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Who Am I?
 My name is David Malcolm Puranen.  I am first and foremost a Christian, by Christian I 
mean that I am indwelt by the Holy Spirt, the third person of the Trinity as a result of my choice 
to repent of my sins, and receive that forgiveness offered by my Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, 
for the glory of the Father.  What does it mean for Jesus to be my Lord?  That means that every 
aspect of who I am is laid at his feet, and my life is bound up in service to Him.  This is not 
something I do out of grudging obligation, but it is how I have found deep and profound meaning 
in my life.
 Secondary to my faith and relationship with God, I am a friend to many, a son to two, and 
a brother to one.  I attend school at a small Christian College south of Winnipeg, where I’m in 
my last semester of a Church Ministries degree.  I love to spend time with people, I also enjoy 
music, primarily by Christian artists, (not because Christian music makes me holier or some BS 
like that but because I like the lyrics more… well most of the time I do) I enjoy writing poetry 
and do so frequently.  I try and avoid taking life too seriously, and I try and have fun and enjoy 
everything I do, because even if a task is not fun, if you enjoy who you do it with, or believe in 
why you do it it can be meaningful.
 As I write this, I am 22 years of age, and have lived my whole life in Winnipeg or at 
School.  I am not a professional scholar, nor am I yet a pastor though I believe that is God’s call 
on my life.  My motives in writing this are to give the various people who do not know what to 
think about my recent coming out, as much information as I can believe is important for them to 
know.  This isn’t meant to convince you that it’s right or wrong to be gay, Christian, or anything 
like that, it’s mean to explain why I am, and why I am making the choices I am.  What you chose 
to do with this information is entirely out of my hands.  I am not responsible for you, and 
thankfully you are not responsible for me.  Oh, did I mention I’m gay?

The Basics
 Before we can even discuss anything as to the morality or sinfulness of romantic and 
sexual relations between people of the same biological sex, there need to be a few grounding 
presuppositions made.  If you disagree with these, that’s fine, but these are what I believe, and 
then tend to fall in line with what most evangelicals believe.

The Bible is True:
 What truth means is always up for debate.  I do not mean to suggest the Bible is a 
perfectly errorless document handed down from God directly from heaven to the Nicean counsel.  
We know that there are what we’d call grammatical errors in the Bible that force it out of what 
we would typically understand as perfection.  We understand that the Bible seems to have had a 
lot of redaction and editing happen to it over the years (specifically many of the early biblical 
books, Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus and so on all the way through Chronicles in particular).  But 
we can at least assert that the Bible is how God intended to reveal Himself to His creation, and to 
His Church.  That it is communicated exactly the way He wants it.  However this also allows that 
we often read the Bible incorrectly and with our own agendas.



The Chief Aim of Man is to Glorify God
 By this I mean that the life of a man, or woman is to glorify God.  It is the very purpose 
of all people to do as God would desire for their life.  In saying this I make clear that it is more 
important that one’s theological understandings be in line with what is true and revealed by God, 
than that they be enjoyable, pleasant, or easy.  For a long time I believed what I was told when I 
was told it was wrong t be gay, and in obedience I purposed not to enter into a gay relationship, 
and I did not do so.  The choices I’ve made, and the convictions I’ve developed have come out of 
a desire to be right with God, and not condemn that which I could not be sure was wrong.  In 
doing so I have allowed myself more freedom than previous.

Morality is Not Determined by Humans
 By this I mean that what is right and wrong is determined by God not by us.  But it is 
within our grasp to understand the standards by which He judges our hearts and actions.  The 
Church needs to understand right and wrong, good and evil, sin and righteousness not so that it 
can create laws mandating human behavior, or social practice but so that it can teach it’s 
members how to best honour God.

 Moving on then before we can discuss whether or not same sex romance, love and 
intercourse are sin, we need to first determine what sin is, and why somethings are sinful and 
why others are not sin.

The Makings of Sin:
 22:36 ÒTeacher, which commandment in the law is the greatest?Ó 22:37 Jesus said to him, 
ÒÔLove the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your soul, and with all your mind.Õ 22:38 This is 
the first and greatest commandment. 22:39 The second is like it: ÔLove your neighbor as yourself.Õ 22:40 
All the law and the prophets depend on these two commandments.Ó

 As the all the law and the prophets depend upon these two commands, so too does my 
argument.  Ironically though these verses tell us nothing about gay people or homosexuality at 
first glance, they give us a huge insight into how God views same sex relationships.  I don’t 
mean that they say anything about same sex relationships, but I mean to say they show how God 
views all things, every action that you and I do is measured against the commands to love God 
with all your heart, soul and mind, and love your neighbor as yourself.
 As I understand it when studying the Hebrew Bible, the Torah is considered the most 
important part of Scripture.  The other two sections of History and Wisdom Literature can be 
seen as commentary upon the Torah (Gen through Deut).  The point of Judges, Proverbs, 
Jeremiah, and Isaiah was to expand on how a follower of God could understand Torah.  Jesus 
here makes a statement that bares some resemblance.  Only He’s reducing things to their most 
important, all of Scripture up to that point hangs on the assumption that God requires from men 
and women that they love Him with all of themselves and love others as they love themselves.
 That said this doesn’t define sin does it?  This is a definition of what it means to live 
righteously.  The thing is that the Bible isn’t exactly big on explaining what sin is.  In the same 
way that people trained to detect counterfeit bills study real money.  In the same way the Bible is 
more concerned with showing us ways to honour God and show love to each other.  Does that 



mean however that the Bible doesn’t make clear that some things are sin?  No of course not, 
there are many instances in which a biblical author will give a list of things which are sin.  The 
thing is these are never exhaustive lists.  We have no biblical text that says pedophilia, abortion,  
and identity theft are sin, however though we do not have direct condemnations of these things 
or actions we have instead texts that shape the way we think and feel about morality, and 
enlighten us as to the manner in which we should think about things.
 So then, let us define sin as the polar opposite of righteousness.  This requires a slightly 
different view of sin than is typical in Christianity.  Yes individual acts are sinful, when I lie I 
have sinned, for example.  However if we look at sin as the opposite of living righteously, we see 
that there are both righteous acts and a righteous heart.  There are likewise sinful acts and sinful 
hearts.  There are those lives that ultimately are geared towards serving God, which we’ll call 
righteous, and those which are geared towards serving the self, or something other than God, 
which we’ll call sinful.
 What then is the mark of the righteous life?  Jesus argues that it is love.  Love for God, 
and love for others, He uses the term neighbor. (Well not that term literally but we translate it as 
such)  This makes sense if we look at all biblical admonishments toward right behavior, 
especially those which come from Paul.  There is a continual push of thought specifically of note 
in the New Testament, that righteous living is marked by love.  Some suggest that Galatians 5:22 
should be translated, that the fruit of the spirit is love: joy, peace… and so on.  1st Cor 13 again 
states that the most important thing is love.  There is a continual stress in New Testament toward 
the preeminence of love.
 If we define sin as being that which offends God in some way, then we can infer that sin 
must in some way be a refusal to live out the command to love.  In fact nearly everything the 
Church is inclined to accept as sinful behavior can be defined as a refusal on some level to love.  
The problem becomes when we enter the area of Sexuality which is often taboo, and where 
things are continually branded as sin, especially those things which do not happen within the 
context of a heterosexual (though not necessarily loving) relationship.  However when we chose 
to call things sin,
Taken from the NET Bible in Galatians 5:
5:14 For the whole law can be summed up in a single commandment, namely, ÒYou must love your 
neighbor as yourself.Ó 5:15 However, if you continually bite and devour one another, beware that you are 
not consumed by one another. 5:16 But I say, live by the Spirit and you will not carry out the desires of the 
flesh. 5:17 For the flesh has desires that are opposed to the Spirit, and the Spirit has desires that are 
opposed to the flesh, for these are in opposition to each other, so that you cannot do what you want. 5:18 
But if you are led by the Spirit, you are not under the law. 5:19 Now the works of the flesh are obvious: 
sexual immorality, impurity, depravity, 5:20 idolatry, sorcery, hostilities, strife, jealousy, outbursts of 
anger, selfish rivalries, dissensions, factions, 5:21 envying, murder, drunkenness, carousing,40 and 
similar things. I am warning you, as I had warned you before: Those who practice such things will not 
inherit the kingdom of God!

 Paul here takes Jesus’ teaching and progresses it.  Paul here is concerned with the way 
that the Church should be behaving, which is where there is no mention of loving God.  It is 
assumed that Christians will love God, however it is clear that one way in which was show love 
for God is by showing love to our fellow humans who bare His image.  Paul still lists sexual 
immorality as a sin that is committed by not loving one’s neighbor as themselves.  Though I will 



grant that Paul also talks of sexual sins being committed against oneself and thus them being 
different than non-sexual sins which are committed outwardly.  But the fact remains we have no 
biblical grounding to suggest that sexual sins can be exclusively sins against God.  This is not to 
say that God is neutral toward sexual sins, but rather that sexual sins must be perpetuated against 
a party other than God exclusively.
 It is worth noting as well, that Paul warns against biting and devouring one another, yet in 
any discussion on this topic, it is not uncommon to see Christians take this attitude toward one 
another.  I wish to point out that this document is not meant to attack those who disagree with 
me, though it is common for the other side to attack those who disagree with them, instead of 
addressing their arguments.

Sin is Pride:
 Money may be the root of much evil, but I would suggest that pride was and is the root of 
all sin.  By that I do not mean a necessarily arrogant attitude in the most narrow of terms, rather 
I’m speaking with a very broad definition of pride.  For this use of the word we will define pride 
as such, “Pride is the refusal to show, or the choice not to express or have love.”  Essentially I am 
defining pride is the polar opposite of love.  Why don’t I then use a term such as non-love, or 
anti-love?  Because there are other connotations that are associated with the word pride that are 
actually helpful.  Everything that we typically associate with pride (aside from perhaps what 
people sometimes call a good feeling after doing a good work) can be seen as the root from 
which all sin flows.
 Paul writes in 1st Tim:
3:6 He must not be a recent convert or he may become arrogant and fall into the punishment that the 
devil will exact. 3:7 And he must be well thought of by those outside the faith, so that he may not fall into 
disgrace and be caught by the devilÕs trap.

 It’s a common acceptance within the Church (though not necessarily universally 
accepted) that the first sin, that perpetuated by Satan was that of pride.  Satan chose to put his 
own will above that of God.  Satan broke the most important command, motivated by pride.  In 
the same way all sins can be found to have an element of pride to them.

Quick Examples:
 Let me just flush out this thinking with a few examples.  Let’s look at some of the “Seven 
Deadly Sins”
 Lust: the common understanding of lust among the evangelical young men I know 
actually works against this definition of what makes something sin.  By that I mean it’s common 
within evangelical circles to convince young men that the sexual attraction they feel toward the 
opposite or same sexes is somehow sin.  This is particularly easy because as these feelings 
develop they are new and misunderstood, and the majority of young people are inclined to feel 
ashamed of the changes that develop.  In actual fact feelings of attraction are entirely natural, 
common, and should be valued and embraced in the Christian life.  That said such desires must 
also be kept in check and can not be allowed to run completely free, for when self control is not 
present sin is common.



 Let us then properly define lust as pride expressed sexually.  By that I mean that lust is 
that point in which simple admiration turns to objectification.  When the sight of a person’s body 
not only leads to a level of arousal, but also to the point of dehumanization and objectification.  
Lust is when I see you not as a fellow image barer of God but simply as a “sweet ass I’d like to 
tap.”  Otherwise when the vast majority of Christian couples get engaged and wait for marriage, 
they should be feeling no sexual attraction toward one another.  Personally I can not imagine 
marrying someone who I did not feel a strong sexual attraction toward.
 Gluttony: Gluttony is pride in excess and waste.  Typically in this life there is rarely 
enough to go around as it is, and there are always others in need.  This isn’t to suggest that we 
should perpetually give away everything that crosses our table, needless to say eventually 
someone has to eat, and there’s a good chance if you’re working for your wage you should be 
eating.  However gluttony is the refusal to recognize the poor and in need, and the expression of 
a prideful heart toward them.  Gluttony is that by which I say that I do not have any divine 
obligation to share that which goes beyond my need with those who have less.  Gluttony then 
would be the polar opposite of the righteous attitude of generosity.
 Greed: Greed and gluttony as I understand them are strongly paired sins.  Greed in my 
opinion would be the heart state that results in gluttony.  A heart that is greedy and self absorbed 
will incline itself toward consumption of excess.  Greed is the choice to view possessions and 
one’s right to have them above the obligation of love.
 Sloth: Again you’ll notice, heavily connected with the ideas of greed and gluttony.  
(indeed the more one looks at sin the more it’s common to see them all intertwined)  Sloth is the 
choice to sin both against God and your fellow men and women.  Sloth goes beyond simple 
relaxation or recreation, it goes to the idea that one need not contribute.  In behaving slothfully 
there is a refusal to live out the divine potential put in one’s life by God.  If a member of a 
family, a slothful attitude refuses to contribute to the needs of others in that family.  This same 
idea can be taken over to the whole of a society.  Again all these choices and mentalities are 
related back to pride.
 Wrath: Wrath is something easily shown to be rooted in pride.  Wrath is that by which I 
say that my need to express my frustration and anger supersedes your right to live peacefully.  
Wrath is not anger, in that wrath seems to have a strong malicious component.  Anger can be 
expressed in healthy ways, often towards that which made you angry.  Wrath however is 
typically the result of anger that was long left to sit, and released at someone who does not 
necessarily deserve that anger.  Wrath is about releasing one’s pain on to others and continuing a 
cycle of violence.  The assumption that this sort of behavior is permissible is inherently prideful.
 Envy: Envy could be called a sinful motivation.  A choice to embrace envy is more 
readily identifiable as sin, where as envy typically will be a sinful heart condition that can only 
be recognized by it’s expression.  Envy creates attitudes that have strong elements of pride.  
Envy suggests that that state that we have in live is somehow wrong and that God has failed us 
by leaving us there.  Envy suggests that what someone else has, would be more rightfully our 
own.  Envy is part of a progression towards a greed who’s prideful roots we’ve already 
established.
 Pride: The 7th deadly sin, is in my opinion the root of all the others, and though they’re 
deuterocanotical in nature they’re all widely accepted as sin, and all other sins relate back to 



them in some way.  What we typically call pride is the choice to see one’s self without sobriety 
as Paul suggests in Romans 12.  We think more highly of ourselves than is due us, and we thus 
move on toward attitudes that express our assumed high place, this leads to all sin.
 Homosexuality: The 8th deadly sin as defined by the Church lately has been 
homosexuality.  To live a gave lifestyle is undoubtedly sinful.  The problem is that this though 
the claim of undoubted sinfulness is often claimed, the truthfulness of that claim I doubt very 
much.  The problem with defining homosexuality as a horrible and awful sin is that, it’s the only 
thing I can think of that the Church so strongly opposes that does not at all fit in line with what 
we’ve defined sin as.

Where Are You Going?
 You may be thinking that I should be starting my argument with Scripture correct?  That’s 
the proper evangelical way to do things is it not?  Well the problem with that is, there’s no reason 
to challenge a view of Scripture that is common within the Church unless there is a good reason 
to question whether or not it is a valid way to view Scripture.  If a manner of viewing Scripture is 
consistent with what we understand the rest of Scripture to say the we’re fine.  The problem 
comes when Scripture is seen to contradict itself.
 So what even brought upon this questioning for me?  The common assumption that I get 
is, “Well you’re gay so you must have simply wanted to rationalize your lifestyle.”  This 
assumption is a common and ignorant way of viewing gay Christians.  We are often seen as self 
serving, and self diluted.  This is an ignorant assumption firstly because it’s not true.  Up until 
the summer of 2006 I had gone through the previous several years assuming that for me to 
honour God in my sexual practices I would have to engage in them with a wife.  As such I could 
either remain celibate, or I could marry a woman who was fine with marrying a homosexual 
man.  Funny side story, I used to watch late night sex educational shows on life network so that I 
would know where the G spot and what not were because I was determined that if I wasn’t going 
to enjoy sex at least my partner would.
 I can also confess that at the point of reading this, I am more “virginal” than the vast 
majority of heterosexual Christians I know.  I have never had sex, (either oral, vaginal or annal) I 
have never made out with anyone, I have never even kissed anyone I was romantically interested 
in (the most action I ever got was from old ladies on the street who demanded I give auntie a 
kiss ), I’ve yet to even hold the hand of someone I am romantically interested in.  Why?  Because 
I was not willing to do anything that I could not do by faith.  A strange testament coming from 
someone who the Church might traditionally call a godless faggot.
 The question though that truly shifted my thinking on the issue came from a guy I was 
interested in this summer, (no things aren’t going to work out there, and in retrospect I’m pretty 
glad) who asked, “Why is it wrong for me to have someone to sneak out and make breakfast in 
bed for, to play basketball with, and go on trips!”  Essentially my friend was asking why it was 
wrong for him to have someone to love.  Actually my friend was asking why it is wrong for him 
to have someone whom he can love on all levels.  I’m not the first to suggest this sort of idea for 
a biblical view of intimacy.  In the book Till the Heart Sings by Samuel Terrien, it’s argued that 
the proper biblical view of marriage involves what Terrien calls an “eros agape continuum.”  By 
I personally think of Star Trek every time the word continuum is used, so I prefer the term, 



“loving on all levels.”  The thing that I discovered this summer is how much more full it feels for 
me when I am romantically attracted toward another man.  
 Now the question that should be popping into your head is, “You’re gay, aren’t you 
typically attracted to other guys?”  The answer is yes and no.  Typically I’m sexually attracted to 
other guys, however I personally strongly avoid allowing myself any room for romantic 
attraction towards someone who I do not have at least a reasonable chance with.  Thus since I 
have always stated that I wanted to marry someone who had a strong connection with God, this 
left most gay men that I’d meet out of the running.  As well I typically avoided situations where I 
might meet other gay men.
 However after I met this guy, his name was Josh, since then it seems every gay guy I 
meet is named Josh, it’s getting a little frustrating.  And he’ll go down in history as my first real 
“male crush.”  He was/is a strong Christian, someone who at the time was terribly fun to talk to, 
who was physically attractive (flat out cute really) and in general, something about talking to him 
made me feel lighter than air.  The frustrating thing was that at the time I was still convinced it 
was wrong for me to actually end up with him or anyone like him, and he was somewhat of the 
same mind.  However as we continued to talk, my attraction grew much stronger, I continued to 
feel better, and much to my confusion found myself thanking God for him and praying for him.
 The strange thing was that a week previous I had heard a small voice somewhere in my 
head that asked the question, “If I told you it wasn’t wrong, would you even be able to believe 
me?”  Which is a question I’m inclined to ask those who subscribe to the Focus on the Family 
approved view of gay marriage, “If God told you it wasn’t wrong, would you even be listening to 
hear it?”  The sad answer is that in many cases though people might say yes, the answer is no.
 The story continues that I spent the next two months pouring over the five biblical 
passage that FotF and other such groups suggest state the Bible’s position on same sex 
intercourse and unions.

The Old Testament Passages:
 There are 5 passages that the Church commonly uses to attack gays, (I use that wording 
intentionally because while there are groups that simply condemn the sex, it’s terribly common 
to see flat out bigotry justified by these passages) they include passages two passages in 
Leviticus, and three in the Pauline Epistles.  In this section I’ll be discussing the nearly identical 
condemnations of same sex intercourse in Leviticus.
 18:19 ÒÔYou must not approach a woman in her menstrual impurity to have sexual relations with 
her. 18:20 You must not have sexual intercourse with the wife of your fellow citizen to become unclean 
with her. 18:21 You must not give any of your children as an offering to Molech, so that you do not 
profane the name of your God. I am the Lord! 18:22 You must not have sexual intercourse with a male as 
one has sexual intercourse with a woman; it is a detestable act. 18:23 You must not have sexual 
intercourse with any animal to become defiled with it, and a woman must not stand before an animal to 
have sexual intercourse with it; it is a perversion.

 The other relevant passage to this discussion is found in Liv 20, I won’t quote the whole 
passage, and I’m not about to do the “good Christian thing” and rip it from it’s context.  I hesitate 
to use the word “cultural” in this discussion.  Why?  Largely because it’s common for anything 
that the Church defines as inconvenient in our current cultural context to find itself branded as 



cultural.  And besides my argument is not about dismissing this passage as useless for the 
modern (or post-modern) reader.
 This verse at first glance seems to clearly condemn gay relationships right?  It also 
condemns Molech worship, wonder why that is?  I’m pretty sure it’s cause Molech worship was 
the sexist thing ever right?  Actually we have reason to believe that involved burning your 
children.  Now I don’t know whether or not the children were alive before you burnt them up, or 
if you did it afterward, but it’s curious that right in the middle of a passage that the Church treats 
as a list of sexual sins, we have this condemnation of a type of worship of a God other than 
YHWH.  My suggestion?  This isn’t a passage that details what’s right and wrong sexually.  
Crazy sounding I know, Focus on the Family mislead you!  But, I have reason to believe it’s true.  
The thing is, the Levitical author is not concerned with outlining morality for the most part.  The 
Levitical author is about framing out how Israel is supposed to live in covenant relationship with 
God.  So the things that the Levitical author demands of the people are not necessarily for moral 
reasons.
 Take if you would the suggestion that for some reason having sex with one’s wife during 
her menstrual period is something that makes you unclean?  In the same passage that talks about 
guys knocking boots, we also have a condemnation of having sex with a woman who’s going 
through her natural time of bleeding.  Now, if you’ve noticed Dobson and company aren’t 
exactly big on getting mad at hetero couples for having sex at certain times of the month, so why 
the focus on gays?
 The question is why does the Levitical author take issue with any of these things?  I mean 
should he (it was likely a he) have to honestly tell people don’t sacrifice your kids to other gods, 
or just plain don’t sacrifice your kids?  Well the thing is, in ancient Israel and elsewhere in the 
ancient world, there were religious groups that promoted gods other than YHWH, and some of 
their practices, yes included sacrificing your children in fire, having sex with male and female 
temple prostitutes, mixing different types of seeds, mixing different types of fabric, cross 
breeding animals, and basically a large chunk of what Leviticus prohibits.
 So then why doesn’t the Levitical author make an effort to point out that it’s OK for two 
men to marry so long as one of them isn’t a temple prostitute?  There are likely other reasons for 
men in Israel not being able to engage in committed same sex relationships.  For one monogamy 
was a concept more forced upon females and less upon men.  It was common and acceptable for 
a man to have more than one wife, it was even permissible that men use prostitutes even when 
married.  Also our Western 21st Century view of sexuality is not the same as they had in ancient 
Israel.  Today not having children is not near as big of a deal as it was in the ancient near east.  In 
many cases there was no concept of an afterlife and one lived on through their children.  Thus 
even what we would call today gay men, would still have reason to want to procure a wife and 
father children. 
 Ultimately this summer before I had even found this information out, I realized that while 
Leviticus may be the easiest part of the Bible to use to condemn gay relationships, the fact is that 
the Church ignores the vast majority of this book’s commands.  The reason for that is that those 
commands were given to ancient Israel for under the monarchy and theocracy.  That’s not to say 
that Leviticus has no value for the Christian, but it’s foolish to read it in the same manner one 
might read Paul or John.



Why No Gay Love Stories?
 I have often had the question posed to me by friends of, “If God’s OK with same sex 
couples, why don’t we have any stories of them in the Bible?”  I like to confidently answer this 
one by saying, I am a Mac user, I have no reason to believe that Deborah, Abraham, Samuel, or 
Ezekiel used a Mac, yet I find no moral question as to whether or not I should continue to type 
this on my MacBook.  With all that being said, there are Scholars that suggest that the 
relationship that David and Jonathan had was homosexual in nature.  However those same 
scholars seem inclined to idealize the story as the perfect gay romance.  I wrote a paper recently 
suggesting something similar but something that fits far cleaner into the biblical narrative.  I 
suggested that David was an opportunistic bisexual who realized the king’s son had a thing for 
him and decided to take advantage of it.  The thing is biblical narratives are never about telling 
us how we should live as Christians, they may have theological points that allow us to learn 
about God.  The thing is, Biblical narratives don’t tell you what to do and what not to do a lot of 
the time.  Abraham lies about Sarah being his wife, and presumably allows her to have sex with 
other men so that he’s not killed for her, is this “right”?  The Biblical author isn’t generally 
concerned with giving examples of how to live so much as telling stories.

To Keep In Mind:
 The thing to really keep in mind is that likely the passage in Leviticus was not written 
until after much of the Old Testament Narratives.  Homosexuality at this point in history would 
not at all have been understood the way it is today.  The fidelity of men toward their wives was 
not a terribly high priority.  Prostitutes were considered fair game for men, including male 
prostitutes.  A woman’s virginity and virtue was a big deal in the culture.  The sexual “purity” as 
we understand it of men, was not viewed the same way.  Odds are in ancient Israel as well as 
many other places, if two guys had both been up for it, they would have simply entered into a 
sexual relationship, perhaps romantic as well, and continued to have wives who would bare them 
children.

The New Testament Passages:
 So we’ve discussed the Old Testament’s thinking, or lack there of when it comes to same 
sex intercourse.  Let’s move on to the New Testament.  There are three passages that the Church 
has chosen especially lately to condemn and in many cases justify the mistreatment of gays.
In 1st Corinthians
6:9 Do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived! The 
sexually immoral, idolaters, adulterers, passive homosexual partners, practicing homosexuals, 6:10 
thieves, the greedy, drunkards, the verbally abusive, and swindlers will not inherit the kingdom of God. 
6:11 Some of you once lived this way. But you were washed, you were sanctified, you were justified in the 
name of the Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of our God.

It’s all Greek to Me:
 Now I know what you’re thinking, well that makes it pretty clear passive homosexual 
partners, and practicing homosexuals are bound for hell, right?  The long and the short of it is 
that the greek words are far more ambiguous.  Do I know how to read greek?  Nope.  Do I know 
how to read people who can read greek?  Yup.  The first word here which is translated as passive 



homosexual partner, elsewhere people will translate it catamite is simply Malakos which means 
soft, and is translated as such elsewhere.  Even conservative scholars will typically admit that 
Malakos is not a word that actually denotes homosexuality exclusively.  From what I’ve read it 
seems that it can mean gay, but it can also mean a lot of other things.  The way that I’ve come to 
understand it is actually somewhat similar to the way that we actually can use the word gay to 
mean stupid.  For example, “The network is down, the network is so freaking gay!” (Quote form 
in dorm).  This does not mean that my school’s network actually has any attraction to other 
networks of the same sex.  Nor does it mean that our network technicians have attempted to plug 
male ethernet cable ends into other male ends.  It simply means that our network is not behaving 
the way that the students want it to.
 The word that the NET here mistranslates as practicing homosexuals, has also been 
mistranslated sodomite (another story that has nothing to do with homosexuality aside from the 
rape of someone of the same sex, that said my sexual desires and the desires of many other gay 
men have nothing to do with gang rape and I fully intend to abstain from gang rape my entire 
life, as do you I hope) or active homosexual partner.  The idea of the active homosexual partner 
makes me laugh, I think they think that a bottom just lays there and takes it the whole time.
 Anyway the word here is arsenokoitai which is actually a word coined by Paul.  For the 
most part later uses of arsenokoitai for the most part involve trying to discuss what the heck paul 
meant by arsenokoitai.  The word is actually the result of combining the words for man, and bed.  
Essentially Paul is talking about “man-bedders.”  Now the idea of men having sex with other 
men was hardly a new one to the greeks.  In fact it was common in the Roman world that one 
might engage in orgies with other men, often in worship of other deities.  But we’ll discuss that 
more when we talk about the Romans 1 passage.
 Now because Paul doesn’t use these words am I suggesting Paul would be fine with all 
forms of male same sex relationships?  Paul advocates marriage if one can not live a celibate life.  
So odds are Paul may or may not have approved of a committed gay peer relationship, I can’t see 
Pauline theology being used to justify however pedophiliac relationships, or other types of same 
sex relationship that exist only for sexual gratification.  Am I going to say that I think Paul the 
human would have thought gays were super great and awesome?  Maybe not, I honestly didn’t 
know the guy.  I can say that if he were around today I wouldn’t be surprised if someone who 
taught the way he did, might be gay friendly.  Aswell I believe the Spirit inspiring Paul has no 
problem with gays, otherwise He would have said so through Paul.
 The next passage using the same words is found in 1st Timothy 
1:8 But we know that the law is good if someone uses it legitimately, 1:9 realizing that law is not intended 
for a righteous person, but for lawless and rebellious people, for the ungodly and sinners, for the unholy 
and profane, for those who kill their fathers or mothers, for murderers, 1:10 sexually immoral people, 
practicing homosexuals, kidnappers, liars, perjurersÑin fact, for any who live contrary to sound 
teaching. 1:11 This accords with the glorious gospel of the blessed God that was entrusted to me.

 Again, the same words are mistranslated here.  Though even if this were translated 
correctly this would condemn the evangelical Church’s current way of attempting to “reach” 
gays.  We continue to attempt to preach with the Gospel in our right hand, and a lying promise of 
heterosexuality in our left.  One of the biggest things that forced me to reevaluate my position on 



same sex morality was realizing that even if the Bible said it was wrong, the Church was still 
ignoring how one might properly share the gospel with gays.
 If homosexuality were wrong (it’s not) then the Church should be preaching to gays in 
the same way we would any other person caught in sin.  The problem is we don’t.  We would 
allow a common law couple into our churches, we might not put them on the worship team, but 
we’d allow them in and speak to them politely.  We wouldn’t be angry or offended if they held 
hands or gave a kiss on the cheek.  We don’t tell them that their illegitimate children are not 
welcome in our children’s ministry.  We don’t tell the alcoholic who is still a little hung over 
from last night that he needs to be completely sobered up before we’ll allow him to serve or be 
part of the Church in any capacity.  If he goes on a bender the next week we won’t hopefully 
look down on him as if he were no longer a person.  Yet any “practicing” homosexual is not 
really welcome in the majority of evangelical Churches.  Does that sound wrong to you?  I’ll 
give you a hint as to why it’s this way.  Gays are not opposed in the Church because of a desire 
to please God.  They’re opposed because it feels good to have an enemy that can’t hit you back.  
Forget turning the other cheek, and allowing ourselves to be wronged and offended, when it 
comes to gays in the Church we do the exact opposite.  We force people like me into “ministries” 
where they are often abused spiritually, physically, and in many cases sexually.  (http://
www.anythingbutstraight.com/ For further reading on this subject check out Anything But 
Straight, a book written by a gay author who researched and uncovered many scandals related to 
what are called the ex-gay ministries.  I prefer the term “abomination” which actually is largely 
is intended to have some sort of connotation that denotes disgusting worship practices)

Romans 1
 I’ve done things in slight reverse order when it comes to the New Testament.  Or at least 
I’ve done them in the reverse order that I looked at things.  Romans 1 was the first passage that I 
looked at, that really cleared things up for me.  Partly because Romans 1 has the largest passage 
that the Church uses to condemn gays, two whole verses!

1:26 For this reason God gave them over to dishonorable passions. For their women exchanged the 
natural sexual relations for unnatural ones,54 1:27 and likewise the men also abandoned natural 
relations with women and were inflamed in their passions for one another. Men committed shameless acts 
with men and received in themselves the due penalty for their error.

 This passage doesn’t require understanding of greek, it does however require some more 
understanding of ancient roman culture.  (Remember Paul is writing to the Church in Rome)  Are 
you familiar with ancient roman sexual practices?  Neither was I before I did my research.  Ever 
heard of Bacchus?  He was the Roman equivalent of the greek god Dionysus, god of wine, 
fertility, and general partying.  Now what did worshiping Bacchus involve?  Perhaps singing 
some hymns?  Maybe hearing someone preach?  No.  Worshiping Bacchus could involve 
however getting hammered and sticking your penis in the rectum of a nice young slave boy.  
Orgies were actually common ways of worshiping in the Roman world.  The thing was, if you 
were a roman citizen you didn’t want to be on the “receiving end.”  In other words to use 
terminology my friends in dorm would use, “You would want to be the pitcher not the catcher.”

http://www.anythingbutstraight.com/
http://www.anythingbutstraight.com/
http://www.anythingbutstraight.com/
http://www.anythingbutstraight.com/


 The idea in the Roman world was that being penetrated was feminine, and penetrating 
was masculine.  Therefore if you were a citizen you didn’t want to be penetrated, but it was OK 
for you to penetrate a non citizen.  And if you were a non citizen it was totally cool for you to 
penetrate a slave.  I’m not sure how cool the slave would have been with that though.
 So now I’m going to suggest that Paul in this passage is talking about orgies done in 
worship of various cultic gods.  And now you’re skeptical?  I know, Paul isn’t saying here that 
he’s talking about that, you’ve always been told that he’s simply talking about those awful gays.  
But, what if the passage actually kinda makes it pretty clear that he’s actually talking about a 
cultic worship practice?
 Well Paul first states that the people he’s talking about, exchanged the true image of God 
with the image of animals, and other images.  Paul is here talking about the worship of idols.  
OK, then if Paul is talking about just plain gay people, then Paul thinks people become gay from 
worshiping idols.  Now, I’ve known some gays that worship Madonna, but that’s about it.  I 
realized I was gay back when I was about 14 or so.  At that time I can honestly tell you I’d never 
once worshiped an idol.  At the worst I might have spent too much time playing video games.  
But for the most part I was the world’s best church kid.  I was smart, I got good grades, All the 
old ladies in the church loved me.  I was the definition of the good Christian kid.
 So, if people don’t become gay from worshiping idols, but the people Paul’s talking about 
became the way they were from worshiping idols, maybe, just maybe, Paul isn’t talking about 
gays at all?  What Paul is instead talking about is what I’ve described above.  Now, then let’s 
look at all the reasons if sin is a synonym of pride loosely defined, the classical idea of same sex 
intercourse within an orgy is bad.

• It’s about status: OK that’s bad
• It’s about being exalted/masculinized as the expense of another: That’s bad too.
• It’s about demeaning someone else: That’s pretty bad.
• It’s about simple sexual release: That’s at least cheap.
• It rips the depth and beauty from sex: That’s bad.
• It’s worshiping a god other than YHWH: That’s really really really bad.

 So then, if Paul has all these reasons to hate the practices, considering on their most 
fundamental levels they go against his teaching, then can we be sure he really cared about the 
fact that it was two guys?  I don’t think we can.  Was Paul gay?  I imagine not, so he probably 
wasn’t super pro annal sex between two guys.  And that’s fine.  In all honestly I consider myself 
a pretty OK Christian, and the idea of vaginal sex between a man and a woman has no appeal to 
me, yet I’m not inclined to condemn all my heterosexual friends simply because they’re going to 
or are already engaging in activity that I never intend to.

So Does the Bible Say Anything?
 The Bible says to love God with all your heart, mind, and soul.  The Bible also says to 
love your neighbor as yourself.  The Bible actually says that everything goes back to these 
commands.  In fact I’d say that loving your brother and sister as yourself is crucial to loving 
God.  So if that’s true, then everything goes back to one command.  And go figure it doesn’t say 
anything about being gay or not.  The rest of the Bible for the most part is commentary on these 
commands.  At least when it comes to morality.



 The Bible does however say that romantic love is good.  The Bible regularly recognizes 
that when someone loves someone else it’s good.  God likens His love for us to romantic love 
that we can experience for someone else.  In His sovereign will God allowed that a smaller 
percentage of the population would only be able to experience all those great forms of love that 
we can have for that special someone, to someone who is of the same biological sex as 
themselves.  Why would God allow for this?  Why does God do a lot of things?  Some reasons 
might be that gays can’t have children of their own, and thus are more apt to take care of children 
who’s parents have died or can not take care of them.  The Church hates the idea of abortion 
right?  What if we had gay Christians who were in stable marriages sanctioned by the Church, 
who when a young teenage girl and boy made an unwise choice could care for that child so that 
the young girl would not be burdened by it?
 I confess being gay has forced me to think about God in ways that many of my friends 
have never had to.  Being gay has allowed me to identify with the broken and hurting fear easier.  
I know what it’s like to be able to walk into a room and know that I’m different than everyone 
else in the room.  In all honesty the first time I walked into a gay bar I knew everyone there 
shared that one common trait with me, and it was an incredibly strange feeling.  I didn’t know 
what to do with myself.  So I sat in a corner cause nobody made an effort to talk to me.
 I don’t think the Bible says anything one way or the other about being gay.  Nor does it 
say it about reading Harry Potter books, about buying clothes at Old Navy, about going to strip 
clubs, or about using Microsoft products, or even about going to the gym.  However it does 
provide a frame work that can let me know that some of these may be immoral, some of them 
may be amoral, some of them might even be something I can honour God with.

Addressing Some Other Arguments
 The previous paragraph might have been a good conclusion but I do wish to address  a 
few other arguments.

Natural Theology:
 There is a argument that Christians sometimes like to present as “secular” so that they 
don’t have to argue out of Scripture.  The idea is that created order, or biology, or even 
darwinism makes it clear that homosexuality is wrong.  This comes out of the assumption that 
reproduction is an inherent mandate for all life on earth.  I’ll address this argument later.  But the 
essential argument is that “Penis and Vagina go together.”  Now sure that might make sense to a 
heterosexual person.  Go figure you’re heterosexual.  To me, I’ve considered celibacy, I’ve 
considered heterosexuality, and I’ve always had a decent libido aimed squarely at sex with 
another guy.  And you know what?  For me, a woman’s vagina has no sexual appeal for me.  I 
don’t think heterosexual sex is my “cup of tea” as it were.
 Now the argument though is that penises and vaginas were made for each other, therefore 
in having sex you have to have someone who is “compatible.”  The idea is that because one can 
not become pregnant from same sex intercourse, then it is sin.  The problem is that this then 
makes annal sex in all forms even between heterosexual couples sin, which is fine with some 
people, but there’s no clear biblical prohibition of it.  This way of thinking also then makes oral 
sex, any form of stimulation using the hands, etc sin.  The ear was not made necessarily made to 



be nibbled on, does this make that sort of foreplay wrong?  Various diseases can be spread by 
mouth to mouth contact, and kissing serves solely to cause pleasure and stimulation.
 As well even if one wishes to argue that these are all fine (which they are) but that anal 
sex between two men is wrong (they never bother with lesbians go figure) one needs to question 
as to why the prostate can be best stimulated by the insertion of something longish and thinnish 
(like say a finger or a penis) into the anus?  I some days wonder if people just don’t realize that 
this can feel really good.  But either way those who argue as to whether or not the anus should be 
used as a “sex organ” would do well to understand how the area is actually built and that yes it 
seems especially on men the area works great in sex.
 Even if one suggests that God practically attached an insert penis sign over every 
woman’s vagina, that doesn’t mean that we’re ever given a clear mandate that not having sex 
with someone of the opposite sex is sin.  While some might argue that it’s “unnatural” which is 
impressive in and of itself since homosexuality naturally occurs in many forms of animals who 
are very much so the way they’ve been for a very long time and typically a frame of reference 
for what is natural.  As well one could sooner argue that plastic sex toys are more unnatural than 
than two men having sex, after all they’re exclusively using what God gave them.

The Procreative Argument
 The other major argument that Christians have enjoyed pretending is rational and not 
grounded in either their misreading of scripture, or their irrational prejudice is the idea that sex is 
meant for procreation, thus non-procreative types of sex are wrong.  The problem is that this 
does not make much sense.  There is a mandate in Scripture to go forth and multiply, but I think 
when the world’s population has reached six billion, we’ve probably gone a little overboard.
 As well this way of looking at things is marked by the sinful trait of arrogance ironically.  
Indeed the Bible has shown that God loves the barren and often exalts them to places of honour 
in Scripture showing that God does not value our value systems.  The problem with this way of 
thinking is that barren people then lose their value.  Indeed if someone then is determined to be 
barren even before marriage they should simply not get married because they would be being 
sinful if they had sex with their spouse.  As well, post menopausal women then should also 
abandon sexual relations because they are beyond the point of having children.
 In fact, my parents who have chosen not to have any more children and thus took 
measures to ensure that they would never again have anymore children, should then by this very 
argument cease all relations because, well their relationship can no longer provide the world with 
more children to carry on the race.  But you know what?  I think my parents should probably 
stick together.  I think that the people I know who are barren but deeply in love with someone 
else who they have a happy marriage with, should remain together.  And I think that when I get 
married, my husband and I should use sex not simply to create more children, but as an 
expression of our love and attraction to one another.

The Choice and the Have
 I’m often told by Christians that my sexuality is a choice.  The answer to this statement 
(which should really be a question) is no.  No I did not one day decide to wake up and decided to 
be viewed as a freak, an abomination, godless, and in many cases worthless.  I did not wake up 
and decide to be something that would make it so I couldn’t continue to work with my youth 



group kids who I loved and adored.  I didn’t just wake up some day and decide to see if there 
was a good way to make my mom and dad ashamed to call me their son.  There was never a 
choice, it’s just how I ended up being.
 Is it a choice that I have sex with another man?  Yes that is a choice.  I could chose to 
have sex with a woman.  I could chose to even try and manipulate a good Christian girl into 
taking me on as a husband, I might even make it so that even though she knew I wasn’t attracted 
to her the sex would be amazing.  But why would I?  If I can’t be sure that it’s sin, if I can’t even 
think that it’s sin, what would my motivation be for choosing something I don’t have any desire 
to do?  That’s like putting a nice chocolate moose cake in front of me, or a plate of meat loaf for 
desert.  Could I eat the meat loaf?  Yes yes I could.  Is it likely that if I’ve already had a great 
meal, I’m going to go with that which appeals less to me instead of that which makes me excited 
and which I really want?  Odds are, no.
 Please for goodness sake if you get nothing else out of this document, please don’t tell 
the next gay person you meet that they simply chose to be gay.  It’s rude, it’s offensive, and it’s a 
lie.  Simply because James Dobson says it doesn’t make it true.  It just means that James is lying 
too.

Conclusion
 So what does this all mean?  Essentially I’m saying with this whole paper is, “I’m here, 
I’m queer, can we just move on?”  I’m not saying I don’t want to talk about it, goodness knows I 
enjoy talking about cute boys, or joking with my lady friends about how they could strip naked 
in front of me and it wouldn’t be a big deal.  I like knowing that I can talk about this aspect of me 
with the people I care about.  At the same time, I don’t want to be perpetually telling everyone 
again about mistranslated words, about dubious meanings, and about cultic sexual practices.  I 
just don’t want to do it.
 This doesn’t mean that even after reading my document if you tell me you still disagree 
with me, that I’m going to not want to be your friend.  Though if you’re going to tell me you 
disagree with me, tell me why.  And keep in mind please that simply because you don’t want to 
do something doesn’t mean it’s wrong.  I don’t want to have sex with a woman, but it doesn’t 
mean that because you want to I think you’re sinning.  So if you disagree with me have a reason.  
Please don’t go calling my life sin, when you don’t understand it.  Frankly I shouldn’t even need 
to say please with that.
 I do attend a school that does not support gay marriage.  I want to be clear that while I 
disagree with the position that those who determine the stances of my school, I do not think that 
this makes them bad Christians.  Indeed it would probably be foolish from an institutional point 
of view to be open and affirming.  The Church is incredibly homophobic still, and I imagine will 
be for at least the next 50 years though that should decline over the years.  Opposing 
homosexuality does not make you a bad Christian in my mind.  Though I confess if you still do 
after reading this document I would be terribly interested in knowing whether you do for any 
rational reason.  But I think that homophobia will soon head the way of sexism, racism and anti-
Semitism in the Church.  It will soon become an unsavory outlook, and will be frowned upon.  
And I look forward to seeing that day. 



 So, at this point I will thank you for getting all the way through this document.  And tell 
you that if you have any points that need clarification, or any spelling or grammatical errors that 
you make this harder to understand you can e-mail me at isalty@gmail.com.  You can of course 
find my blog at pastoralwannabe.blogspot.com where I will post updates as to when I update this 
document.  As well feel free to e-mail me if you’ve heard an argument against homosexuality 
which you find convincing and you think should also be addressed in this document.
 Thanks for reading, I hope you now have a better idea of where I’m coming from.


