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Theological	Discussion	
Theological	Issues	Related	to	Same-Sex	Attraction	

TE	Kevin	Nelson	
	
I.	Reason	for	Theological	Discussion	
[This	paper	was	originally	given	to	the	Southern	New	England	Presbytery	-	PCA	(April	
2019)	in	order	to	facilitate	a	theological	discussion.	This	version	has	been	slightly	modified	
for	clarity	and	emphasis.	The	goal	of	this	presentation	was	to	pinpoint	the	key	theological	
questions	around	same-sex	attraction	and	facilitate	a	discussion	in	response	to	these	
questions.	This	paper	does	not	seek	to	offer	conclusions	but	seeks	to	lead	the	presbytery	
toward	conclusions.]	
	
There	are	several	reasons	why	this	discussion	is	urgently	needed	for	our	presbytery.	First,	
the	issue	is	complex,	and	simplistic	responses	can	lead	to	error,	division,	and	harm	within	
our	churches.	Second,	we	often	lack	clarity	and	unanimity	in	examining	candidates;	this	can	
lead	to	public	debates	among	ourselves	while	candidates	stand	before	us.	Third,	our	
denomination	faces	overtures	on	the	topic	that	require	wisdom	and	forethought.	Perhaps	
most	importantly,	we	need	theological	clarity	to	faithfully	minister	to	our	congregation,	
family,	friends,	and	wider	community.	
	
We	will	not	debate	the	views	of	particular	movements,	conferences,	or	individuals.	Online	
discussions	that	do	this	frequently	lead	to	claims	of	being	misrepresented,	quoted	out	of	
context,	or	being	uncharitably	read.	To	give	a	blanket	assessment,	for	or	against,	a	ministry	
such	as	Revoice	or	Harvest	USA	would	be	almost	impossible	given	the	volume	of	content	
(tweets,	blogs,	books,	tangentially	related	speakers,	etc.)	claiming	to	represent	such	
ministries.	
	
Because	this	is	a	discussion	within	our	presbytery,	there	are	many	related	doctrinal	issues	
that	do	not	need	debate.	We	should	begin	here.	
	
II.	Theological	Consensus		
1.	We	agree	that	marriage	is	a	union	of	one	man	and	one	woman,	and	that	this	union	is	the	
only	proper	context	for	the	intimacy	of	a	one	flesh	relationship.1		
	
2.	The	Bible	frames	sex	between	man	and	woman	as	a	good	thing	only	when	it	exists	within	
the	covenant	of	marriage.	Sexual	behavior	outside	of	marriage	is	sinful.2	
	
3.	Sexual	sin	is	not	limited	to	outward	behaviors.	Lust	and	desires	for	unlawful	sexual	
activity	is	sinful.	3		
	
4.	Homosexual	behavior	and	homosexual	lust	are	both	sinful.4	

																																																								
1	Westminster	Confession	of	Faith	24.1;	Gen.	2:24;	Matthew	19:6.	
2	Westminster	Larger	Catechism	Q&A	138;	Ex.	20:14;	Lev.	18:20;	Dt.	22:22;	Prov.	6:32;	1	Cor.	6:9;	Heb.	13:4	
3	Westminster	Larger	Catechism	Q&A	138-139;	Matt.	5:28;	Mark	7:20-23;	Col.	3:5;	Eph.	5:3,	5.	
4	Lev.	18:22,	20:13;	1	Cor.	6:9-10;	Rom.	1:24-27;	1	Tim.	1:10.	
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5.	The	Fall	has	affected	our	whole	being,	so	that	there	are	no	uncorrupted	expressions	of	
sexual	desire	or	behavior.	We	experience	and	contribute	to	the	sexual	brokenness	of	
humanity.	“Normal”	sexual	behavior	is	not	a	present	reality.5	
	
6.	We	agree	that	all	of	us	stand	in	need	of	the	gospel	and	that	no	human	is	beyond	the	
saving	power	of	Christ.	This	means	that	same-sex	attracted	men	and	women	can	be	saved	
by	the	atoning	work	of	Christ.6	
	
7.	Regeneration	and	the	New	Life	of	sanctification	means	that	all	Christians	can,	in	this	life,	
experience	mortification	of	sin	and	be	strengthened	to	godliness.	God	can	change	and/or	
remove	our	sinful	desires,	including	sinful	homosexual	desires.	Change,	however,	in	this	
area	of	sin	is	not	guaranteed.	Victory	may	come	imperfectly	or	not	at	all	in	this	life.	It	is	only	
by	a	work	of	God’s	Spirit	dwelling	in	us	can	lusts	be	weakened	and	mortified.	The	Christian	
by	grace	should	continue	to	war	against	sinful	desires	and	repent.7	
	
Despite	this	vast	consensus,	there	several	are	areas	we	need	to	explore	in	order	to	reach	
clarity.	This	discussion	may	uncover	additional	questions,	but	the	following	identifies	four	
key	questions	at	the	heart	of	the	debate:	Is	same-sex	orientation	sinful?	Does	sanctification	
require	same-sex	attracted	Christians	to	pursue	heterosexual	attraction?	Can	same-sex	
attracted	Christians	use	the	term	“gay”	in	describing	themselves?	Is	someone	who	
acknowledges	same-sex	attraction	ordainable?	
	
III.	Key	Areas	that	Need	Clarity	
(1)	Is	Homosexual	or	Same-Sex	Orientation	Sinful?	
It	is	important	to	note	that	sexual	orientation	is	a	relatively	new	concept.	Ancient	writers,	
including	the	biblical	authors,	did	not	have	the	same	concept	for	what	we	call	sexual	
orientation.8	While	they	certainly	knew	of	homosexual	behavior,	orientation	was	not	a	
category	of	identity	found	in	the	ancient	Greco-Roman	world.	As	Preston	Sprinkle	notes,	
“the	ancients	thought	in	terms	of	gender	identity	(manliness	or	womanliness)	and	not	
sexual	identity.”9	 
	
Michel	Foucault	in	his	book	The	History	of	Sexuality	demonstrates	how	sexual	orientation	
originated	in	the	mid-nineteenth	century	by	medical	experts	to	replace	religiously	charged	
descriptions	of	behavior	with	a	psychiatric	diagnosis.	Until	this	time,	sexuality	referred	to	
particular	practices	and	was	not	used	as	a	way	to	describe	people.	
	

																																																								
5	WCF	6.4-5;	Rom.	1:24-27;	Rom.	3:10-18;	Gal.	5:19-21.	
6	1	Cor.	6:11;	John	3:16;	Rom,.	5:8;	1	John	1:9.	
7	WCF	13.1-3;	Rom.	6:6,	14;	Gal.	5:24;	Col.	1:10-11;	WCF	15.2	
8	Loader,	William,	“Homosexuality	and	the	Bible”	in	Two	Views	on	Homosexuality,	the	Bible	and	the	Church	
(Counterpoints:	Bible	and	Theology).	Zondervan:	17-48.	
9Sprinkle,	Preston,	“Is	Same-Sex-Attraction	Sinful?”		https://www.prestonsprinkle.com/blog/2014/12/is-
same-sex-attraction-sinful;		
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Sigmund	Freud,	likewise,	sought	to	redefine	humanity	over	against	the	biblical	vision,	
elevating	sexuality	to	the	foundational	drive	in	humans.	Sexuality,	then,	played	a	pivotal	
role	in	determining	our	identity.	
	
In	light	of	this,	it	may	be	valid	to	argue	that	this	socially	constructed	cultural	identity	got	its	
origin	from	those	who	wanted	to	repudiate	Christian	categories,	and	that	it	is	currently	
being	promoted	by	groups	whose	agenda	is	overtly	at	odds	with	Christian	values.	
	
This	has	led	some	to	advocate	abolishing	sexual	orientation	altogether.	Michael	Hannon	
exposes	how	even	the	label	“heterosexual”	acquiesces	to	an	unbiblical	understanding	of	
humanity.	Hannon	states	that	concepts	like	“heteronormativity”	hinder	the	debate	over	
sexual	ethics.10	While	admirable,	this	does	little	to	help	the	church	speak	into	a	culture	that	
has	not	abandoned	the	term.	
	
This	history	of	terminology	does	not	settle	the	question,	but	it	should	warn	us	against	the	
anachronistic	claim	that	scripture	is	targeting	what	we	understand	as	orientation	when	
authors	such	as	Paul	condemn	those	who	practice	homosexuality.	
	
A.	Pre-Behavior	
Scripture	is	explicit	that	sin	is	not	limited	to	outward	actions.11	Jesus	states	it	plainly	in	
Mark	7:	

“[20]	And	he	said,	‘What	comes	out	of	a	person	is	what	defiles	him.	[21]	For	from	
within,	out	of	the	heart	of	man,	come	evil	thoughts,	sexual	immorality,	theft,	murder,	
adultery,	[22]	coveting,	wickedness,	deceit,	sensuality,	envy,	slander,	pride,	
foolishness.	[23]	All	these	evil	things	come	from	within,	and	they	defile	a	person.’”	
(Mark	7:20-23,	ESV)	

	
Jesus’	words	on	the	Sermon	on	the	Mount	demonstrate	that	the	7th	Commandment	
includes	more	than	the	act	of	adultery;	lust	is	also	sinful	(Matt.	5:28).	Elsewhere,	Paul	can	
list	evil	desires	among	sins	to	be	mortified.	Both	passages	target	the	same	noun/verb	
(ἐπιθυμέω/ἐπιθυμία)	translated	lust	or	desire.	Not	all	uses	of	ἐπιθυμέω/ἐπιθυμία	are	evil,	
but	when	desiring	something	sinful	the	desire	itself	can	be	called	evil.	Paul	uses	such	an	
adjective	in	Col.	3:5.	
	
Some	have	felt	the	need	to	underscore	the	difference	between	the	Reformed/Augustinian	
view	of	concupiscence	and	the	Roman	Catholic	understanding	of	that	doctrine.12	The	
Roman	Catholic	tradition	claims	that	concupiscence	is	not	itself	sin.	Since	concupiscence	
derives	from	a	Latin	translation	of	desire	(ἐπιθυμέω/ἐπιθυμία),	it	seems	the	passages	
above	contradict	that	assessment.	Desire	for	something	sinful	is	sin.	
	

																																																								
10	Hannon,	Michael	W.	“Against	Heterosexuality.”	https://www.firstthings.com/article/2014/03/against-
heterosexuality	
11	See	note	3	above.	
12	Burk,	Denny	and	Rosaria	Butterfield,	“Learning	to	Hate	our	Sin	without	Hating	Ourselves”	
https://www.thepublicdiscourse.com/2018/07/22066/	
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The	Roman	Catholic	Catechism	of	the	Catholic	Church	(2515),	it	is	argued,	arrives	at	its	
conclusion	by	arguing	that	only	conscious	acts	of	the	will	can	be	deemed	sinful.13	Thus,	the	
real	distinction	lies	between	a	Pelagian	and	Augustinian	view	of	the	nature	of	humanity.	
Those	in	the	Augustinian	tradition	see	humanity	not	in	a	neutral	position	freely	choosing	
between	good	and	evil	but	corrupt	in	nature	and	inclined	to	evil.14	
	
If	one	were	to	claim	that	he	has	no	need	to	repent	because	he	did	not	willingly	choose	the	
type	of	sin	that	he	desires,	he	would	misunderstand	the	nature	of	sin.	One	would	hope	that	
no	Christian	would	choose	the	particular	sin	that	he	struggles	with.		
	
There	remains	a	deeper	question	when	it	comes	to	the	experience	of	same-sex	orientation:	
Is	there	a	category	for	pre-behavior	attraction	that	might	lead	to	sinful	desire	(lust,	in	this	
case)	but	which	is	not	itself	sin?		
	
B.	Attraction	and	Temptation	
At	this	point	it	is	necessary	to	work	with	a	definition	of	sexual	orientation.	The	American	
Psychological	Association	definition	begins	like	this:	

“Sexual	orientation	refers	to	an	enduring	pattern	of	emotional,	romantic	and/or	
sexual	attractions	to	men,	women	or	both	sexes.	Sexual	orientation	also	refers	to	a	
person's	sense	of	identity	based	on	those	attractions,	related	behaviors	and	
membership	in	a	community	of	others	who	share	those	attractions.	“15	

	
The	larger	topic	of	identity	mentioned	in	the	second	sentence	of	that	definition	will	be	
discussed	under	“terminology”	in	point	(3).	Here	it	is	important	to	discuss	the	first	
sentence,	particularly	the	idea	of	a	pattern	of	attraction.	
	
At	what	point	does	attraction	become	sinful	desire?	The	answer,	once	again,	becomes	
difficult	given	that	the	word	English	word	“attraction”	(at	least	in	the	ESV)	does	not	appear	
in	the	Bible.	There	is,	however,	a	Biblical	term	that	does	seem	to	represent	a	pre-sinful	
draw	to	sin:	temptation.	Temptation	implies	a	test	where	there	is	a	possibility	of	passing	
the	test	without	sin.16	
	
Denny	Burk	challenges	the	idea	that	temptation	could	be	a	legitimate	category	for	
understanding	orientation.17	His	argument	rests	on	the	exegesis	of	two	passages.		
	
Burk	begins	with	Jesus’	experience	of	temptation	in	Heb.	4:15:	“For	we	do	not	have	a	high	
priest	who	is	unable	to	sympathize	with	our	weaknesses,	but	one	who	in	every	respect	has	
been	tempted	as	we	are,	yet	without	sin.”	He	contends	that	Jesus’	experience	of	temptation	
is	not	like	ours	because	his	temptation	only	came	externally.	Christ’s	nature	prevented	him	

																																																								
13	Burk,	Denny	“Is	Homosexual	Orientation	Sinful?”	JETS	58/1	(2015),	99.	
14	WCF	6.4	
15	“What	is	sexual	orientation?”	https://www.apa.org/topics/lgbt/orientation		
16	See	BDAG,	s.v.	πειραt ζω,	2.b. 		
17	Burk,	102-7	
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from	letting	that	temptation	lodge	in	his	heart.	His	temptations	were	never	internal:	“Jesus’	
attractions	were	never	directed	toward	something	that	his	Father	had	prohibited.”18	
	
Our	experience	of	temptation,	Burk	notes,	is	caused	by	our	own	sinful	desires.	He	supports	
this	with	an	exegesis	of	James	1:13-15.	

[13]	Let	no	one	say	when	he	is	tempted,	“I	am	being	tempted	by	God,”	for	God	
cannot	be	tempted	with	evil,	and	he	himself	tempts	no	one.	[14]	But	each	person	is	
tempted	when	he	is	lured	and	enticed	by	his	own	desire.	[15]	Then	desire	when	it	
has	conceived	gives	birth	to	sin,	and	sin	when	it	is	fully	grown	brings	forth	death.	

	
According	to	Burk,	James	is	working	with	two	levels	of	sin.	On	an	internal	level	a	sinner’s	
own	desires	are	sinful	and	that	sinful	desire	leads	to	sinful	behavior.	This	“snowball”	effect	
of	sin	is	something	Jesus	never	faced.	
	
James	may	or	may	not	be	trying	to	point	beneath	external	behaviors	to	show	sins	
birthplace	in	our	hearts,	but	this	surely	cannot	be	a	comprehensive	understanding	of	
temptation.	Just	because	temptation	can	come	from	sinful	desires	multiplying,	does	not	
mean	all	temptations	that	Christians	experience	are	internal.	The	church	has	traditionally	
recognized	three	enemies	of	the	Christian	in	scripture:	the	world,	the	flesh,	and	the	devil.		
	
Furthermore,	given	Burk’s	logic,	it	would	be	impossible	to	distinguish	temptation	from	sin,	
though	he	does	state	that	he	believes	the	two	are	not	equal.	There	must	be	such	a	thing	as	
temptation	that	does	not	lead	to	sin	or	passages	like	1	Cor.	10:13	would	make	no	sense.	

[13]	No	temptation	has	overtaken	you	that	is	not	common	to	man.	God	is	faithful,	
and	he	will	not	let	you	be	tempted	beyond	your	ability,	but	with	the	temptation	he	
will	also	provide	the	way	of	escape,	that	you	may	be	able	to	endure	it.		

	
Harvest	USA	president	Tim	Geiger	sees	value	in	distinguishing	between	temptation	and	sin.	
He	writes,	“It	is	nearly	impossible	to	separate	temptation	from	sin	in	the	moment	of	
struggle,	but	the	distinction	is	nevertheless	helpful.	Inward	thoughts,	desires,	and	
temptations	can	be	intentional,	but	sometimes	they	also	arise	seemingly	from	nowhere,	
unbidden	and	unwanted.”19	
	
Indeed,	there	are	temptations	that	can	be	instigated	by	latent	internal	sinful	desires,	but	
there	are	external	temptations	from	which	a	Christian	can	escape.20	It	is	our	Christian	duty	
to	resist	temptation.	
	
Burk	uses	an	illustration	of	a	man	before	whom	Satan	places	an	attractive	married	woman.	
He	says,	“He	might	see	her	and	apprehend	that	she	is	beautiful.	But	the	moment	that	
apprehension	turns	into	a	sexual	attraction	for	her,	it	is	sin	within	his	heart.”21	
																																																								
18	Ibid.,	104	
19	Tim	Geiger	Statement	on	Same-Sex	Attraction	https://www.harvestusa.org/statement-same-sex-
attraction-husa/	
20	Exegesis	of	Galatians	5:16f,	“walk	by	the	Spirit,	and		you	will	not	gratify	the	desires	of	the	flesh,”	would	also	
be	enlightening	here,	but	time	prohibits.		
21	Ibid.,	107	
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Even	here	Burk	expresses	a	time	between	what	he	calls	“apprehension”	and	sin,	even	using	
the	word	“attractive.”	That	pre-sinful	attraction	is	a	moment	of	temptation.	Heterosexual	
Christians	face	these	moments	all	the	time.	Seeing	an	attractive	woman	does	not	always	
and	necessarily	bring	a	heterosexual	man	to	desire	to	have	sex	with	her.		
	
As	Preston	Sprinkle	puts	it:	

“For	instance,	when	I	say	that	I’m	heterosexual	that	means	that	I’m	attracted	to	
women.	It	describes	my	sexual	orientation.	Whether	I’m	sleeping	or	awake,	whether	
I’m	studying	or	when	I’m	at	the	beach,	I	never	cease	to	be	heterosexual.	I’m	
attracted	to	females;	that’s	my	orientation.	This	doesn’t	mean	that	I’m	slobbering	
around	24/7	wanting	to	[have	sex	with]	every	female	I	see.	That	would	be	lust,	not	
attraction.	Put	differently:	My	experienced	(conscious)	desire	to	have	sex	with	
someone	is	a	narrow	part	of	my	OSA	[opposite-sex	attraction],	but	it	doesn’t	
constitute	my	OSA.	And	being	heterosexual	also	doesn’t	mean	that	I’m	only	
opposite-sex	attracted	to	my	wife.	That’s	not	what	OSA	means.	My	opposite-sex	
attraction	certainly	includes	my	wife,	but	isn’t	limited	to	my	wife.	I’m	opposite-sex	
attracted	to	the	female	species,	though	I’m	in	love	with	and	(should	only)	sexually	
desire	my	wife.		
	
Therefore,	living	in	the	constant	state	of	opposite	sex	attraction	isn’t	sinful,	even	
though	it’s	only	okay	for	me	to	act	on	that	attraction	with	one	member	of	the	female	
species.	Likewise,	living	in	the	constant	state	of	same-sex	attraction	doesn’t	mean	
that	someone	is	living	in	a	24/7	state	of	morally	culpable	sin.	Again,	one	doesn’t	
cease	to	be	SSA	when	they	are	sleeping.”22	

	
One	might	prefer	he	use	the	word	“temptation”	rather	than	“desire”,	but	the	point	still	
holds.	The	presence	of	the	temptation	does	not	mean	you	are	constantly	succumbing	to	the	
sinful	desires	or	that	the	lustful	aspects	of	those	desires	are	even	constantly	present.		
	
If	same-sex	orientation	represents	“an	enduring	pattern”	of	temptation,	it	does	not	
necessarily	follow	that	the	orientation	itself	is	sinful.	While	one	may	pray	that	to	be	
delivered	from	such	a	pattern,	there	are	many	examples	of	Christians	resisting	particular	
challenges	throughout	their	lives.	
	
A	minister	might	have	an	enduring	pattern	of	temptation	toward	pride	because	he	is	given	
a	place	of	prominence	in	the	lives	of	others.	Christ	certainly	endured	a	pattern	of	
temptation	to	eschew	the	cross	and	take	a	worldly	crown.	Matthew	19:24	tells	us	“it	is	
easier	for	a	camel	to	go	through	the	eye	of	a	needle	than	for	a	rich	person	to	enter	the	
kingdom	of	God.”	Christians	have	traditionally	understood	this	not	as	a	condemnation	of	
wealthy	people	but	as	an	admonition	for	those	who	have	an	enduring	pattern	of	temptation	
to	greed.	
	
																																																								
22	Sprinkle	“Is	Same	Sex	Attraction	Sinful?”	https://www.prestonsprinkle.com/blog/2014/12/is-same-sex-
attraction-sinful	
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C.	The	Nature	of	the	Temptation	
Beyond	this	distinction,	some	argue	that	the	nature	of	same-sex	attraction	requires	it	to	be	
treated	differently.	Does	the	particular	character	of	homosexual	temptation	differ	from	
temptations	to	other	types	of	sin?		
	
Kevin	DeYoung	states	that	same-sex	attraction	needs	to	be	handled	differently	than	
heterosexual	attraction	that	rises	to	lust.	He says,	“I	think	we	go	a	little	farther	to	say	that	
the	desire	itself—the	kind	of	attraction—is	disordered,	meaning	it’s	not	the	way	that	God	
designed	things	from	the	beginning.”23		
	
The	problem	with	this	perspective	is	that	it	does	not	address	the	profound	ways	that	
heterosexual	desire	has	been	twisted	and	corrupted.	All	human	sexuality	has	been	
disordered	by	the	Fall.		
	
But,	does	not	Paul’s	specifically	describe	homosexual	behavior	as	“contrary	to	nature”?24	
No	Christian	should	dispute	that	it	is.	All	sin,	though,	is	unnatural.	Those	who	single	out	
homosexual	temptation	as	uniquely	“unnatural”	and	“shameful”	are	under	the	burden	of	
showing	how	other	sins	are	“natural”	or	“honorable.”		
	
Further,	to	claim	that	a	same-sex	orientation	is	uniquely	disordered,	seems	too	simplistic.	
Augustine’s	grappling	with	the	problem	of	evil	led	him	to	a	helpful	insight	about	those	
things	we	can	categorize	as	pure	wickedness.	He	concluded	that	evil	is	not	a	substance	in	
creation	but	the	willful	distortion	of	good	things.25	
	
We	are	on	shaky	ground	if	we	argue	that	heterosexual	sex	outside	of	marriage	is	natural	
because	it	is	analogous	to	the	right	use	of	sex	within	marriage.	All	sin	takes	good	things	in	
creation	and	twists	them	to	serve	a	purpose	contrary	to	God.	God	has	designed	us	for	
pleasure,	for	intimacy,	and	to	be	drawn	to	others.	Godly	intimacy	between	two	men	is	a	
good	thing	that	Christians	should	desire,	yet	they	become	disordered	when	they	turn	to	
same-sex	intimacy	into	same-sex	lust.		
	
D.	Can	same-sex	attraction	involve	things	that	are	not	sexual?	
The	APA’s	definition	of	orientation	includes	the	idea	of	“emotional	connection”	and	their	
statement	goes	on	to	describe	these	relational	bonds:	“bonds	include	nonsexual	physical	
affection	between	partners,	shared	goals	and	values,	mutual	support,	and	ongoing	
commitment.”26	
	
These	non-sexual	aspects	of	same-sex	attraction	are	commonly	highlighted	by	evangelical	
Christians	who	see	some	broader	God-given	purpose	to	what	it	means	to	be	gay.	In	
expressing	his	own	experience,	Wesley	Hill	explains:	

																																																								
23	DeYoung,	Kevin	“Is	Homosexual	Orientation	Sinful?		https://www.crossway.org/articles/is-homosexual-
orientation-sinful/		
24	Romans	1:26f.	
25	Confessions	7.16.22	
26	APA	
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“Being	gay	colors	everything	about	me,	even	though	I	am	celibate	.	.	.	Being	gay	is,	for	
me,	as	much	a	sensibility	as	anything	else:	a	heightened	sensitivity	to	and	passion	
for	same-sex	beauty	that	helps	determine	the	kind	of	conversations	 I	have,	which	
people	I’m	drawn	to	spend	time	with,	what	novels	and	poems	and	films	I	enjoy,	the	
particular	visual	art	I	appreciate,	and	also,	I	think,	the	kind	of	friendships	I	pursue	
and	try	to	strengthen.	I	don’t	imagine	I	would	have	invested	half	as	much	effort	in	
loving	my	male	friends,	and	making	sacrifices	of	time,	energy,	and	even	money	on	
their	behalf,	if	I	weren’t	gay.	 My	sexuality,	my	basic	erotic	orientation	to	the	world,	
is	inescapably	intertwined	with	how	I	go	about	finding	and	keeping	friends.”27		

	
The	last	line,	in	particular,	has	drawn	concern	from	Denny	Burk	and	Rosaria	Butterfield.	
Because	Hill’s	“basic	erotic	orientation…is	inescapably	intertwined”	with	these	other	
qualities,	being	gay	cannot	be	used	as	a	positive	association.	Being	gay	is	something,	“to	be	
repented	of	and	mortified.”28		
	
Burk	identifies	the	central	presence	of	same-sex	desires	in	the	term	“gay”	that	should	
prohibit	its	use	by	Christians:	

“I	do	not	deny	that	same-sex	attracted	persons	report	heightened	emotional	
connections	with	persons	of	the	same-sex	and	that	they	perceive	those	connections	
as	part	of	their	attractions.	Nevertheless,	the	defining	element	of	same-sex	
attraction	is	desire	for	a	sexual	relationship	with	someone	of	the	same	sex.	When	
same-sex	sexual	desire	is	removed	from	the	equation,	then	we	are	no	longer	talking	
about	same-sex	attraction—at	least	not	in	the	sense	that	modern	people	mean	the	
term.	When	modern	people	talk	about	same-sex	attraction,	they	intend	a	kind	of	
attraction	that	includes	sexual	possibility	between	persons	of	the	same	sex.	They	do	
not	mean	to	label	as	gay	every	person	capable	of	emotional	bonds	with	a	person	of	
the	same	sex.	No,	it	is	the	same-sex	sexual	desire	that	is	the	constitutive	element.”29	

	
Hill’s	point,	though,	is	that	a	distinction	can	be	made.	One	can	repent	and	mortify	sinful	
sexual	desires	and	at	the	same	time	recognize	there	can	be	more	to	being	same-sex	
attracted	than	sinful	sexual	desires.		
	
It	is	missing	the	point	to	extricate	sexuality	from	the	conversation	about	emotional	bonds	
and	deepened	same-sex	friendships.	It	also	misses	the	opportunity	to	examine	the	broad	
role	our	sexual	brokenness	can	play	in	all	of	our	relationships.	For	instance,	how	has	sexual	
brokenness	among	heterosexuals	warped	many	of	heterosexual	same-sex	friendships?	
	
Michael	Hannon	observes:	

“For	“heterosexuals”	in	particular,	getting	close	to	a	friend	of	the	same	sex	ends	up	
seeming	perverse,	and	being	moved	by	his	or	her	beauty	feels	queer.	To	avoid	being	
mistaken	for	gay,	these	days	many	self-proclaimed	straight	people—men	
especially—settle	for	superficial	associations	with	their	comrades	and	reserve	the	

																																																								
27	Hill	quoted	in	Burk	and	Butterfield,		https://www.thepublicdiscourse.com/2018/07/22066/		
28	Burk	and	Butterfield	
29		Burk,	112	
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sort	of	costly	intimacy	that	once	characterized	such	chaste	same-sex	relationships	
for	their	romantic	partners	alone.	Their	ostensibly	normal	sexual	orientation	cheats	
them	out	of	an	essential	aspect	of	human	flourishing:	deep	friendship.”30	

	
Perhaps,	by	not	being	afflicted	by	the	sinful	dynamics	at	play	the	way	many	heterosexuals	
are	when	they	approach	same-sex	relationships,	a	same-sex	oriented	Christian	may	be	
freed	to	experience	aspects	of	those	relationships	in	healthier	(even	godlier)	ways.	This	
does	not	mean	that	they	should	not	repent	of	their	homosexual	desires,	but	while	repenting	
over	the	sinful	aspects	they	can	appreciate	God’s	mercy	in	sparing	them	from	some	of	the	
sinful	repercussions	of	fallen	heterosexual	relationships.	This	is	what	Hill	means	by	asking	
the	question	“Is	being	gay	sanctifiable?”		
	
Discussion:	Is	Homosexual	or	Same-sex	Orientation	Sinful?	
If	you	equate	homosexual	orientation	with	sexual	desire	for	members	of	the	same	sex,	then	
there	is	no	debate.	Scripture	is	clear	that	that	desire	is	sinful.	
	
But,	what	if	orientation	implies	a	pattern	of	temptation	that	does	not	rise	to	lust?	What	if	
attraction	to	the	same-sex	involves	more	than	sexual	attraction?		
	
The	points	above	are	meant	to	stimulate	discussion	rather	than	draw	conclusions.	It	would	
now	be	fruitful	for	our	discussion	to	address	the	question:	How	should	we	categorize	same-
sex	orientation?	
	
(2)	Does	Sanctification	Require	Same-Sex	Attracted	Christians	to	Desire	Sexual	
Attraction	to	the	Opposite	Sex?	
The	gospel	offers	hope	and	forgiveness	for	all.	There	is	no	sin	that	will	disqualify	one	from	
the	work	of	Christ	on	the	cross.	The	gospel,	however,	does	not	only	justify	us,	it	calls	us	to	
change	and	to	seek	new	life	in	Christ.	Change	is	possible	for	all,	though	Christians	are	never	
promised	the	nature	or	extent	of	that	change	in	this	life.	
	
The	now	disbanded	ministry	Exodus	International	led	many	to	believe	that	faithfulness	to	
Christ	would	result	in	an	overall	change	in	sexual	orientation.	That	led	many	to	
disillusionment	and	despair.		
	
Christians	can	and	should,	of	course,	pray	that	God	would	free	same-sex	attracted	
Christians	from	their	sinful	sexual	desires,	never	to	be	tempted	by	that	sin	again.		
	
One	might	even	pray	that	God	would	create	sexual	desires	for	members	of	the	opposite-sex,	
but	is	that	the	expected	result	of	sanctification?	Sexual	desire	for	one’s	spouse	of	the	
opposite	sex	is	a	godly	thing,	but	sexual	desire	is	nowhere	in	scripture	described	as	a	path	
to	holiness	nor	the	destination.	If	same-sex	attracted	Christians	are	taught	that	
sanctification	looks	like	marriage	and	family,	we	are	misrepresenting	the	call	to	submit	our	
entire	lives	to	Christ.	
	
																																																								
30	https://www.firstthings.com/article/2014/03/against-heterosexuality	
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As	Belgau	puts	it,		
“[M]odern	discussions	of	sexuality	often	make	an	idol	of	marriage.	We	think	that	
the	neglect	of	celibacy	in	the	contemporary	Christian	imagination	makes	it	much	
more	difficult	for	Christians	to	offer	realistic	pastoral	guidance	to	gay	and	
lesbian	Christians.	Not	only	this,	but	this	poverty	of	imagination	about	celibacy	leads	
to	the	ridiculous	idea	that	Christ-centered	celibacy	does	not	involve	healing	and	
internal	transformation.”31 

	
Discussion:	What	does	sanctification	look	like	for	same-sex	oriented	Christians?	Does	it	
necessitate	a	change	in	orientation	to	opposite-sex	attraction?	
	
(3)	Terminology:	What	are	the	Benefits	and	Dangers	of	the	Label	“Gay	Christian”?	
A	number	of	conservative	evangelical	Christians	have	begun	using	the	term	“gay	Christian,”	
and	not	formerly	gay.32	Moreover,	they	claim	that	while	homosexual	sex	and	homosexual	
lust	is	sin,	their	homosexuality	is	“part	of	their	value	and	giftedness	to	the	church.”33	
Perhaps	more	than	any	other	issue,	the	use	of	this	self-description	has	caused	a	lot	of	
confusion	and	concern.	
	
To	many	evangelicals	the	label	“gay	Christian”	seems	like	a	contradiction	in	terms.	They	
would	want	followers	of	Christ	to	no	longer	identify	with	something	in	their	minds	is	
synonymous	with	sinful	behavior	(1	Corinthians	6:9-11	“men	who	practice	
homosexuality…such	were	some	of	you.”).	
	
A.	Why	would	someone	who	has	given	their	life	to	Christ	choose	to	identify	as	“gay”?34	
First,	they	believe	the	full	range	of	the	term	matches	their	experience.	Hill	writes:	

“[W]e	live	in	a	constantly	changing	world,	and	many	modern	Westerners—
especially,	but	not	only,	younger	people—recognize	that	“being	gay”	today	is	
a	cultural	identity.	It’s	a	community	designation	(“gay	community”);	it	names	a	way	
of	being	in	the	world	(“gay	culture”);	it	involves	a	continuous	narrative	(“when	I	
came	out…	my	gay	friends…”);	and	it	can	exist	even	before	or	without	lust	and	
behavior	(think	of	how	many	teenagers	you	know	came	out	before	their	first	kiss).	It	
isn’t	identical	to	“lust”	or	even	“desire.”35	

	
Some	are	concerned	that	the	term	“gay”	is	fundamentally	identity-forming	and	thus	is	
incompatible	with	being	a	Christian.	Rosaria	Butterfield,	who	considers	herself	a	“former	
lesbian,”	argues	that	a	Christian	must	define	his	or	her	identity	around	Christ	alone.36	

																																																								
31	Belgau	“What	is	gay?”	
32	And	use	the	terms	“same-sex	attraction,”	“homosexuality,”	and	“gay”	interchangeably.	Hill	Washed	and	
Waiting,	21	
33	Martin	Hallett	quoted	in	Hill,	Washed	and	Waiting,	17	
34	To	avoid	confusion,	we	are	limiting	our	discussion	only	to	those	evangelical	Christians	who	are	committed	
to	the	biblical	concept	sex	exclusively	in	the	context	of	marriage	between	man	and	woman,	and	who	
otherwise	practice	celibacy	and	strive	to	mortify	their	sinful	sexual	desires.	
35	Hill	“On	Disagreeing	about	‘Homosexuality’”	A	Thought	Experiment	
https://spiritualfriendship.org/2014/12/17/on-disagreeing-about-homosexuality-a-thought-experiment/	
36	Butterfield,	Openness	Unhindered,		
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Butterfield	is	right	to	warn	Christians	about	the	subtle	ways	in	which	secular	(even	anti-
Christian)	thinkers	have	warped	our	identity,	in	particular	elevating	our	sexuality	to	a	place	
of	centrality.	One	can,	however,	use	adjectives	to	describe	oneself	without	making	the	
description	his	or	her	fundamental	identity.	A	man	can	identify	himself	as	a	Republican,	
lawyer,	husband,	and	father	without	any	of	those	identities	superseding	or	diminishing	his	
identity	in	Christ.		
	
Hill’s	point	seems	to	be	less	about	advocating	for	the	concept	of	sexual	orientation	than	it	is	
about	using	the	terms	familiar	to	the	present	cultural	context.	The	term	“gay”	already	exists	
for	many	people	as	an	umbrella	category	to	encompass	a	greater	narrative	of	experiences.	
How	will	people	who	describe	their	experience	as	“gay”	understand	either	the	avoidance	of	
the	term	or	its	absolute	rejection?	
	
Even	those	who	disagree	with	using	the	term,	recognize	its	almost	universal	usefulness	in	
conversation.	Sam	Allberry,	a	same-sex	attracted	Christian	leader,	explains:	

“I	use	the	term	“same-sex	attraction”	…because	an	immediate	challenge	is	how	I	
describe	myself.	In	western	culture	today	the	obvious	term	for	someone	with	
homosexual	feelings	is	“gay.”	But	in	my	experience	this	often	refers	to	far	more	than	
someone’s	sexual	orientation.	It	has	come	to	describe	an	identity	and	a	lifestyle.37	
	
When	someone	says	they’re	gay,	or	for	that	matter,	lesbian	or	bisexual,	they	
normally	mean	that,	as	well	as	being	attracted	to	someone	of	the	same	gender,	their	
sexual	preference	is	one	of	the	fundamental	ways	in	which	they	see	themselves.	And	
it’s	for	this	reason	that	I	tend	to	avoid	using	the	term.”	8	

	
It	is	somewhat	ironic	that	Allberry	avoids	the	term	because	it	can	include	things	like	
“lifestyle”	that	may	not	necessarily	be	sinful.	This	leads	to	the	second	reason	why	some	
Christians	continue	to	use	the	term	“gay.”	
	
B.	Non-Sexual	Connotations	of	the	Term	“Gay”		
In	our	culture	today	the	term	represents	far	more	than	sex	or	lust.	It	can	stand	for	a	wide	
range	of	experiences,	emotions,	and	behaviors,	some	of	which	are	biblically	commendable,	
even	sanctifiable	(rather	than	claiming	all	that	gay	represents	needs	to	be	mortified).	To	
reject	the	category	seems	to	imply	rejecting	many	positive	aspects	of	a	person’s	life.		
	
Ron	Belgau	puts	it	this	way:		

“I	end	by	re-affirming	that	I	do	not	think	that	“gay”	describes	any	deep	fact	about	
who	I	am	in	Christ.	But	because	of	the	culture	we	all	grow	up	in,	it	is	an	important	
part	of	how	my	experiences	were	organized	growing	up.	If	I	want	to	help	others	sort	
out	their	experiences,	and	point	them	towards	sanctification,	I	think	it	can	be	helpful	
to	talk	about	the	way	that	desires	that	I	understood	as	“gay”	growing	up	are,	in	fact,	
sanctifiable.	This	is	not	because	same-sex	lust	is	sanctifiable:	that	must	always	be	

																																																								
37	Allberry,	Sam	“Is	God	anti-gay?	And	other	questions	about	homosexuality,	the	Bible	and	same-sex	
attraction.”	(The	Good	Book	Company:2103)	8.	
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repented	of	and	mortified.	It	is	rather	because	not	all	desire	for	deep	intimacy	with	
the	same	sex	is	lust.	At	least	in	some	cases,	the	desire	for	intimacy	can,	when	
pursued	in	obedience	to	Christ,	become	a	friendship	that	is	not	primarily	a	source	of	
temptation,	but	rather	a	source	of	encouragement	in	sanctification”38	

	
C.	Benefits	of	Using	the	Term	
There	seem	to	be	at	least	three	benefits	that	“Gay	Christians”	articulate	for	using	the	term.	
	
First,	it	opens	up	a	healthy	dialogue	Christians	and	non-Christians	who	understand	their	
experience	under	that	terms	of	sexual	orientation.	It	can	avoid	condemning	those	things	
that	are	not	at	odds	with	the	gospel.		
	
This	seems	to	be	Hill’s	driving	purpose:	

My	main	worry	with	some	of	the	“renunciation”	and	“surrender”	and	“death	to	self”	
language	that	Christians	use	in	relation	to	homosexuality	is	that,	for	most	people,	it	
will	end	up	implying	that	we	believe	all	aspects	of	“being	gay”	are	sinful.	This	is	a	
devastating	burden	for	many	same-sex	attracted	Christians	to	bear,	since	it	then	
leaves	them	trying	to	parse,	ever	more	minutely	and	obsessively,	how	much	of	their	
desires	for	friendship,	intimacy,	companionship,	community,	etc.	are	a	result	of	their	
sexual	orientation.	Then,	if	they	think	that	those	desires	are	a	result	of	their	same-
sex	attraction,	they’re	left	feeling	that	they	must	repent	of	things	that,	surely,	God	
intends	for	blessing	and	good	in	their	lives—and	things	that	have	a	rich	history	of	
commendation	and	sanctification	in	the	history	of	the	Church.39	

	
Second,	it	seems	to	be	a	commendable	effort	in	pushing	back	the	culture’s	desire	to	
oversexualize	identity.	Belgau	and	Hill,	in	particular,	are	attempting	to	shift	the	term	“gay”	
from	being	defined	solely	in	sexual	terms.	They	want	to	“crowd	out”	the	term’s	associations	
that	have	to	do	with	sex	and	sexual	desire	with	what	is	noble	and	commendable.	In	
diminishing	the	sinful	aspects	of	“Gay	Culture”	and	accentuating	the	godly	aspects,	the	hope	
is	that	“Gay	Christians”	establish	the	conditions	where	“disordered	desires	would	fade	
away.”40	
	
Belgau	writes:	

“If	I	could	characterize	what	I	think	is	one	of	the	unique	contributions	Spiritual	
Friendship	can	make	to	Christian	discussions	about	homosexuality,	it	is	that	we	
recognize	the	existence	of	friendships	like	this	[where	sexual	desire	is	neither	the	
defining	or	the	constitutive	element	of	this	relationship],	and	are	interested	in	
bringing	them	into	dialogue	with	Christian	teaching	on	friendship.	We	believe	that	
doing	so	may	help	to	shift	the	discussion	about	homosexuality	in	a	way	that	is	

																																																								
38	What	is	Gay?	Ron	Belgau	https://spiritualfriendship.org/2014/12/19/what-is-gay/	
39	https://spiritualfriendship.org/2014/02/26/is-being-gay-sanctifiable/		
40	.	https://mereorthodoxy.com/can-christians-gay-inquiry/	
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simultaneously	faithful	to	Biblical	teaching	and	has	more	appeal	to	the	gay,	lesbian	
and	bisexual	community.”41	

	
Third,	using	the	term	“gay”	exposes	the	need	to	challenge	sinful	aspects	of	“normal”	
sexuality.		
	
The	current	debate	in	the	church	makes	it	too	easy	to	reduce	the	problem	down	to	normal	
and	deviant	sexuality.	Churches	can	send	the	message	that	as	long	as	you	are	straight	you	
have	no	need	to	re-order	your	sexual	desires	or	examine	how	your	sexual	desires	are	
negatively	intertwined	with	the	other	aspects	of	your	life.	
	
By	raising	the	question	about	the	godliness	of	some	parts	of	homosexuality,	the	unhelpful	
binary	categories	are	challenged.	We	should	not	talk	about	“normal”	sexual	behavior	or	
desires,	this	side	of	Eden.	All	Christians	should	wrestle	with	the	effects	of	fallen	sexuality	on	
our	lives	and	relationships.	
	
D)	Dangers	of	Using	the	Term	
First,	as	the	debate	exposes,	it	is	very	easy	to	miscommunicate	what	you	mean	by	the	word	
“gay.”	While	it	may	include	many	noble	qualities,	it	also	clearly	encompasses	sinful	desires	
and	behaviors.	What	exactly	is	the	church	affirming?	What	exactly	needs	repentance?	
Without	clear	black	and	white	categories,	the	opportunity	for	misunderstanding	is	great.	
	
The	church	should	not	avoid	topics,	though,	because	they	require	patience	and	nuance.	
Christians	should	rise	to	the	challenge	of	explaining	and	discipling.	
	
There	are,	however,	sincere	Christians	on	both	sides	that	are	affected	by	this	debate.	While	
we	should	be	deeply	concerned	for	the	sacrifices	and	burdens	of	same-sex	attracted	
individuals,	we	also	need	to	acknowledge	the	real	sacrifices	of	Christians	who	have	fought	
real	battles	for	biblical	faithfulness.	
	
It	can	be	easy	to	overlook	those	in	the	church	who	are	troubled	by	a	very	real	anti-Christian	
agenda	that	advocates	for	encouraging	and	celebrating	the	identity	forming	role	of	
sexuality.		
	
In	an	attempt	to	advocate	for	marginalized	same-sex	attracted	Christians,	the	church	can	
underappreciate	those	who	have	made	sacrifices	vocationally	and	relationally	because	of	
their	unwillingness	to	conform	to	the	culture.	Christians	can	fail	to	sympathize	with	
parents	who	want	to	love	their	gay	children	and	fear	losing	them	but	also	do	not	want	to	
endorse	their	sexual	behavior.	
	
Finally,	Christians	need	to	ask	what	impact	this	has	on	an	already	embattled	concept	of	
marriage.	Can	celibate	“spiritual	friends”	become	married?	Are	civil	unions	acceptable	if	
sex	is	not	practiced?		
	
																																																								
41	What	is	Gay?	Ron	Belgau	https://spiritualfriendship.org/2014/12/19/what-is-gay/	
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It	raises	the	question	of	what	is	left	for	the	biblical	concept	of	marriage	if	one	makes	a	
distinction	between	it	and	civil	unions.	Is	sex	the	only	difference?	Is	sex,	then,	the	only	
defining	element	of	marriage?	
	
Steven	Wedgeworth	writes:	

“The	problem	I	see	is	that	the	Spiritual	Friendship	writers	use	the	name	of	
“friendship”	but	infuse	it	with	emotions	and	activities	which	are	more	fitting	for	
eros.	I	used	the	language	of	“helpmeet”	…to	highlight	the	fact	that	husbands’	erotic	
love	for	their	wives	also	includes	more	than	just	the	sexual	act.	It	includes	a	sort	of	
shared	life	centered	around	home	and	family.”42	

	
This	seems	like	an	issue	that	calls	for	wisdom	and	pastoral	sensitivity	rather	than	policy.	A	
legitimate	case	can	be	made	that	the	use	of	a	term	which	is	not	itself	unbiblical	and	could	
be	beneficial	to	the	church.	However,	if	used	without	discretion,	the	term	could	cause	
damage	to	faithful	Christians.	
	
Belgau	seems	to	be	aware	of	the	potential	problems	when	he	calls	those	who	use	the	term	
to	be	constantly	clarifying:	

“This	is	a	difficult	problem.	The	only	solution	I	see	is	to	try	to	translate	our	message	
into	language	that	is	familiar	to	the	culture,	while	constantly	clarifying	what	we	
mean,	so	that	we	will	counteract	misunderstandings.	
	
Thus,	while	we	talk	about	being	gay,	we	also	talk	about	being	celibate—an	
immediate	challenge	to	those	in	the	gay	community	who	see	sexual	fulfillment	as	
the	defining	and	constitutive	element	in	their	life.	I	think	our	approach	is	open	to	
challenge,	but	it	also	opens	up	important	possibilities	that	should	not	be	casually	
dismissed.”43	

	
E)	Discussion:	Is	it	sinful	or	inappropriate	to	use	the	label	“Gay	Christian”?	
	
(4)	Can	Someone	Who	Is	Same-Sex	Attracted	Be	Ordainable?	
This	may	be	the	most	directly	applicable	discussion	question	for	this	body	to	engage.	SNEP	
has	yet	to	examine	an	ordination	candidate	who	professes	same-sex	attraction.	Is	there	
something	about	this	particular	struggle	that	would	prohibit	our	presbytery	from	
ordaining	a	candidate?	What	might	be	the	concerns,	questions,	and	expectations	of	such	a	
candidate?	
	
If	orientation	or	same-sex	attraction	itself	is	sinful,	then	the	possibility	seems	doubtful.	A	
man	with	same-sex	attraction	who	continually	repents	of	sexual	desire,	earnestly	seeks	to	
no	longer	face	this	temptation,	and	endeavors	to	live	a	chaste	life	would	fall	short	of	the	

																																																								
42	https://calvinistinternational.com/2018/06/25/more-thoughts-on-spiritual-friendship-gay-christianity-
unpacking-basic-confusion/	
	
43	What	is	Gay?	Ron	Belgau	https://spiritualfriendship.org/2014/12/19/what-is-gay/	
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bar.	Is	there	any	possibility	aside	from	changing	orientation	for	a	same-sex	attracted	man	
to	serve	in	office?	
	
If	same-sex	orientation	is	not	itself	sinful,	then	the	question	becomes	open.	1	Tim.	3:1-7	and	
Tit.	1:5-9	list	many	moral	qualifications	for	an	elder.	There	does	not	seem	to	be	a	particular	
reason	why	this	particular	struggle	would	disqualify	a	man	oriented	to	same-sex	attraction.	
Throughout	church	history,	the	qualifications	regarding	“husband	of	one	wife”	and	
“managing	household	well”	have	not	restricted	office	from	single	men.	
	
BCO	8-2,	likewise,	does	not	prohibit	officers	who	struggle	with	this	temptation:	“He	that	
fills	this	office	should	possess	a	competency	of	human	learning	and	be	blameless	in	life,	
sound	in	the	faith	and	apt	to	teach.	He	should	exhibit	a	sobriety	and	holiness	of	life	
becoming	the	Gospel.	He	should	rule	his	own	house	well	and	should	have	a	good	report	of	
them	that	are	outside	the	Church.”	
	
Discussion:	Does	same-sex	orientation	alone	disqualify	a	man	from	ordained	office?	
What	would	you	need	to	know	about	such	a	candidate	to	ordain	him?		
	
Conclusion	
These	four	issues	seem	most	relevant	and	urgent	for	our	presbytery	to	engage.	I	pray	that	
this	time	of	discussion	strengthens	us	as	a	presbytery	and	becomes	productive	in	leading	
us	toward	conclusions.	There	are	no	recommendations	accompanying	this	discussion,	but	
there	is	the	hope	that	the	presbytery	consider	articulating	its	position	on	these	questions.	
	
This	could	come	in	the	form	of	recommendations	from	a	study	committee,	a	position	paper,	
or	some	other	type	of	guidelines	for	ordination	candidates.	If	I	could	speak	for	the	
Leadership	Development	Team,	our	committee	would	greatly	benefit	from	guidance	as	we	
examine	men	on	this	issue.		
	


