  natural inst inct s to lust  for  each other.  Be 
careful how you read t he chapter  lest  you m iss what  I  believe Paul is really saying. 

  

The f irst  thing we need to see here is t hat  Paul is speaking of backslidden Chr ist ians here.  Paul says:  

  



ÒÉ al t h o u g h  t h ey  k n ew  God , t h ey  d id  n o t  g l o r i f y  H i m  as God ,  n o r  w er e t h an k fu l , b u t  b ecam e 
fu t i le  i n  t h ei r  t h ou g h t s, an d  t h ei r  f oo l i sh  h ear t s w er e  d ar k en ed Ó.[ 1 4 ]  

This shows us then t hat  Paul is addressing people who form erly knew God but  for  whatever  reason have 
turned their  backs on him .  Thus th is wouldnÕt  apply  to t he m illions of gay,  lesbian and t ransgender people 
who love God.  These sam e people also want  t o serve and please Him  with everything they have. I n that  
respect  t hey would be like anyone else who goes to church,  prays,  and t ries to live up to what  God 
expect s of them . 

  

ÒAn d  ev en  as t h ey  d id  n o t  l i k e t o  r et a i n  Go d  in  t h ei r  k n o w l ed g e, God  g av e t h em  ov er  t o  a 
d eb ased  m in d , t o  d o  t h o se  t h i n g s w h ich  a r e n o t  f i t t i n g .Ó[ 1 5 ]   

  

Here again we see that  Paul is speaking of people who have rej ected God.  They have chosen not  to retain 
their previous know ledge of God.  So He has in t urn turned them  over to a debased m ind.  Millions of gay,  
lesbian,  and t ransgender people would not  qualify  as they love God and want  to know His w ill bet ter. 

  

Another thing I  see here of these people Paul is describ ing is that  they worship creat ion m ore t han t he 
creator. 

  

ÓPr o f essi n g  t h em selv es t o  b e w i se,  t h ey  b ecam e f oo l s, an d  ch an g ed  t h e  g l o r y  o f  t h e  
in co r r u p t i b l e God  in t o  an  i m ag e m ad e l i k e co r r u p t ib l e m an - an d  b i r d s an d  f o u r - f oo t ed  an i m al s 
an d  cr eep in g  t h in g s.  Th er ef o r e God  al so  g av e t h em  u p  t o  u n c lean n ess, i n  t h e  lu st s o f  t h e i r  
h ear t s, t o  d i sh o n o r  t h ei r  b od i es am o n g  t h em se lv es, w h o  ex ch an g ed  t h e  t r u t h  o f  God  f o r  a  l i e, 
an d  w o r sh ip p ed  an d  se r v ed  t h e  cr eat u r e  r a t h e r  t h an  t h e Cr eat o r  w h o  is  b l essed  f o r ev er .Ó[ 1 6 ]   

  

Alt hough there m ay be gays who worship creat ion m ore than the Creator so is it  t rue am ong t he general 
populat ion as well whether gay or heterosexual.  The issue here is again th is would not  apply to t he 
m illions of gay, lesbian,  and t ransgender people who love God.  Although t hey love creat ion t hey also 
recognize the one who m ade it  all and worship Him .  They keep it  all in  balance. 

  

A third th ing  I  see here is t hat  t hese are people who have left  their  natural inst inct s  t o lust  aft er each 
other. 

  

ÒFo r  t h i s r easo n  God  g av e t h em  u p  t o  v i l e p assi o n s. Fo r  ev en  t h ei r  w o m en  ex ch an g ed  t h e  
n at u r al  u se f o r  w h at  i s ag ai n st  n at u r e. L ik ew i se  a lso  t h e m en ,  leav in g  t h e n at u r al  u se  o f  t h e 
w o m an , b u r n ed  in  t h ei r  l u st  f o r  on e an o t h er , m en  w i t h  m en  co m m i t t i n g  w h at  i s sh am efu l , an d  
r eceiv i n g  i n  t h em selv es t h e  p en al t y  o f  t h ei r  e r r o r  w h ich  w as d u e.Ó [ 1 7 ]  

  



On the sur face t his would seem  to set t le the quest ion once and for  all.  I t  would seem  to say Paul is 
against  hom osexualit y. Hold on let s have a deeper look at  th is passage and see what  the apost le is 
actually  say ing here. 

  

The word Paul uses here for  natural is the Greek word phusis which refers to som ething by nature or that  
is inborn.  For gay,  and lesbian people they believe they are created as t hey are.  They didnÕt  choose to be 
what  they are but  it  is their  natural state.  For  them  to leave their natural state hom osexuals would have 
to go and engage in heterosexual sex. That  is sex between a m an and a wom an. Vice versa for a 
heterosexual person it  would be unnatural for them  go and engage in a hom osexual act .  This is what  I  
believe Paul is arguing here.  I  believe he is saying each should do what  their nature t ells t hem  too. I f they 
are hom osexual then t hat  is the kind of sex they should engage in.  I f heterosexual then that  is t he k ind of 
sex t hey should be involved in.  Each should follow t heir nature and not  do what  is unnatural by engaging 
in th ings opposed t o their  own sexual nature.  Again rem em ber ing what  I  have m ent ioned previously  only 
heterosexuals would have been considered m ale not  hom osexuals. So Paul cant  be talk ing of 
hom osexualit y  here I  believe. 

  

Another issue here that  needs to be raised is that  Paul says they lusted aft er  t hose of t he sam e sex as 
them selves.  As used here  to lust  m eans to have an excitem ent  of the m ind or  st rong longing for 
som ething.  The dict ionary defines lust  as a st rong sexual craving especially  excessive and unrest rained or  
any overwhelm ing desire or  craving. The at t itude expressed by lust  is ÒI  have a need,  I  have t o fulf ill it ,  
and I  want  it  now.  IÕve got  t o have it ,  IÕll do anything I  have t o, to get  it ,  and if  you get  in m y way IÕll run 
you over . All that  is im portant  is m e and m y need. I f  you can help m e m eet  that  need then,  I  w ill use you 
then discard you when IÕm  done.Ó Lust  doesnÕt  care about  t he other personÕs feelings,  or  em ot ions.  
I nstead it s all about  m e.  Needless t o say love is just  the opposit e. Love is defined in t he dict ionary as 
follows:  

  

a.      An intense affect ionate concern for another person. 

b.     An intense sexual desire for  another person 

c.      A st rong fondness or  enthusiasm  for som ething or som eone. 

  

Lust  is selfish and cares nothing about  anyone else.  Love on the other hand,  is concerned about  the other  
person and their  welfare. I t  want s to build the other  person up helping them  to becom e the best  they can 
be.  Love is concerned about  t he others welfare and well being.  I t  want s to share it s life wit h another so 
that  t ogether they can accom plish som ething good.  Love if  it  sees needs or hurt s,  wants t o alleviate 
them . I t  m inist ers w it h com passion t o those who are needy and hurt ing.  I f  t here is inj ust ice love wants to 
correct  it .  

  

While I  believe Paul condem ns lust , I  am  unconvinced t hat  t hat  carries over  into a loving relat ionship 
between two gay m en or  wom en.  .I  donÕt  believe Paul would have a problem  w it h two gay people in a 
com m it t ed relat ionship.  That  is prov ided t hat  relat ionship is a lov ing one,  aff irm ing of each other , and 
com m it t ed to God first .  As a m at t er  of fact  Paul is speaking here of those who left  God to fu lfil l t heir  own 
lust s. That  being the case I  donÕt  believe he had in m ind t he m illions of gay Christ ians who love the Lord. 
Therefore,  t his couldnÕt  be an at tack on hom osexualit y.  I  believe instead t hat  Paul is showing us 
som ething of t he character  of God. He shows t hat  God is far superior  t o anything He has created. As a 



result  He wants to be worshipped as such. I  believe God is hur t  when we turn t o som ething less than Him  
and worship that  instead. 

  

The Apost le Paul has another com m ent  on t he subject  found in I  Cor inthians. There he says:  

  

ÒDo y ou  n o t  k n o w  t h at  t h e  u n r ig h t eo u s w i l l  n o t  i n h er i t  t h e  k i n g d o m  o f  God ? N ei t h e r  f o r n icat o r s, 
n o r  i d o l at e r s,  n o r  ad u l t e r er s, n o r  h o m osex u als , n o r  sod o m i t es, n o r  t h i ev es,  n o r  cov et ou s, n o r  
d r u n k ar d s, n o r  r ev i l er s, n o r  ex t o r t io n i st  w i l l  in h er i t  t h e k in g d o m  o f  God Ó.[ 1 8 ]    

  

A few th ings we need to see here. First  the word hom osexual here is added and is not  in the orig inal 
Greek. Secondly  alt hough the above is one possible t ranslat ion of the Greek there is a big problem  w ith it .  
That  is because t he Greek here is very im precise as t o it s exact  m eaning.  The words Paul uses here can 
m ean effem inate,  abuser of them selves wit h m ankind,  boy prost itut es, m ale prost itut es,  pedophiles, 
sodom ites,  or  m aybe hom osexuals, take your choice.  I t  could include any of t hose or  possibly  all of them ,  
again,  take your choice.  I  have f ive different  Bib les in m y hom e none of which agree as to t he exact  
m eaning of th is verse.  Also as I  have stated previously the words hom osexual and hom osexualit y do not  
appear in the orig inal Greek.  Those words were unheard of unt il the 1800Õs when they were invented by 
m odern th inkers to describe the at t ract ion to som eone of t he sam e sex as you. Therefore t hey would be 
an addit ion to t he or iginal Greek t ext  added by som eone t rying t o interpret  t he passage t o their  own 
liking.   Also abusers of m ankind cannot  be in a loving relat ionship.  Abuse is never lov ing.  I t  is the 
degrading,  hurt ing,  hum iliat ion of another person. I t  has no regard for  the others wants,  concerns,  needs, 
or  desires.  I t  is the idea because I  have t he power I  can force you t o do whatever I  want  you to.  That  is 
wrong. 

  

A Unit ed Methodist  pastor I  know,  a Harvard graduate, Dr.  John Mathis Lurvey sent  m e the following in 
response t o an em ail I  sent  him .[ 19]  

  

  

Dr.  Lurvey start s off by say ing 

  

ÒYou raise m any im portant  quest ions. I  believe t hat  serious Chr ist ians cannot  dilute t he m oral t eachings of 
our  faith to please them selves. That  dem onst rates a lack of int egrit y  and bet rays our  m oral authorit y as 
the church. Many people inside and out side t he church believe that  even raising doubts about  an absolute 
ban on hom osexuality  for Chr ist ians violates the churchÕs m oral int egrity .Ó 

  

I  would agree w ith Dr.  Lurvey t hat  we canÕt  reinterpret  the Bible to fit  our own desires.  We m ust  have a 
church of int egr it y to m aintain our  m oral authority  as the church. However,  we donÕt  need t o becom e 
locked in cem ent  to where we canÕt  reexam ine our  fait h and see if  t here is som ething we need t o change 
there. 

  



Dr.  Lurvey goes on to say:  

  

ÒChr ist ian church t radit ion for m ore than 1500 years approved of slavery and governm ent  by absolute 
m onarchy. Paul and other b iblical w r it ers supported t hat  t radit ion by som e of their  statem ents.  Chr ist ian 
theologians  including both evangelicals and Catholics recognized a ÒprogressiveÓ purpose of Gods reign 
and kingdom  running t hrough both Bible h istory  and cont inuing t hrough church history into m odern t im es. 
God direct s history  t owards a widening of hum an freedom , lim it s upon absolute centers of authorit y and 
power,  and larger at t em pts t o im prove the hum an condit ion in th is life as well as our  eternal dest iny in 
heavenÓ. 

  

Again Dr.  Lurvey and I  would be in agreem ent .  I  would believe t hat  t here is a progressive m ove through 
history that  has worked to br ing m ore freedom , int egrity,  and worth to people.  The church was in t he 
forefront  in the bat t le t o end slavery,  and in the Civ il Right s m ovem ent  to win basic r ights for b lack people 
and t he right  t o vote.  Som e of the church was in the front  of the bat t le for  t he separat ion of church and 
state and t he adopt ion of the am endm ent  t o the Const it ut ion guaranteeing relig ious freedom  to all.  I n 
m any other  th ings  from  bet ter  hospital care,  to free public educat ion, to pr ison reform , wom an suffrage 
and m any other issues t he church has been there to be heard and to help m ake a difference. She st ill 
needs to be t here t oday confront ing the issues of our t im e in Christ ian love and charit y.  She needs to be 
seeking to right  any inj ust ice she m ay f ind as t he church has done throughout  the centur ies. 

Dr.  Lurvey cont inues on saying 

  

ÒTherefore,  j ust  as Jesus corrected t he earlier  t radit ions in the Serm on on the Mount  (Mat t hew 5: 21-48)  
so God act ing through prophet ic leaders correct s ancient  t radit ions.  I n recent  centur ies,  Chr ist ians 
em braced the m ore Òidealist icÓ love ethic of Jesus as having greater weight  than corrected t radit ional 
teachings based on t he Old Testam ent  or  Hebrew Bible and som e of Paul and PeterÕs let t ers in t he New 
Testam ent .  This line of argum ent  proved effect ive against  those who cont inued to argue for  slavery,  an 
absolute m onarchy,  or  for a secondary role for  wom en in societyÓ. 

  

Adding to that  I  believe t here is m uch new scient if ic evidence and study concerning sexual or ientat ion that  
would have been unknown in Bible t im es.  We also have access to m uch m ore inform at ion and 
understanding of hom osexualit y than our forefathers could have ever  dream ed of. I n light  of that  new 
ev idence which seem s to prove that  gays are born t hat  way I  believe it  is t im e for the church to em brace 
that  fact . I t  is t im e to rem ove the shack les of superst it ion ,  prejudice,  m isunderstanding and fear that  
have kept  gay people in the closet  for far to long. I t  is t im e t o em brace what  science t ells us,  what  I  
believe God t ells us also and free gay people t o be what  t hey were created to be. 

  

Dr.  Lurvey t hen m oves on and says in reference to I  Cor inthians 6: 9-10 that  I  quoted above:  

  

ÒI  look at  I  Corinthians 6: 9-10 w ith in t his larger  fram ework of t he progressive work of God t hrough 
history. I n chapter  6,  Paul exposes the short com ings of the spir it ually  proud Corinth ian congregat ion.  
They claim  spiritual enlightenm ent  but  lack the capacit y  to set t le d isputes am ong church m em bers without  
going to pagan court . Aft er  h is crit ique Paul rem inds them  of the boundary line for  t he church in I  
Cor inthians 6: 9-10 by using a v ice list .  His v ice lists appear in other  places Rom ans 1: 29-32,  13: 13-14,  2 
Cor inthians 12: 20-21 and Galat ians 5: 19-21.  These list s overlap but  are not  uniform . They f it  various local 



situat ions.  They illust rate PaulÕs m ind,  as he interprets the w ill of God. We m ust  be careful when applying 
them  in another  sit uat ionÓ. 

  

I n other  words Paul was confronted with various issues in the local churches.  He would address t hose 
issues peculiar  to t hat  church and set  ru les for t hem . However,  t hey were for that  local church only  not  for 
the whole body of Chr ist .  When we t ry  t o take a m essage for an ancient  local church,  apply it  to now, we 
can get  into big t rouble.  For us t o know how to apply  Bible t ruths and PaulÕs t eachings t o today m ay 
require new answers and fresh revelat ion. To do that  we need to seek and follow the Holy  Spirit  as He 
reveals GodÕs m ind t o us. 

  

Cont inuing on w ith Dr.  Lurvey 

  

ÒAm ong the v ices Paul regards as beyond t he boundary of GodÕs reign are m alakoi (effem inacy or 
unm anliness)  and arsenokoitai ( m ale sexual perver t ) . I n light  of our  know ledge of the t im e in which Paul 
lived we know that  Greek- language cult ure devalued wom en.  Hom oerot icism  em erged as a choice for  m en 
who felt  degraded by sexual relat ions w ith wom en and t he children they produced.  Adult  m en could enter  
into m arr iage but  retain a m ale slave,  perhaps a boy or  young m an with fem inine qualit ies (m alakoi)  who 
acted as a passive recip ient  of their  private enjoym ent .  The act ive m ale, oft en an older m an or  slaveholder 
is t he arsenokoitai.  Paul rejected t hose relat ionships and so do I .  Social circum stances forced young m en 
and slaves t o subm it  to the socially dom inant , sexually  act ive hom oerot ic m alesÓ. 

  

I n other  words if  I  am  understanding Dr. Lurvey there were young m en and slaves forced into having sex.  
Because the dom inant  was m ore powerful or  because of h is posit ion,  or because he owned them , he could 
force t hem  to serve him  sexually . They would have no choice in t he m at t er  but  t o subm it .  I t  is t he sam e 
issue I  have addressed before that  no one should ever be forced to have sex if  t hey donÕt  want  it .  Again 
sex should be a loving act  between two people who love and affirm  each other  and under those condit ions 
only. 

  

As he begins to draw to a close Dr.  Lurvey cont inues 

  

ÒI f we believe t hat  God intended t o end slavery and absolute cont rol by one class of people over  another 
in favor of a wider freedom , t hen we see PaulÕs boundary as lim ited t o forced hom oerot ic relat ions.  Paul 
also excludes porneia which are fornicat ion and adult erous relat ions that  are unbounded by a covenant  of 
fidelit y between the sexual pair . Does PaulÕs boundary line exclude hom oerot ic relat ionships freely entered 
into and bounded by a Christ - centered covenant?Ó 

  

Here the issue is I  believe t he love verses lust  argum ent  we encountered ear lier.  Lust  is always 
condem ned by the Bible as wrong. A covenant  of fidelit y  I  believe changes t hat .  For  t hat  is a covenant  of 
love where each partner  in it  is loving and aff irm ing of t he other.  I t  would be the sam e as t he regular 
m arr iage vows in a t radit ional wedding cerem ony. There each person pledges t o love, honor and respect  
their par tner in all circum stances unt il death par ts t hem . I  believe in t hat  k ind of relat ionship between gay 
people.  So does Dr.  Lurvey I  believe as we look at  h is closing rem arks. 



  

Finishing up with Dr. Lurvey he closes by say ing 

  

ÒSom e Chr ist ians believe in t he Bible and understand PaulÕs ban on porneia, m alakoi, and arsenokoitai 
does not  forbid a freely-entered covenant  relat ionship of m utual f idelit y to God and t he other, sim ilar  t o 
m arr iage.  Other  Chr ist ians believe such dist inct ions only cater  to our sexually  perm issive m odern culture 
and should be opposed in the nam e of holiness and godliness. I  personally  understand and respect  both 
posit ions. My convict ion opposes m odern day porneia j ust  as Paul does.  I  also oppose exploitat ive 
relat ionships as Paul d id. I  am  less cer tain, than som e Christ ians,  t hat  if Paul were writ ing today, he m ight  
be open to a sam e-sex Christ - centered union as long as it  guarded against  the porneia of m ult iple sex 
part ners so prom inent  in the so called ÒGay lifesty leÓ. 

  

Here Dr.  Lurvey and m yself are in total agreem ent .  Prom iscuit y  is always bad as it  is not  based on love 
and concern for  t he other  par tner. Christ - centered unions are different .   They put  God first ,  are lov ing,  
aff irm ing of each other  and t ru ly seek what  is best  for  t he other from  a plat form  of t rue love. 

  

We also need to note here that  Paul also requires wom en to wear a covering on their  head when in 
church,  t o be silent  in a church , not  to t each or be in author it y over a m an.  These requirem ents have 
been done away w ith in m ost  of the m odern church as having no relevancy for  us today.  Perhaps it  is t im e 
to go back in the light  of m odern t im es and reexam ine t his ÒbanÓ on hom osexualit y.  The ban on 
hom osexualit y  m ay have been for  a t im e and a place but  not  necessarily  for  our t im e. I  believe its long 
overdue to rem ove the ban and the sooner we do t he bet t er . 

  

The Apost le Paul also addresses t he subject  in I  Tim othy 1: 10 when he is talk ing about  the law  and am ong 
those for  whom  he says t he law was m ade were sodom ites.  The King Jam es version t ranslates t hat  as 
Òdefile t hem selves with m ankindÓ.  Exact ly  what  does Paul m ean here? 

  

The word PaulÕs uses here for  defile m eans an abuser or  sodom ite. As I  m ent ioned previously  sodom ite 
refers to a tem ple or  m ale prost itut e. Abuse as I  have stated prev iously  is not  love and prost it ut ion is 
defin it ely  forbidden throughout  scripture by God. Gay love would not  be m eant  here by Paul. Therefore,  it  
canÕt  be used to condem n hom osexuality. 

  

Som e m ight  argue Paul hit s on the subj ect  in 2 Tim othy 3: 3 when he says that  in the last  days m en w ill 
be wit hout  natural affect ion.  Going back to what  I  said ear lier in m y com m entary on Rom ans 1 a gay 
person natural affect ion is to one of their  own sex. I t  would be unnatural for them  to be anything else. So 
therefore,  again not  a condem nat ion of hom osexualit y. 

  

Som e would want  t o use t he words of  t he Apost le Peter against  hom osexuals.  He writ es:  

  



ÒAn d  t u r n i n g  t h e c i t ies o f  Sod o m  an d  Go m o r r ah  i n t o  ash es co n d em n ed  t h em  t o  d est r u ct io n , 
m ak i n g  t h en  an  ex am p l e t o  t h o se  w h o  af t e r w ar d  w o u ld  l i v e  u n g od ly Ó.[ 2 0 ]   

  

This only works against  hom osexuals if you believe t hat  is the reason God dest royed the cit ies of Sodom  
and Gom orrah.  I  have shown prev iously  t hat  God did not  dest roy them  because of hom osexualit y so 
therefore th is verse doesnÕt  apply. 

  

This concept  is touched upon again in Jude where he says:  

  

ÒAs Sod o m  an d  Go m o r r ah , an d  t h e  ci t ies a r ou n d  t h em  i n  a si m i l ar  m an n er  t o  t h ese, h av in g  
g iv en  t h em selv es ov er  t o  sex u al  i m m o r al i t y  an d  g o n e a f t e r  st r an g e f l esh ,  a r e set  f o r t h  as an  
ex am p le , su f f e r i n g  t h e  v en g ean ce  o f  et e r n a l  f i r eÓ. [ 2 1 ]   

  

What  sexual im m oralit y d id the m en of Sodom  and Gom orrah com m it? I t  was as we have seen t he cr im es 
of rape and lust . Thus it  was not  a loving hom osexual act  between two people m aking it  im possible for 
Jude to have had gays in m ind here. 

  

One other  verse from  Jude som et im es used to condem n hom osexuals is found in Jude 1: 18- 19 which 
refers to people walking aft er their  own ungodly  lusts and who are sensual people.   

  

A couple of t hings t his to note here.  First  th is could only  be applied to gays if you believe hom osexualit y is 
ungodly.  I  hope I  have proved otherwise. Secondly  it  refers to these people hav ing ungodly lust s and as 
being sensual. LetÕs break this down a bit .  First  the word ungodly  here refers to wickedness.  The word lust  
as used here m eans a longing for  som ething forbidden. The word sensual refers to a person who is 
governed by his natural im pulses not  by God.  So t herefore, it  cannot  refer to m illions of gay Christ ians 
who love God,  are seeking to be cont rolled by Him  and live for His glory. 

  

Som e m ight  say that  t he Apost le John addresses the issue in the book of Revelat ion when he says 

  

ÒBu t  t h e  co w ar d l y , u n b el iev in g ,  ab o m i n ab l e, m u r d er er s, sex u al ly  i m m o r a l , so r ce r er s, id o l at er s, 
an d  al l  l i ar s sh al l  h av e t h ei r  p a r t  i n  t h e l ak e  w h ich  b u r n s w i t h  f i r e an d  b r i m st o n e, w h ich  i s t h e  
seco n d  d eat h Ó.  [ 2 2 ]  

  

This would be t he verse our  evangelical brethren would use to condem n gays to burn forever. But  is that  
what  John is say ing here?  

  



I n the orig inal Greek the word t ranslated as sexually  im m oral here is whorem onger. As used here a 
whorem onger can be a m ale prost itut e, a debauchee,  a libert ine, or  fornicator.  Again nothing about  a 
lov ing relat ionship between two people of the sam e sex. 

  

The Apost le Paul reaffirm s in his qualif icat ions for b ishops and deacons t he requirem ent  of Jesus one m an 
and one w ife as requirem ents for  a leader in the church.  Again however, I  believe t hat  was stated against  
the pract ice of polygam y.  Therefore, I  donÕt  believe it  autom at ically  disqualifies gays from  either  being 
Chr ist ian or  holding office in t he church. They do need to be in a com m it t ed relat ionship and not  going 
from  one relat ionship to another  being prom iscuous. I  believe t he goal should always be for  eit her a 
heterosexual or  a gay couple t o live a life pleasing t o God.  I f they are going to be in relat ionship with 
som eone that  it  would be a com m it t ed,  Christ - centered relat ionship. That  they and their  partner  together  
would be seeking God f irst ,  His will for  t heir lives,  and then doing it .  

  

I n sum m at ion t hen I  th ink what  t he Bible is t rying t o t each us is t hat  it s opposed to prost itut ion, and to 
som eone being forced into sexual serv ices.  I t  also support s the idea of m arr iage between one m an and 
one wom an in opposit ion to polygam y and m ult iple m arriages result ing from  divorce and rem arr iage.  I  
believe,  however, that  it  is  either silent  or  am bivalent  on the subj ect  of hom osexuality  provided that  is a 
lov ing,  car ing,  and aff irm ing relat ionship. Perhaps we need to follow  Jesus words when he says:  

  

ÒJu d g e n o t  t h at  y o u  b e n o t  j u d g ed .  Fo r  w i t h  w h at  j u d g m en t  y ou  j u d g e, y o u  w i l l  b e  j u d g ed ;  an d  
w i t h  t h e  m easu r e y ou  u se, i t  w i l l  b e m easu r ed  b ack  t o  y o u . An d  w h y  d o  y o u  l ook  at  t h e sp eck  i n  
y ou r  b r o t h e r Õs ey e b u t  d o  n o t  co n sid e r  t h e p lan k  i n  y o u r  o w n  ey e.  Hy p o cr i t e !  Fi r st  r em ov e  t h e 
p lan k  f r o m  y o u r  o w n  ey e  an d  t h en  y o u  sh al l  see c lea r ly  t o  r em ov e t h e  sp eck  f r o m  y o u r  
b r o t h er Õs ey eÓ. [ 2 3 ]     

  

Which one of us has no issues in our  lives that  we are dealing wit h? Who is totally  free from  having planks 
in our  eyes which blind us unt il t hey get  rem oved with GodÕs help? Can we say we have reached a level of 
m atur it y in our  lives that  there is nothing displeasing to God in us? Can we judge as God would judge? I f 
not  then perhaps we should deal with those areas that  God is dealing with us about  and leave t he rest  
alone.  Let  us leave t he speck in our  brotherÕs eye to God who can see the heart  and judge accordingly.  I  
believe it s t im e we just  learn to love with Gods love,  preach t he gospel and leave the result s to God. 

  

I NTO THE CLOSET 

( The history of how gays got  put  int o the closet  and what  they can do about  it .)  

  

(Chapter  5)  

  

As I  was studying furt her  I  found out  som ething that  totally  am azed m e.  For alm ost  the f irst  four hundred 
years of church history there was no problem  w ith hom osexuality  in the church.  People of the sam e sex,  
eunuchs,  were welcom e as m em bers and held im portant  posit ions in t he church including as advisors to 
bishops. This was like a light  bulb going on in m y head. I t  m eant  that  the ear ly  church would have had no 



problem  w it h m y being gay.  They would even have allowed m e to hold off ice in the church.  So how did the 
church go from  having no problem  with hom osexualit y  to it s current  ant i hom osexual t eachings? How did 
this posit ion becom e the predom inant  v iew of t he m aj or it y  of the Christ ian world? I f the Bible doesnÕt  
teach against  hom osexuality  then where did this t eaching or iginate and why? 

  

As I  studied fur ther  I  found out  that  the decision to condem n hom osexualit y was in part  a polit ically 
m ot ivated decision.  I t  cam e about  from  a power st ruggle within the church as t o who would cont rol it .  A 
lot  of those we would call hom osexuals were Ar ian in their  relig ious beliefs. This was a view  t hat  Jesus was 
a created being who was inferior  t o God the Father.  There were also som e who m aintained that  alm ight y 
God was not  the Father  of Jesus in a procreat ive sense.  I nstead they said t hat  God adopted Jesus as His 
Son t hrough grace.  That  view  was ult im ately condem ned by the church in favor of t he Trin it y  doct rine 
which m aintained that  Jesus and the Father  were co equal and always ex ist ed. The Rom an Catholics(who 
were upholders of t he Trinit y  posit ion)  hav ing won decided to punish t he hom osexuals for support ing the 
wrong cause.  The results were t he first  pronouncem ents against  hom osexuality . I t  also led t o a 
reinvent ion of what  the Bible actually taught  about  hom osexualit y. From  then on the t eaching of the 
church would be that  hom osexualit y  was m orally w rong.  They would t each that  the Bible unequivocally  
condem ns hom osexuality.  Anyone who was a pract icing hom osexual was of t he dev il.  Therefore,  they 
couldnÕt  possib ly  be Christ ian unless t hey got  delivered.  Thus the closet  was born. Hom osexuals were told 
to abstain from  all sexual act iv it y otherw ise God would condem n them . They learned real quickly  to 
rem ain hidden in the closet .  I f  t hey cam e out  they risked being excom m unicated from  the church and ruin 
by being publicly  exposed as a hom osexual.  They could also have been put  to death or  been cast rated, for  
being hom osexual. During t his t im e  as I  was doing th is research   I  also m eant  people who believed 
different ly  and were t rying t o do som ething about  it .  With their  support  I  found liberat ion and freedom . I t  
also led m e t o search and see if  I  could f ind where all t his ant i hom osexual t eaching had com e from . 

  

I  found out  that  on May 14,  390 there was an im per ial decree issued.[ 24]  I t  was posted at  the Rom an hall 
of Minerva which was a gather ing place for  art ists,  w riters and actors.[ 25]  I t  cr im inalized for the f irst  t im e 
the sexual pract ices of those whom  we call hom osexual m en. This had never happened prev iously  in the 
history of law . The death penalt y was f irst  invoked for  hom osexuals at  th is t im e, death by burning. This 
law was issued by an em peror Theodosius who was in t rouble with the church and under penance by St .  
Am brose, the Bishop of Milan.[ 26]  He was busy t rying to f ind a way to get  back into t he good graces of 
the church. So t he decree was issued as a m eans to com bat  heresy allegedly. I t  prom pt ly  rem oved m any 
Ar ians from  posit ions of author it y and gave them  to Rom an Catholics who supported the church and the 
Tr in itarian posit ion.  This great ly  increased it  power especially  over  doct r ine. 

  

Prior  t o 390 only  one form  of hom osexuality  was ident ified.  I t  was a m an or  youth who could exhibit  
at t ract ion towards wom en but  instead chose not  to. They instead agreed to or  were forced to play a 
fem ale role in intercourse wit h other  m en. These were called eunuchs as I  m ent ioned earlier.  They were 
defined not  by their  physical anatom y but  by their  sexual or ientat ion.  By th is defin it ion only heterosexual 
m en would have been considered m ale, since potency with wom en was t he prim ary proof of 
m asculinit y.[ 27]  Sex between eunuchs and m ales was prohibit ed.  However not  sex between eunuchs.[ 28]  

  

Since eunuchs were m en lack ing a desire for  wom en,  like todayÕs hom osexual m en,  t hey would have 
never covered by t he sex laws as they only  applied to m ales.  Eunuchs would not  have been deem ed to be 
m ale.  I nstead m aleness would have required t he m an t o p lay t he role  of penet rator  and procreator. This 
m eans t hey had t o be able to produce children.  I f  t hey couldnÕt  or  wouldnÕt  then they failed t he ancient  
cr it eria for being called m ale. As a m at t er of fact  m asculin it y in t he ancient  world was not  defined in 
cont rast  to wom en but  to hom osexual m en.  Exclusively  hom osexual m en were often called non- m ale,  
neither  m ale nor  fem ale, androgynous,  or th ird sex Ð but  never m ale.   



  

Cont inuing on t here was a category of m en in the ancient  Medit erranean world who were called ÒnaturalÓ 
or  Òconst it ut ionalÓ eunuchs.[ 29]  They were defined as having no physical defects except  for  a Òpeculiar 
m ental stateÓ.[ 30]  They were considered t o be what  we would call today Òborn hom osexualsÓ. The law  
m ade a difference between them  and cast rated m en.  I t  also m ade a difference between hom osexuals and 
those w it h physical defect s.  Natural eunuchs could m arry  if  they wanted,  and bequeath propert y, and 
adopt . [ 31]  Cast rated m en or  t hose w ith physical defect s could do none of those th ings. 

 I n the ancient  wor ld star t ing w ith Babylon and on through the late Rom an Em pire eunuchs served two 
m ajor  roles in ancient  society . They served as priest s in pagan t em ples, and as dom est ic servants in 
wealthy households and royal palaces.   They also had a t radit ion of spiritualit y  and of being close to 
power.  This m ade them  of great  help to bishops whom  they supported and a threat  to those they 
opposed.[ 32]  This would put  them  on a collision course with Rom an Catholic author it ies opposed to t heir 
Ar ian v iews and who wanted t he power they exert ed for  t hem selves.  Thus began the  ident if icat ion of 
hom osexuals as powerful enem ies of t he church and of Catholic doct rine. This is not  the place to discuss 
the m er it s of whether they were r ight  or  w rong it  is sim ply to acknowledge that  it  happened. 

  

A third purpose eunuchs had in ancient  societ y was a t radit ional role as sexual passives.  Again because 
they were not  Òm aleÓ th is pract ice was legal in both pagan and Biblical law throughout  all prev ious history . 
The Christ ian em peror Constant ius I I  issued a decree im plicit ly  recognizing hom osexual m arr iages as long 
as it  didnÕt  involve a Òm aleÓ in a passive role.  He was also known to be devoted t o his eunuchs,  cour t iers 
and w ives.[ 33]  

  

The definit ion of a eunuch began t o change in the fourth century.  I n the th ird century  Clem ent  of 
Alexandria had defined the eunuch as one not  unable to have sex but  as one unwilling to have sex.[ 34]  
Then in the fourth century  Epiphanius of Salam is said that  eunuchs were incapable of doing anything 
sexually  because t hey allegedly  lacked t he Òdiv inely  created organs of generat ionÓ.[ 35]  This was the f irst  
t im e eunuchs were defined on the basis of their  physical anatom y rather  than their  sexual orientat ion. By 
adopt ing t hat  view,  the church successfully  reduced natural eunuchs to a physical defect .  They t hen used 
that  as an excuse t o deprive them  of their religious credibilit y. 

  

Against  t his backdrop,  as t he Arian cont roversy was raging,  began the cam paign against  hom osexualit y.  
The Rom an Catholic Church was look ing to debase their  powerful enem ies and so m oved to out law t he 
sexual life of hom osexuals.  I n 389 neo Ar ian eunuchs were denied the r ight  to m ake or  benefit  from  
wills.[ 36]  This was t echnically  done as a m eans of com bat ing heresy.  Meanwhile t he em peror  Theodosius 
com m it s an at rocit y  against  the residents of Thessalonica. He is prom pt ly  excom m unicated by St . 
Am brose from  the church. Theodosius then craw ls to the bishop begging for forgiveness and 
reinstatem ent .  The Bishop St .  Am brose relented and prom ised to restore the em peror aft er an eight  
m onth penance. I t  was a m onth aft er  t hat  m eet ing t hat  t he edict  of May 14,  390 was issued by 
Theodosius condem ning hom osexualit y. Laws were quick ly  changed to reflect  th is new definit ion based on 
physical anatom y.   The death penalt y  by burning in fire was established. 

  

Once hav ing established power over  im per ial legislat ion especially in regards to relig ion,  Catholic 
author it ies would never look back.  They had got ten rid of heresies and st ripped the eunuchs of t heir  
relig ious credibilit y.  That  being t he case t here was no one left  to challenge them . So t hey began to 
reinvent  the scriptures.  They began t o teach that  Jesus when talking about  eunuchs was referring to m en 
suffering from  physical defects.  They also began to t each t hat  t hose engaging in hom osexual act s were 
guilty  of the sin of Sodom .  All who could have challenged t he new teachings were eit her  gone,  discredit ed 



or in the closet  hid ing.  I n the seventh century  w ith t he passage of the Visgothic Code  it  was ordered t hat  
every m an guilty  of a hom osexual act  should be cast rated. Now m erely  hav ing a intact  penis and t est icles 
were enough t o m ake you a m ale not  sexual or ientat ion as prev iously. 

  

I n sum m at ion I  learned t hat  for  alm ost  t he first  four  hundred years of church history it  was ok t o be 
hom osexual and hold off ice in the church.  The decision to out law  hom osexualit y  was in par t  a polit ical 
decision to increase t he power of the winning side.  Since 390 the t eaching against  hom osexualit y has 
been passed down to where alm ost  all of Christ ianit y  now accepts it  as t ruth.  They would see it  as a 
proper understanding of t he scr iptures. 

  

I  believe however, that  I  have shown there is another interpretat ion and understanding of t he Bible on the 
subj ect  of hom osexuality . This would depart  from  t radit ional t eaching but  I  believe represents a m ore 
accurate picture of what  the early church thought .  I  believe it  is t im e to present  the fact s as t hey actually  
ex ist .  I t  is t im e t o restore gays,  lesbians,  and t ransgender people to full r ight s in t he church as t hey 
enjoyed for the f irst  four  hundred years of church history. I t  is long overdue for the church to r ight  the 
wrong com m it t ed against  hom osexuals in 390.  I t  is t im e to t ruly t each the Bible correct ly,  and what  the 
apost les actually  taught .  We need to be brave enough t o let  go of our prejudices,  and bigot ry  t hat  t r ies t o 
dest roy hom osexual people. I t  is t im e to dest roy the closet  forever that  no gay person ever  has t o h ide 
again.  We need t o m ake sure our churches our  inclusive invit ing all even as Jesus did. That  is the v ision 
we need to com m it  t o.  One church united regardless of race,  sex,  or  sexual or ientat ion,  ready t o take our  
wor ld for  the cause of Christ . 

  

I t  also should be noted here t hat  the ancient  church pract iced sam e sex m arriages and even had a rit e for  
it .  I n doing som e research on t he subj ect  I  cam e across an ar t icle ent it led ÒWhen Marr iage Between Gays 
Was a Rit eÓ.  I t  was by Jim  Duffy  of Dublin I reland in an art icle in t he I r ish Tim es on August  11, 1998. He 
says in his ar t icle that  there evidence of t he Rom an Catholic church allow ing and per form ing sam e sex 
m arr iages well int o the 18th centaury.   He believes t hat  the Chr ist ian at t itude towards sam e sex 
m arr iages has changed over the years. I n Kiev,  Russia an art  m useum  contains a cur ious icon from  St . 
Cather ineÕs Monastery on Mt .  Sinai.  The icon shows two robed Christ ian saints who are m en dressed in 
wedding garm ents wit h a Rom an pronubus (best  m an)  between them  who happens to be Chr ist .  The icon 
depict s two Chr ist ian saint s SaintÕs Serge and St . Bacchus,  two Rom an soldiers who becam e Chr ist ian and 
were m art yred.   They are described by early Christ ian writers as having been joined together in life and 
St .  Serge is described as Òa sweet  com panion and lover  of St .  BacchusÓ. This confirm s what  the ear lier 
icon im plied that  they were a hom osexual couple.  Their pronubus is pictured as Chr ist  him self suggest ing 
that  Chr ist  would have blessed the union rather  than condem n it .  Ev idence also ex ist s showing t here was 
an ÒOffice of Sam e Sex UnionÓ also known as Ò Order For Unit ing Two MenÓ in the Rom an Catholic Church 
up t hrough at  least  the 18th centaury.  These cerem onies had all t he t rappings and sym bols of a regular 
m arr iage cerem ony for  heterosexual couples.  The com m unit y would gather  in a church, a blessing of the 
couple before the altar  would take place,  t heir right  hands would be joined,  a priest  would part icipate and 
serve the Euchar ist  to t he couple, and there would be a wedding banquet  aft erwards. These unions were 
popular in I reland in t he 12th and 13th centur ies,   as well as in pre m odern Europe. 

  

The following is  litany taken from  a Greek lit urgical docum ent  called ÒOrder for  Solem nisat ion of Sam e 
Sex UnionÓ used in the 13th century.  I t  begins with invok ing t he nam es of St . Serge and St . Bacchus.  I t  
then calls on God t o Òvouchsafe unto t hese Thy servants (N and N)  grace to love another and to abide 
unhated,  and not  cause of scandal all t he days of their  lives,  with the help of the Holy  Mother  of God and 
all Thy saint s.Ó The cerem ony concludes by having t hem  k iss t he Holy Gospel and each other aft er which 
they are considered m arried.  I n a 14th century  Serbian Slavonic ÒOffice of t he Sam e Sex UnionÓ, for the 
unit ing of two m en or  wom en it  says t he follow ing. The couple were t o lay t heir  r ight  hands on t he Gospel 
while having a cross placed in their  left  hands. Aft er kissing the Gospel,  t he couple were then required t o 



kiss each other , aft er which t he priest  hav ing raised up the Eucharist , would give them  both com m union.  
 These cerem onies were found included in a in a Greek prayer books of the 1600Õs. 

  

Hom osexualit y  was t echnically  illegal from  late Rom an Tim es.  Yet  sam e sex m arriages cont inued to take 
place even aft er ant i hom osexual feelings began to sweep across Western Europe in the 14th century.  At  
St .  John Lateran in Rom e ( t radit ionally the PopeÕs par ish church)  it  is recorded that  in 1578 as m any as 13 
couples were j oined t ogether w it h the apparent  cooperat ion of the local priest s.  They took com m union 
together,  using the sam e nupt ial scriptures as would be used in a regular wedding cerem ony of a m an and 
a wom an,  aft er  which they slept  and ate together. There is also recording of a wom an to wom an union in 
Dalm at ia (m odern day Turkey)  in the 18th century. 

  

This research poses som e fundam ental quest ions for  m odern day church leaders and heterosexual 
Chr ist ians.  Given what  has been shown to be fact  concerning sam e sex unions in the ear ly  church what  
should be our at t itude today?  We have seen that  t he church has changed its views on hom osexuality  over  
the years in part  due t o polit ics. For  t he church t o ignore the evidence would be a m aj or  cop out  for them . 
The evidence shows that  for  a good port ion of the last  two m illennia churches t hroughout  Chr ist endom  
 had no problem  w it h hom osexuality.  I nstead they accepted it  as valid expressions of a God given ability  
to love and com m it  to another  person. I t  was seen as som ething to be celebrated,  honored,  and blessed.  I  
believe it  is t im e for  t he m odern church to adopt  the sam e at t it ude of our  forefathers in the faith and of 
the early  Church. 

At  th is point  I  th ink it  m ight  be helpful to correct  a few  m isconcept ions people seem  to have about  gay 
people.  Hopefully  th is w ill help non gay people understand gays bet ter  and what  we are about .  Many 
would say t hat  they are willing to let  hom osexuals live as they want  to.  They are just  opposed to us t ry ing 
to force our lifesty le on others or t ry ing to seduce young people into t he hom osexual lifesty le.  A couple of 
things we need t o see here.  First  you canÕt  force som eone to becom e hom osexual. Either they are or they 
arenÕt . I t  is not  a choice but  the way they were m ade.  The only  choice a hom osexual get s is whether  t o 
accept  their  hom osexualit y or  not .  They can t ry living in the closet  of fear , repression,  frust rat ion, and 
condem nat ion if  t hey want . They can t ry  t o deny  t heir hom osexuality  and live as society  and t he church 
says t hey should as heterosexual people.  From  m y experience that  leads t o a lot  of needless guilt ,  
frust rat ion,  and condem nat ion t rying to live like that .  They can also choose to live openly as a gay person,  
free to be all t hey can be. They can choose t o m eet  a God who loves them , people who accept  and aff irm  
them , liv ing without  guilt  and condem nat ion. They can choose to let  the closet  be dest royed forever  for  
them  and never t o return to it  again.  That  is the choice I  hope every gay person w ill m ake. 

  

The second t hing we need to see here is t hat  hom osexuals or  gays are not  pedophiles. Most  would be as 
revolt ed with t he t hought  of hav ing sex with a child as the m aj or it y  of heterosexual people would be. They 
just  want  t o be free to love their  part ners,  build lives together and help m ake t heir world bet t er.  The 
m ajority  of gays are for sex between consent ing adult s for  the m utual sat isfact ion of both par t ies.  There 
m ay be prom iscuit y in the gay com m unity  but  I  donÕt  believe any m ore than in the heterosexual 
com m unity  at  large.   So I  donÕt  believe it  should be used to condem n hom osexualit y. 

  

Third ly  m ost  gay people are not  sadist ic serial k illers.  I  realize when we read of people like John Gacy, 
Jeffrey Dalhm er we m ight  get  that  im pression.  We m ight  t hink being gay is a power t rip,  about  cont rol,  
dom inat ion,  proving yourself superior . This would be carr ied out  even to the point  of k ill ing an alleged 
weaker person because they can. Unfort unately  there are those holding t hose views w it hin the gay 
com m unity  j ust  as in the world at  large.  However that  would be a very sm all m inority  as it  would be in the 
wor ld in general. 



  

Most  gay people want  t he sam e rights and opportunit ies as everyone else has.  They want  equal t reatm ent  
in the work place and to be accepted openly.  They want  the sam e r ights t hat  everyone else has but  which 
have been quit e oft en ignored when it  com es to gay people. They want  t o live openly  as gay people 
without  fear.  They donÕt  want  to have to worry  about  get t ing beat  up or m urdered for who they are. They 
want  the sam e r ight s to build fam ilies,  relat ionships, and to love as accorded to everyone else. They want  
to be able to visit  their  loved ones in t he hospital,  m ake decisions affect ing their  loved ones especially if  
they are dying. They want  t o be able to inherit  propert y left  by their  part ner,  and receive the sam e 
benefit s afforded to all m arried couples and even heterosexual couples who are just  living t ogether.  Gays 
want  to pursue the ÒAm erican Dream Ó to becom e all we can be.  I n that  respect  no different  t han m illions 
of other  Am er icans. 

  

As for the idea that  we are t rying to force our  lifest yle or ÒagendaÓ on others says who? Other than t o 
obtain the above rights I  m ent ioned,  guaranteed us by the United States Const it ut ion,   I  know of no 
at t em pt  by gay people to force  their  lifest y le on anyone.  I ndeed it  is the ÒChrist ian RightÓ and t heir  
evangelical allies who seem  determ ined to force their v iews down the throat  of every single gay Am erican.  
I t  is they signing pet it ions,  get t ing ant i gay right s in it iat ives on the ballot ,  t rying to take away our r ight s 
from  us that  have forced t he gay com m unit y to rise up and fight .  We wish t o be t reated as f irst  class 
cit izens,  not  second,  t hird or even worse.  We want  to be recognized as hum an beings w it h the sam e 
needs, desires, dream Õs, as everyone else.  Give us those and we are very w illing to let  heterosexualÕs live 
their lives as they choose and to live our  lives as we choose. As for gay m arriage,  civil unions, or  dom est ic 
part nerships (whatever you want  t o call them )  all we are asking for is the sam e right  to express our  love 
and com m itm ent  to our  part ners as heterosexual couples do in m arr iage. We also want  t he sam e r ight s 
and benefit s t hey have. I n other words end the discrim inat ion against  gay people. Blow the closet  back t o 
hell where it  belongs and cam e from  or iginally.  Let  us enj oy what  everyone else get s to enjoy.  Som e m ay 
fear  t hat  t hat  would dest roy t radit ional m arriage. Why should it ? Those who want  t o m arry  som eone of 
the opposit e sex will st ill be free to do so.  Vice versa hom osexual relat ionships would be able to have the 
ext ra added blessing to being able to openly  com m it  to t heir par tners like heterosexual couples. They 
would also be able to enjoy all the benefit s under law  that  com es w ith being m arr ied. 

  

Gays would also like to be able t o serve in t he m ilitary openly.  President  Clint onÕs policy  of ÒdonÕt  ask donÕt  
tellÓ didnÕt  change a th ing as you can st ill be kicked out  of the m ilitary  for being gay.  I t  is st ill 
discrim inat ion against  gay people. Gay people are as devoted, pat r iot ic and love their  count ry  like anyone 
else.  They vote,  serve in the legislatures of t heir  state and count ry  and believe in freedom  as well as 
m aking dem ocracy work for all.  Now they ask for the r ight  to openly  defend t hose ideals and their  count ry  
like everyone else can. 

 As for  t he church gays seek to be able to love God and serve Him  wit h the rest  of the Chr ist ian 
com m unity.  I t  is to be able t o par t icipate in all aspects of church life including t he m inist ry if  God calls us 
to it .  Gays want  t o be let  out  of the closet .  We want  to be accepted on the sam e basis as any other 
Chr ist ian including t he right  to all the sacram ents of t he church. Gays want  the persecut ion of us ended 
and a new era of understanding and openness t o ex ist  between the church and the gay com m unit y.  We 
donÕt  want  to be condem ned but  t o be accepted as fellow  brothers and sist ers in Chr ist .  I t  would be for  t he 
church t o becom e an all inclusive body following the exam ple of Jesus Christ .  Most  im portant ly it  would be 
for them  to be t he lov ing,  caring,  aff irm ing body of  Chr ist  it  can be. 

  

As I  have repeatedly  said it  is t im e to dest roy the closet  forever.  I t  is the m om ent  to judge people by their  
worth,  by what  they can cont ribute and by what  they have t o offer. We need to allow  gays t o do what  
they can do,  be what  they can be if g iven the chance.  I t  is t im e t o end t he bigot ry and discrim inat ion 
based on sexual or ientat ion, religion,  sex or anything else.  I nstead we should be opening t he ÒAm erican 
Dream Ó to all people including gays,  lesbians and t ransgender people. Let  us all be proud of who we are.  



Proud of our  heritage, our count ry,  our  relig ion or  lack thereof,  our freedom s, and the chance to be 
whatever we want  to be.  I f gays are willing to invest  the t im e, effort  and determ inat ion t o becom e 
som ething then let  them  do it .  That  is the Am er ica I  believe our forefathers fought  to establish.  I t  was to 
be a nat ion free from  tyranny, and from  dom inat ion by one person, group or  relig ion. That  was why t he 
Bill of Right s was added to our  const itut ion ensuring that  our  right s would be protected forever.  

  

That  is t he Am erica I  and m ost  gays I  know believe in and are com m it t ed to.  That  is what  we want  for  
ourselves as well as everyone else.  We invit e you t o join us in th is st ruggle to br ing equalit y,  libert y, and 
just ice to all w it hout  except ion.  We would ask t hat  acceptance and inclusion becom e the norm  for all gay, 
lesbian,  bisexual,  and t ransgender people. We ask t o be allowed  to be ourselves an you allowed to be 
you.  We ask to live w ithout  any recrim inat ions or repercussions for  being what  we are.  I f that  is the 
Am erica you want  t hen com e join us and welcom e aboard. 

  

W AS AMERI CA  FOUN DED AS A CHRI STI AN  NATI ON ? 

(Chapter  6)  

  

I n recent  years there has been a call to return t o our  ÒChr ist ian her itageÓ.  Many of the Christ ian r ight  and 
their evangelical allies would insist  that  our  nat ion was founded as a Christ ian nat ion.  They would say that  
our  governm ent  was established for  t he prom ulgat ion of the Chr ist ian faith.   They would also insist  t hat  
our  governm ent  and laws were founded upon the Bible. They would also m ake the claim  that  our founding 
fathers were devout  m en of faith in God and t he Lord Jesus Christ .  According to them  our founding 
fathers intended to establish a governm ent  based on t heir ÒChrist ianÓ beliefs. I s that  really  t rue? Were our  
founding fathers devout  evangelical Chr ist ians or just  nom inal Chr ist ians? Would their  views have 
departed radically from  what  would be considered Orthodox Christ ianit y? Would they have cared about  
sexual preference or orientat ion and what  people do behind closed doors? Are evangelicalÕs r ight  t o 
condem n gays because of what  t hey th ink our  founding fathers m ight  have done or thought? 

  

The Christ ian relig ion was an im portant  factor  in the set t lem ent  of Am er ica. Five colonies Massachuset t s,  
Connect icut ,  Rhode I sland,  Mary land and Pennsylvania, were founded as relig ious com m unit ies.  Alm ost  all 
states had state supported churches. However t hey differed w idely in their  views of Chr ist ianit y.  I n 
Massachuset t s the Pur itans founded t heir idea of a ÒChrist ian com m unit yÓ.  All who didnÕt  agree w ith t hem  
were banished.  I ntolerance and bigot ry  were t he order  of the day.  Being different  could m ean banishm ent  
or  death.  I n th is colony a dream  could get  you k illed.  I f  som eone had a dream  of you t rying to bewitch 
them  or in which they allegedly  saw you consort ing w it h the devil or dem ons it  could be enough to get  you 
hanged. Also if  you hung around with the wrong crowd talking or  associat ing wit h accused w it ches you 
could be executed also. Pract icing or  believing in any other  religion t han the Pur itan fait h could get  you 
banished or  killed. I s that  the t ype of Am er ica we want  t o go back to? I s this t he ÒCit y on a HillÓ that  
evangelicals and t he Chr ist ian Right  want  us to em ulate? 

  

By t he t im e of the Am er ican Revolut ion Chr ist ianit y  had been rej ected by m any of our  founding fathers in 
favor  of Deism .  These would include George Washington,  Thom as Jefferson,  Thom as Paine, Benjam in 
Franklin,  John and Sam uel Adam s,  Ethan Allen,  Jam es Madison, and m any others.  They believed in a God 
that  had created t he wor ld.  This God however, no longer int ervened in the affairs of m en generally  
speaking but  could if  He wanted to.  They believed that  only  that  which could be understood wit h t he m ind, 
logic,  and reason was acceptable. Everything else they rej ected.  Consequent ly  they rejected t he deity  of 
Chr ist ,  His v irgin bir th and His per form ance of m iracles.  They also rej ected His resurrect ion and ascension 



into heaven.  To them  such ideas were illogical,  unreasonable,  and fables.  Thom as Jefferson who was the 
author  of the Declarat ion of I ndependence and t hird president  of the United States did som ething very 
int erest ing while in the Whit e House.  During his second t erm  in office he actually  rewrote the Bible in what  
has becom e known as the Jefferson Bible.  I n it  he elim inated all the Old Testam ent ,  and all the m iracles of 
Chr ist .  He chose t o concent rate instead on the m oral and ethical t eachings of Christ  as he saw them . 
Below  see som e statem ents taken from  som e of our  founding fathers which would show what  they in fact  
actually  believed. 

  

ÒHave you considered t hat  system  of holy lies and pious frauds that  has raged and t r ium phed for 1500 
yearsÓ (John Adam s in a let t er  t o John Taylor in 1814,  quoted by Norm an Cousins in ÒIn God We Trust :  
The Relig ious Beliefs and I deas of t he Am erican Founding fathers (New York:  Harper and Brothers 1958)  
p. 106- 107)  

  

ÒThe quest ion before the hum an race is,  whether the God of nature shall govern t he wor ld by His own 
laws,  or  whether  priest s and k ings shall rule it  by fict it ious m iracles.Ó (John Adam s in a let t er to Thom as 
Jefferson,  June 20,  1815)  

  

ÒI  do not  find in or thodox Chr ist ianity  one redeem ing feature.  Relig ions are all alike Ð founded upon fables 
and m ythologies.  Millions of innocent  m en,  wom en,  and children,  since the int roduct ion of Christ ianity,  
have been burned,  tortured,  f ined and im pr isoned,  yet  we have not  advanced one inch to uniform it y.  What  
has been the effect  of t his coercion? To m ake one half of the world fools and the other  half hypocr it es.Ó 
(Thom as Jefferson Notes on Virginia)  

  

ÒThe day w ill com e when the m yst ical generat ion of Jesus,  by the Suprem e Being as His father,  in the 
wom b of a v irgin w ill be classed wit h the fable of the generat ion of Minerva in the brain of Jupit er.Ó 
(Thom as Jefferson in a let t er to John Adam s,  April 11,  1823)  

  

ÒAn am endm ent  was proposed by inser t ing t he words,  ÔJesus Chr istÉ the holy author of our  relig ionÕ which 
was rej ected.  By a great  m ajorit y in proof that  t hey m eant  to com prehend,  with in the m ant le of it s 
protect ion, the Jew and t he Gent ile,  the Chr ist ian and t he Moham m edan,  t he Hindoo and the I nf idel of 
every denom inat ion.Ó (Thom as Jefferson Biography)  

  

ÒDur ing alm ost  f ift een centuries has the legal establishm ent  of Christ ianit y been on t rial.  What  has been 
it s fruit s? More or less,  in all places,  pride and insolence in the clergy,  ignorance and servility  in t he lait y;  
in both, superst it ion,  bigot ry,  and persecut ion. I n no instance have the churches been guardians of the 
liber t ies of t he people. Religious bondage shackles and debilitat es the m ind and unfits it  for  every noble 
enterprise.Ó (Jam es Madison Apr il 1,  1774)  

  

ÒThe way t o see by faith is t o shut  t he eye of reason. Lighthouses are m ore helpful than churches.Ó 
(Benjam in Franklin,  Poor RichardÕs Alm anack,  1758)  

  



Franklin in h is autobiography said that  although the Rev. Mr. Whitefield had prayed for his conversion he 
never had t he sat isfact ion of believing those prayers were ever heard. 

I n reference to George Washington a good friend of his Dr.  Abercrom bie when asked said:  

  

ÒSir,  Washington was a deistÓ 

  

The above statem ents show what  our founding fathers actually believed.   They were not  ort hodox in t heir 
beliefs.  I n m ost  references to God, hav ing to do with t he establishm ent  of our count ry,  it  is this deist ic 
God that  is being referred t o.  This was a God who is the Creator,  t he Suprem e Being, and Judge of the 
wor ld, God of nature,  but  not  necessarily  t he personal living God of t he Bible. The liv ing God,  abiding in us 
and walk ing with and helping us would have been foreign t o them . 

  

Som e m ight  point  to the fact  that  when our count ry  was founded near ly  every state had state supported 
churches.  Their m inist ers were paid by the state. This they would say is proof that  we were int ended to be 
a ÒChrist ianÓ nat ion.  Not  t rue,  however.  First , in the list  of our  founding fatherÕs I  gave earlier  m any of 
them  opposed state supported churches.  They were in the forefront  of t he bat t le for the separat ion of 
church and state in favor of relig ious freedom  for all.   

Secondly there were m ajor  problem s w ith state supported churches. This led to their  disenfranchisem ent  
in all states by 1830.  I n states with state supported churches a societ y  was created in which being 
different  m eant  ost racism .  Relig ious dissenters could be asked t o leave and if they cam e back be hanged.  
Minist ers were paid by t he governm ent .  All had to pay taxes t o the state supported church. I t  didnÕt  
m at t er  if you were a m em ber of t hat  church,  believed in its t eachings,  or wanted anything to do with it .  
You could have preferred t o be left  alone, to pract ice your own relig ion or  none if  you chose.  That  wouldnÕt  
have m at tered.  By t he fact  you were a resident  of that  state you had to pay taxes autom at ically  to t he 
state supported church.  Since m inist ers were paid by the state they were beholden to the state not  to 
their congregat ions. This m eant  t hat  congregat ions were oft en ignored by t heir Òm inistersÓ or  were 
shepherded by hirelings whom  the state appointed m inist ers brought  in.  The wealthy sat  on the courts,  
and in the legislatures which decided who becam e m inist ers and where. This then caused m inisters to 
curry  t heir favor so t hey could keep their  jobs.  So t hen the poor and others were oft en left  on the sidelines 
while t he wealthy and influent ial people cont rolled and ran the churches. 

  

I s t hat  t he kind of Am er ica we want  to go back t o? A place where bigot ry , int olerance, in just ice are 
pract iced everyday in t he nam e of God and the Bible? Do we really  want  only  one Chr ist ian relig ion to t ell 
us how to live our  lives? I f our  answer is yes t hen how would we choose between the m yriad of sect s and 
denom inat ions of Chr ist endom  as t o which one should be our  nat ional religion? Do we want  to see an 
outbreak of religious wars such as rav ished Europe in t he 1600 and 1700Õs? With each sect  t rying to 
establish dom inance over  everyone else and prove they are 100%  right  is that  what  we want? I  pray we 
have m oved beyond all that .   I  t rust  we can see that  itÕs in our  diversit y that  we have gained st rength.  We 
have been m ade st rong as we have absorbed and learned from  each of the var ious cult ures t hat  have 
com e here to be a part  of our great  count ry . I  would pray t hat  we can each learn from  the m istakes of the 
past .  I  believe that  where possible we need to seek forgiveness of those we have offended and of God.  We 
need to find t he m oral courage and st rength t o do what  is right  because it  is what  our  conscience and 
beliefs t ell us is r ight . I t  is t im e for  reconciliat ion to begin between all races, sexes,  and t he ent ire gay 
com m unity. 

  



So what  kind of governm ent  d id our founding fathers establish and pass down to us? Was it  a ÒChr ist ianÓ 
governm ent  that  would prom ote ÒChr ist ianÓ m oralit y? LetÕs take a look at  t he Pream ble to the Unit ed 
States Const it ut ion and see what  it  says were the reasons why our  founding fathers established the 
governm ent  they did. 

  

ÒWe the people of the Unit ed States,  in order to form  a per fect  union,  establish just ice,  insure dom est ic 
t ranquility,  provide for  t he com m on defense, prom ote t he general welfare, and secure the blessings of 
liber ty , to ourselves,  and our  posterit y, do ordain and establish th is Const itut ion for  the United States of 
Am erica.Ó 

  

Six reasons are given here for the establishm ent  of our governm ent :  

  

1.     To form  a m ore perfect  union 

2.     Establish j ust ice 

3.     I nsure dom est ic t ranquilit y 

4.     Provide for  t he com m on defense 

5.     Prom ote t he general welfare 

6.     Secure the blessings of liber ty . 

  

Take note that  nothing is said about  prom ot ing a relig ion or  m oral code.  As a m at ter  of fact  t he first  
am endm ent  to t he const it ut ion expressed our  founding fatherÕs v iews on religion quite n icely . 

  

ÒCongress shall m ake no law respect ing an establishm ent  of religion,  or prohibit ing the free exercise 
thereofÉ Ó 

  

Our founding fatherÕs intended governm ent  to be neut ral to religion neither support ing nor opposing any 
relig ion. Their  view  was sim ple no relig ion was t o be given preference over  another. Neit her  was there to 
be a religious litm us t est  for  t hose running for  polit ical off ice.  All religions were to have an equal 
opportunit y  to flour ish,  grow,  seek convert s and prosely te. They were also to be free to raise m oney,  
publish relig ious t ract s and m aterials, ordain t heir  own m inist ers, free from  any governm ent  int erference.  
People were to be free to pract ice whatever  relig ion t hey wanted or  none if  t hat  is what  t hey preferred.  
Religion was seen as good as it  kept  t he peace and t ranquility  of a com m unity  from  being disturbed.  
Religious people m ade good cit izens,  obeyed t he laws,  voted and lived quiet  lives.  They werenÕt  out  
fom ent ing rebellions and revolut ions all t he t im e and did good to their  neighbors.  They also worked wit hin 
the system  to bring about  change norm ally.  Otherwise, religion was seen as bad,  keeping people in 
bondage and superst it ion. Religion was also seen as keeping people from  being free to t hink for 
them selves.  I t  was also seen as st ir ring the people up as each sect  t r ied t o prove they were the t rue 
church and t r ied t o convert  everyone t o their  beliefs.  They were fam iliar  w ith t he religious wars in Europe 
and t he persecut ion of non Anglicans in England.  These had result ed in m any of their  forefathers 



em igrat ing to Am er ica. Those wars and persecut ions were the last  t hing our founding fathers wanted to 
have happen here. So by m aking governm ent  neut ral all people would be free t o pract ice any religion of 
their choice.  They would also be free to pract ice none if that  suit ed them  bet t er . 

  

Som e m ay ask how does th is all apply to our  study on hom osexuality? Easy, it  shows that  the founding 
fathers did not  establish a ÒChrist ianÓ nat ion. Neither d id they establish a m oral code that  all Am ericans 
would have to live by.  At  the t im e of the founding of our nat ion t here were sect s which prohibit ed there 
m em bers from  engaging in sex at  all even between husband and w ife.  There were also sects who were 
into free love,  and wife swapping.  All operated without  any int erference from  the governm ent .  The 
Chr ist ian Right  and t heir evangelical allies are wrong when they say that  the Unit ed States was founded as 
a ÒChrist ianÓ count ry.  They are equally w rong when they say that  t he Bible was to be the standard by 
which all Am ericans were to be judged along w it h our  laws.  The only  laws t hat  m ight  be found on sex 
would have been t hose passed by a local com m unity.  Prost it ut ion f lour ished openly as did saloons 
especially  in t he West . The Christ ian Right  cannot  point  back to our  supposed ÒChrist ian Òheritage to 
condem n hom osexualit y. That  her itage is a m yth. Our founding fathers were Deists which relig ion says 
nothing about  sex. I f the Christ ian Right  wants t o go back t o the religion of our founding fathers then they 
should forget  Christ ianity  and opt  for  Deism .   

  

I t  is t im e for  the governm ent  to get  back to doing what  it  was established for.  Governm ent  needs to get  
out  of the bedroom  and pr ivate lives of people who are not  causing t rouble. I t  is long overdue for 
governm ent  to once again go neut ral on religion neither support ing or  at tack ing it .  The r ights of the 
individual should be suprem e not  those of t he governm ent .  I t  is t im e we return to ÒÉ a governm ent  of t he 
people,  by the people,  and for  t he peopleÉ Ó as Abraham  Lincoln put  it .  The ÒI m per ial PresidencyÓ needs to 
be eradicated now and the governm ent  be m ade the servant  of t he people once m ore not  it s m aster.  The 
t im e has com e to live up t o the ideals of Thom as Jefferson penned in 1776. 

  

ÒWe hold these t ruths t o be self ev ident , that  all m en are created equal,  t hat  they are endowed by their  
Creator  with unalienable r ight s,  t hat  am ong these are Life,  Libert y  and the pursuit  of HappinessÓ.  

  

Originally  t hey were t hought  to apply  t o only  free whit e m en.  Later  those words were expanded to include, 
blacks, wom en and t he Am erican I ndian as well as others.  I t  is t im e now to extend those sam e words to 
include all gay Am er icans.  I t  is t im e to allow  us the sam e right s to pursue life, libert y,  and happiness just  
as everyone has t he right  to do. 

  

The t im e has com e to t each tolerance and acceptance of all people including gays.  This is the hour we 
need to recognize that  it  is t hrough our  diversit y  that  we have received st rength.  Together  we have 
worked to build our great  nat ion.  We have done this by sharing our her itage,  ideas, hopes and dream s as 
we together  have pursued the Am erican Dream . The results is we have built  a great  nat ion t hat  we need 
to protect  and die for  if necessary.  Let  us em brace that  t radit ion.  We need not  fear  our  diversit y but  
em brace it .  Then let  us keep doing that  unt il all injust ice, b igot ry,  racism ,  sexism , and intolerance have 
been overcom e by love and understanding. Unt il the t im e when all war, m urder, and st r ife between 
nat ions is overcom e by GodÕs peace.  We need to keep doing it  unt il we see t he lit eral fu lf illm ent  of the 
angelÕs proclam at ion on that  first  Christm as night .  Then they proclaim ed ÒPeace on eart h and good w ill 
toward m en.Ó I  say am en let  it  be.  Will it  be easy? Not  hardly.  Will it  happen overnight? Not  likely. 
However,  we need to begin som ewhere. The 18th century  Br it ish parliam entarian Edm und Burke said:  

ÒThe only  t hing needed for  ev il t o t r ium ph is for  good m en to do nothingÓ. 



  

We cannot  rem ain silent  t o inj ust ice,  bigot ry,  or  hat red. Neither  can we rem ain silent  any longer to the 
plight  of our  gay, lesbian,  and t ransgender brothers and sisters.  I f we do t hen we acquiesce to what  is 
happening and give our approval to it .  We need to m ake our  voice heard loud and clear rem aining silent  
no longer.  We need t o use every legal m eans we can to br ing about  change for  the bet t er.  Unit ed we can 
m ake a difference even as the blacks did in the late 1950Õs and early  60Õs result ing in the passage of t he 
Civ il Right s Act  of 1964 and the Vot ing Rights Act  of 1965. This gave the blacks new r ights which had been 
denied t hem  previously.  Mahatm a Gandhi t hrough unit ing t he people of I ndia in a cam paign of non 
violence won independence for  h is nat ion.  Today we can do t he sam e.  Unit ing we can w in equalit y and 
acceptance for  all gay, lesbian and t ransgender people.  I n the next  chapter we w ill look at  som e 
const ruct ive steps we can take to help get  t he ball rolling. 

  

  

  

A  CHRI STI ANÕS CALL TO ACTI ON 

(What  we can do now)  

(Chapter  7)  

  

What  can we do t o help br ing about  change for t he bet t er? How can we m ake our  voices heard? Where do 
we star t  towards m oving forward to greater  and bet t er days? The following is a list  of four  sim ple th ings I  
believe we can do to help m ake our  m ark and get  t he ball rolling. 

  

1 .     W e N eed  To  St a r t  W i t h  Ou r selv es 

  

ÒEx am i n e  y o u r selv es as t o  w h et h er  y ou  a r e  in  t h e f a i t h .  Test  y o u r selv esÉ Ó[ 3 7 ]    

  

The f irst  thing we need to do is check ourselves? Do we t ruly em brace the t ruths that  have been shared 
here? Are we all inclusive in our  at t itude as Jesus was? I f we are in the closet ,  are we ready to com e out  
and dest roy it  forever? I  believe it  is long overdue for all gay people t o do so.  You see t he only ones 
m ent ioned in t he Bible as hid ing are t hose who rej ect  Christ . At  His second com ing they hide in caves 
pray ing for the m ountains and rocks to fall on them .[ 38]   We are not  of t hat  class but  instead are those 
who have chosen to follow  Chr ist  as gay Chr ist ians.  Since we are j ust  being what  God has m ade us to be,  
lov ing and serving Him , we donÕt  need to be hiding out .  I nstead we need to be let t ing His light  and love t o 
shine through us to others.  Many organizat ions, hot lines,  websit es, and counselors stand ready t o help. 
Also m any churches are open and affirm ing of gays in their  m idst .  The Metropolitan Com m unit y Church is 
a worldw ide fellowship of Christ ian churches m inister ing to t he gay com m unit y. They work w ith all gay,  
lesbian,  bisexual,  and t ransgender people affirm ing them  in their  faith.  They also use them  in their  
churches and even ordain them  to the m inist ry.  

  



I f  you are heterosexual you need to m ake a qualit y  decision t hat  t here is nothing wrong w it h 
hom osexualit y  and gay people.  That  needs to be an ir revocable decision from  which you will never draw  
back from .  You need to openly  em brace the t ruths that  have been shared in th is book.   Also be fully  
accept ing of all gay,  lesbian and t ransgender people as fellow  creat ions of God like yourself.  Affirm at ion of 
all who are gay also needs t o becom e an every day occurrence w it h you. Finding ways to f ight  
discrim inat ion,  bigot ry,  and violence against  the gay com m unity,  need to be found and encouraged.  Above 
all a com m itm ent  t o equality  and j ust ice for  all,  including gay people,  needs t o be there. 

  

2 .     W e Can  Pr ay  

  

I  am  a firm  believer that  prayer  changes th ings.  I  am  also an equally f irm  believer  t hat  God m ay not  m ove 
unt il His people pray.  Also that  certain t ypes of dem onic power cannot  be broken unless we pray. I t  is an 
act ive way we can be involved t ear ing down the enem ies st rongholds and power. I t  is a way t o see change 
in people,  nat ions,  event s, and circum stances surrounding us and affect ing our world today.  Jesus t ells us:  

  

ÒÉ I  say  t o  y ou ,  i f  y o u  h av e f a i t h  as a m u st a r d  seed , y o u  w i l l  say  t o  t h i s m o u n t ai n  Òm o v e f r o m  
h er e t o  t h e r eÕ an d  i t  w i l l  m ov e ;  an d  n o t h i n g  sh a l l  b e i m p o ssib l e f o r  y o u . How ev er  t h at  k in d  d o es 
n o t  g o  o u t  ex cep t  b y  p r ay er  an d  f ast i n g Ó. [ 3 9 ]    

  

I n context  Jesus is speaking to His disciples who had just  unsuccessfully  t r ied to cast  a dem on out .  They 
were want ing to know why they had failed.  Jesus infers t hey failed because they werenÕt  praying and 
fast ing. This caused them  to lack fait h apparent ly. Jesus seem s to say if  t hey had been praying and 
fast ing then t hey could have cast  t he dem on out . This also affirm s what  I  said ear lier that  cer tain t ypes of 
dem onic powers wonÕt  be broken unless we pray. I f  we want  to see an end t o racism , b igot ry, in j ust ice, 
war,  and other  dem onically inspired th ings, then we need t o pray. This is predicated upon an Old 
Testam ent  verse where God says:  

  

ÒI f  m y  p eop l e w h o  a r e cal led  b y  My  n am e w i l l  h u m b le t h em sel v es, an d  p r ay  an d  seek  m y  f ace,  
an d  t u r n  f r o m  t h ei r  w ick ed  w ay s, t h en  I  w i l l  h ear  f r o m  h eav en .  An d  w i l l  f o r g iv e t h e i r  s i n  an d  
h eal  t h ei r  l an d .Ó[ 4 0 ]    

Here God gives us two t hings we need t o do here in order to see Him  m ove. First  we need to t urn from  all 
wickedness.  That  would be turning from  hate t o love,  from  doing in just ice to do j ust ly,  from  m aking war t o 
m aking peace.  I t  would be to t urn from  discrim inat ion and bigot ry  against  gay people,  to lov ing,  affirm ing, 
and accept ing t hem  for  who they are.  Once having done t hat  t hen God says we can pray and He will hear 
and heal our land. 

  

Another aspect  of prayer  is that  we get  to speak the word of God over  a situat ion. We get  t o invite His 
presence into it ,  and begin to speak into ex ist ence the kind of wor ld we want  to have. Again Jesus 
speaking says:  

  



ÒHav e f a i t h  i n  God .  Fo r  assu r ed ly , I  say  t o  y ou ,  w h oev er  say s t o  t h i s m o u n t ai n ,Õ Be r em ov ed  
an d  b e cast  i n t o  t h e sea, an d  d oes n o t  d o u b t  in  h i s h ear t , b u t  b el iev es t h at  t h o se  t h in g s w h ich  
h e  say s w i l l  b e d on e, h e w i l l  h av e w h at ev er  h e say s. Th er ef o r e I  say  t o  y o u  w h at ev er  t h i n g s 
y ou  ask  w h en  y o u  p r ay  b el i ev e t h at  y o u  r eceiv e t h em  an d  y o u  w i l l  h av e t h em . An d  w h en ev er  
y ou  st an d  p r ay i n g  i f  y o u  h av e an y t h i n g  ag a in st  an y o n e,  f o r g iv e h i m  t h at  y ou r  Fat h er  in  h eav en  
m ay  al so  f o r g iv e y o u r  t r esp asses.  Bu t  i f  y o u  d o  n o t  f o r g iv e,  n ei t h er  w i l l  y o u r  Fat h er  i n  h eav en , 
f o r g iv e y o u r  t r esp assesÓ. [ 4 1 ]    

  

A couple of t hings need to be noted here. First  unforgiveness blocks God from  m oving.  By holding on t o 
any,  sin,  grudge,  resentm ent ,  or anything else not  of Him ,  we can effect ively  block som ething from  
happening.  That  w ill rem ain t hat  way unt il we deal with it  through confession and get  r id of it .  Once we 
have done that  then we unleash the power of God t o m ove in behalf of t hat  which we are praying about . 

  

Secondly we need to believe that  God is list ening when we pray.  I f He is t hen He w ill hear  and answer our 
prayer  beyond any shadow of doubt . When we have taken t he t im e to pray,  get  lined up w ith Gods ideas 
and ways, and speak t hat ,  we will see som ething happen.  When we can hear His st ill sm all voice,  
recognize it  and act  on it  change will com e.  When we can do that  we will effect ively close t he door to 
Satan.  When he canÕt  get  in he canÕt  bother us. Also as t hat  happens the kingdom  of God will cont inue to 
expand unt il it  covers all the earth.  Vice versa SatanÕs kingdom  w ill cont inue to shrink unt il there is no 
place left  for  h im  on eart h forever. 

  

3 .     W e N eed  To  Teach  an d  Sh ar e I n  Lov e  

  

ÒAn d  t h e t h i n g s t h at  y ou  h ear d  f r o m  m e am on g  m an y  w i t n esses, co m m i t  t h ese  t o  f a i t h f u l  m en  
w h o  w i l l  b e ab l e t o  t each  o t h e r s a lso .Ó[ 4 2 ]    

  

The th ird thing we need to do is share t he t ruth with others and t each t hem  what  we have learned.  This 
needs to be done in churches, synagogues,  m osques,  schools for  start ers.  I t  also would include 
legislatures,  radio and t elevision program s,  newspaper,  m agazines.  Also included would be talk ing t o our 
neighbors, fr iends,  fam ily, our  children, our relat ives and wherever else we can find opportunit y  to share. 
This however needs to be done in love as t hey are w illing and able t o hear what  we have to say and 
accept  it .  I t  does no good to respond to them  as they have t o us. We donÕt  need to rant  and rave,  hur l 
insults or  beat  up those who donÕt  agree w ith us. We need t o love them  and let  our light  shine before 
them  if nothing else.  Then as they see we are different  they w ill begin to ask quest ions as their  curiosit y is 
spiked. Then we can share t he t ruth w ith t hem . 

  

This is of course predicated on us having prayed and got t en the m ind of God on how, when,  and where we 
should share or  t each.  I t  assum es having done t hat  that  we are now being led by t he Holy Spirit  in to 
whatever  act ion we take.  I t  also presum es t hat  we have forgiven and are act ing out  of pure love put  in 
our  heart s by God. I f this is the case t hen God will use us. I f that  is not  the case t hen we need to ask God 
to m ake it  a realit y in our  lives.  When that  happens we w ill be ready to be used of God.  For you see we 
donÕt  need dead m artyrs for  our  cause. There have already been t o m any of them . What  we need are 
living m artyrs (w it nesses in the Greek)  who have died to their  old prej udices,  ideas and ways.  Now they 
are prepared t o live and walk in love towards all.  They are prepared t o walk  in the full t rut h of t he Bible,  
as they have com e to understand it  and what  it  says about  gay people.  We need t hem  to be a shin ing 



exam ple of the way of love and a call back to what  Jesus called us to two thousand years ago.  Lest  we 
forget  He said:  

  

ÒA n ew  co m m an d m en t  I  g iv e t o  y o u , t h at  y ou  lov e o n e  an o t h er ;  as I  h av e l ov ed  y ou ,  t h at  y o u  
al so  lo v e o n e  an o t h er . By  t h i s a l l  w i l l  k n ow  t h at  y o u  a r e m y  d iscip l es, i f  y o u  h av e lov e f o r  o n e  
an o t h er Ó. [ 4 3 ]   

  

That  is our  call m ay we go for th and do it .  

  

4 .     W e N eed  To  Get  I n v o lv ed  

  

ÒHe h as sh o w n  y o u , O m an ,  w h at  i s g o od ;  An d  w h at  d oes t h e Lo r d  r eq u i r e o f  y o u  b u t  t o  d o  
j u st l y , t o  lo v e m er cy  an d  t o  w alk  h u m b ly  w i t h  y o u r  God ?Ó[ 4 4 ]    

  

We need to decide we are not  in a spectatorÕs sport  where we can sit  on the sidelines and cheer on t hose 
who are playing. I nstead we need t o stand up and be counted.  To long we have been silent  and ev il has 
t r ium phed.  Now is t he t im e for our  act ive part icipat ion in what  is just ,  m ercifu l and loving. We need to 
fight  for  equal right s and protect ion for  gay people because itÕs the r ight  thing to do.  Also because I  
believe if we will t ru ly list en t o our heart s, our consciences,  and the st ill sm all voice of God, it  is what  all of 
them  will t ell is r ight  and what  we need to do.   We need to support  organizat ions, churches,  Pride parades 
and fest ivals that  are work ing for change. They are also work ing to get  out  our  m essage of tolerance and 
acceptance. 

  

I t  is high t im e t o refuse to ever live in the closet  again. I t  is t im e to m ove beyond the fear,  and bigot ry  of 
past  generat ions. We need to m ove up t o the 21st  century  and the understanding we have now about  
hom osexualit y.  I t  is t im e t o accept  what  science has been t elling us that  gays are m ade that  way. That  
view  needs t o be incorporated into our understanding of the Bible and m odern day societ y.  As for where 
to begin,  there are a m yr iad of ways that  w ill allow us to help. Ours it  to the f ind t he one that  works for us 
and do it .  

  

We need to do that  because I  have a dream  of an Am erica not  based on a persons sexual or ientat ion but  
on their  worth as a hum an being.  I  dream  of an Am erica where a person is known by what  they can give 
to their  church,  t heir society , fam ily,  fr iends, and job not  by whether  they are gay or not .  I  dream  of an 
Am erica that  is blind t o anything but  t he fact  we are all children of God without  except ion.  Also I  dream  of 
an Am erica where t he pursuit  of life,  libert y  and happiness will be open to all.  I  dream  of t he day when t he 
closet  is gone forever. When gay people can live openly  without  fear  of harassm ent ,  bodily harm  being 
done t o them , or  even being k illed because of who they are.  The day when discr im inat ion, b igot ry  and 
hat red w ill no longer stalk our  land.  I nstead we will be one unit ed people known only as Am er ican not  by 
any other  dist inct ion.  I f  t hat  is a dream  you believe in also I  inv it e you to join m e in bringing it  t o pass. 

  



We need to rem em ber once again the words of Edm und Burke ÒThe only  t hing needed for  ev il t o t r ium ph 
is for  good m en to do nothingÓ.  We have done nothing in t he past  but  we canÕt  afford to do that  now.  
I nstead,  it  is t im e for  all good people to stand and be counted.  The t im e is here to begin the process that  
will bring the dream  I  descr ibed to pass.  Let  the words of Daniel Webster  ring loud and clear  ÒUnit ed we 
stand, d iv ided we fallÓ.  As we unit e together  we shall be heard.  We shall also prevail regardless of what  or  
who opposes and t ries to stop us.  I t  is the day for  a new dawning as we reach out  our hands to each other  
in love and acceptance.  The hour has arrived for  us to live up to t he words of the Pledge of Allegiance 
which says:  

ÒÉ One nat ion under God indiv isible with liber ty  and j ust ice for  allÓ. 

We m ay have a ways to go but  the drum s are beat ing and the m archers are m oving fort h.  The call has 
gone fort h and I  believe m any w ill respond.  Today is the day of vict ory  for  us!  Will you com e join us? 

  

  

FI N I SHI N G THE RACE TI L I  SEE HI S FACE 

(Chapter  8)  

  

ÒBu t  w e al l ,  w i t h  u n v e i l ed  f ace, b eh o ld in g  as i n  a m i r r o r  t h e g l o r y  o f  t h e Lo r d , a r e b ein g  
t r an sfo r m ed  i n t o  t h e sam e i m ag e f r o m  g lo r y  t o  g lo r y , j u st  as b y  t h e Sp i r i t  o f  t h e  Lo r d .Ó[ 4 5 ]  

  

Through all t his I  have learned I  think a very im portant  lesson.  I t  is called ÒBe MeÓ. All the years I  spent  
t rying to be som eone else got  m e nowhere. I  t  d id get  m e a whole lot  of anger, frust rat ion, condem nat ion 
none of which I  needed. Nor was any of it  from  God. When I  decided to be m e,  w ith all that  entails, then 
freedom  cam e. Libert y was the result  of accept ing m yself as God created m e to be.  I t  was also where I  
found the loving God of t he Bible and people who were aff irm ing and ready to love m e as I  am .  

  

Since com ing out  som e have left  and want  nothing t o do w it h m e anym ore. To t hem  and t hose who 
disagree w ith m e I  pray GodÕs r ichest  b lessing be upon t hem . Moreover I  pray they w ill one day be able to 
receive the t ruth and em brace it .  I  pray t hey will one day see m e as a fellow  brother  in Christ  .Meanwhile 
I  bear them  no grudge or  ill w ill.  Others though not  necessarily  agreeing with m e have chosen t o rem ain 
m y fr iends. To t hem  I  say t hank you. Som e, who were init ially opposed,  have had the grace to listen and 
learn. They are beginning t o change and we are good friends also.  Then there have been m any willing to 
fully, em brace and affirm  m e as I  am  uncondit ionally,    

  

When I  cam e out  I  d id so with fear  and t repidat ion. I  was fear fu l that  everything I  held dear would go up 
in sm oke. Especially was I  fear fu l that  m y days of m inist ry  were over.  I  should have known God doesnÕt  
close doors w it hout  opening others. Since com ing out  I  th ink I  am  busier now than before or at  least  as 
busy. There is life aft er  the closet .  I  am  work ing with a couple of dif ferent  churches and church 
organizat ions.  I  am  helping w ith ret reat s,  t eaching, w rit ing, and have becom e a part  of a m onast ic 
com m unity.  I  am  also,  with the approval of m y priest  and church,  pray ing about  ordinat ion as an 
Episcopal pr iest . Yes m y priest  knows IÕm  gay as does m y church and they st ill support  m y effor t  t o 
becom e a pr iest . Have also m eant  a m an who m ay eventually  becom e m y life par tner who also supports 
m y desire t o becom e a pr iest .  I  am  pray ing about  that  at  th is t im e and weÕll see what  God has in store for  



us in the future.  More things have opened up for  m e since com ing out  t han I  could ever  have im agined 
before.  The best  thing about  it  all t hough is I  get  t o live openly  as what  I  am  a gay Christ ian m an. 

  

Today I  can thank God for all I  have been t hrough for it  has m ade m e what  I  am  today.   I  thought  I  had 
im perfect ions and fault s t hat  kept  m e from  being what  God wanted m e to be and which displeased Him  
great ly.  Now I  know different ly.  They were stepping stones to where I  am  at  now.  Also the character 
builders that  have m olded m e into the m an I  am  today. I  have no idea of what  m ight  have happened had 
they not  been there. I  do know I  can live as a free openly gay m an now with int egr it y  because of them . 
Having gone through all that  I  have has I  believe taught  to m e be a m ore lov ing and com passionate m an 
that  I  m ight  otherw ise have been.  I t  has caused m e to want  to reach out  t o others to help bring them  out  
of the closet  t o freedom . Have I  arrived at  all God has for  m e? Nope but  I  am  on the road.  I t  is t rue I  am  
perhaps not  fully  where I  should be, but  thank God IÕm  not  where I  used t o be.  I  am  m aking som e 
progress.  I  fully  int end to stay in the race unt il t he day I  see His face. Then w it h open arm s I  expect  Christ  
to em brace m e and invit e m e into the cit y  and t he hom e He has prepared for  m e. I  fu lly  expect  to hear 
Him  say Òwell doneÓ and that  will be t he proudest  day ever  for  m e. 

  

I  am  glad that  I  can say w ith Dr.  King ÒFree,  free,  free, at  last  t hank God alm ighty  I Õm  free at  lastÓ.  As I  
have studied,  researched and sought  God, IÕve been freed and liberated.  I  pray if  you are gay t hen the 
sam e has been t rue for you also as you have read th is book. I  am  glad for  m e t he closet  is gone. I  am  
glad in heaven there will be no closet  for  gays t o h ide in anym ore.  Guess what  t here will also be no 
dist inct ions in heaven either. We wont  be gay,  or no gay. We wont  be black,  whit e or  any other  color . All 
we will be are children of God forever  with Him .  So the t rain is m oving along the paths of our  journeys. 
We are being changed unt il the day we see Him  when we shall be like Him .  Let  us not  g ive up or  lose 
hope. Paul says we are in a race and we each should each st r ive to fin ish that  race v ictoriously. So then 
lets t ogether  f inish the race unt il t hat  day we see Him  face to face.  Let  us not  frown but  go for t he crown.  
Let  us cross the f in ish line. We can wail and fail or  push t hrough t he vict ory  to m eet . Christ  is calling all to 
freedom , libert y  and to be wit h Him  eternally.  How w ill we answer t hat  call? 
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