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Foreword

A Word About Sin

[ believe that the purpose of life is to be conformed to the character of Jesus Christ, through a
life-long series of challenges uniquely designed for each person by God Himself.

How we face our challenges defines us eternally, and in the end is the only thing that matters. A
thousand years from now, the earthly impact of the choices we have made and the work we have done
will be virtually meaningless. Yet the Bible tells us that each of us will still exist as an individual
person in the presence of God or in hell. The person we will be is the product of our choices here
on earth.

The challenges we face in life are not punishments sent by God. They are tests. They are our

opportunities to choose between good and evil, between spiritual life and death.

Challenges come in many forms but each one is tailored to meet our specific strengths and weaknesses

as individuals.

Same-sex attraction is a challenge faced by many. It is no more or less immoral than the temptation
to steal or to commit adultery. It is just one of many forms of testing that human beings can
encounter. As with any other temptation, one must choose whether to indulge in it or struggle to

overcome it.

What distinguishes homosexuality (the indulgence of same-sex attraction) from other sins is that
some of those who practice it have created a social and political movement to normalize and
legitimize it. They deny that homosexuality is a sin and insist (militantly) that society embrace

homosexual relationships as equivalent to marriage and the natural family.

That is the reason for this book. It is not written to define homosexuality per se as a greater sin than
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others that plague our society (although we will address the relative gravity of homosexual sin in these
pages). Neither is it written to single out homosexuals for condemnation. Indeed, there but for the

grace of God goes any of us.

Nor does this book intend to imply that the author in any way esteems himself personally above any
of those who define themselves by their homosexual inclinations. I too am a sinner, saved only by
my acceptance of the sacrifice of Jesus Christ on the cross for my sins (John 3:16-18). From the
eternal perspective, the only difference between them and me is that I admit that my sin is sin, while
they claim that their choice to give in to same-sex attraction is an act of righteousness (or is morally
neutral).

However, this book does condemn, in the strongest possible terms, the homosexual movement and its
destructive agenda for social change. As the Scripture warns: “Woe unto them that call evil good,
and good evil; that put darkness for light, and light for darkness; that put bitter for sweet, and sweet
for bitter! Woe unto them that are wise in their own eyes, and prudent in their own sight!” (Isaiah

5:20-21).

How should we respond to a movement whose fruit, the Bible warns, is a society “filled with all
unrighteousness, fornication, wickedness, covetousness, maliciousness...envy, murder, debate,
deceit, malignity; whisperers, backbiters, haters of God, despiteful, proud, boasters, inventors of
evil things, disobedient to parents, without understanding, covenant breakers, without natural
affection, implacable [and] unmerciful”? (Romans 1:26-32) How can we love these “enemies”
(Mathew 5:44) while at the same time “overcoming evil with good”? (Romans 12:21).

The rise of this “gay” movement represents one of the toughest moral (and political) challenges the
church has ever faced, and we cannot confuse our duty to love the sinner with tolerance for the evil
institution that movement has created. The Christian response to its agenda must be one of
uncompromising opposition. Our duty to be salt and light to society, and to love our neighbors as

ourselves, compels us.

This book is written to equip believers for this work.
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Introduction

Why the Homosexual Agenda Should Concern Every Christian

In 1992, while I was serving as the chief spokesman for a high-profile anti-homosexuality
ballot measure in Oregon, my family took in an ex-homosexual man who was dying of AIDS. I was
somewhat fearful of the disease (I never really trusted the assurances of the public health services) yet
[ felt very strongly that God wanted us to care for Sonny. My feelings were confirmed when God
miraculously provided a uniquely suitable house for us all to live in (the only rental we could afford
in the only school district we had chosen), complete with a separate daylight basement apartment for
him. Sonny lived with our family for the last year of his life.

Sonny had suffered the ravages, both spiritual and physical, of the homosexual life, beginning
when he was raped at the age of seven in the men’s room of a YMCA. He confessed to me his
involvement in twenty years of activities too defiling and sordid to describe here. Yet when faced
with his own imminent death, Sonny invited Jesus Christ into his life, renounced homosexuality, and
was born again. God blessed his decision by providing him, during the final months of his life, with
friends, a Christian family, and the love he had never previously known.

[ was privileged to share Sonny’s last moments of consciousness in the hospital on the night
that he died. Four of his closest Christian friends, two former satanists, an ex-lesbian and myself (a
recovered alcoholic and drug addict) showed up unexpectedly in his hospital room (one had even
brought her guitar) and sang Sonny’s favorite worship songs with him. Then the four of us laid hands
upon him and asked the Lord in His mercy to take him home. It was one of the sweetest experiences
of my Christian life. Sonny drifted off to sleep and died later that night. He was unafraid and at peace.

This book begins with this personal testimony because I want the reader to understand how
deeply I personally care about the men and women who struggle with a homosexual “orientation.” 1
normally decline to affirm my compassion for homosexuals in my talks on this topic precisely to avoid
the appearance that a “disclaimer” is necessary to prove that one is not a hater or “homophobe.” 1
discovered early in my career as a defender of family values that “gay” activists and their allies use the
accusation of hatred as a weapon, not because they believe it is true (they know that most of their
opponents do not hate them), but because it is a very effective tool of psychological manipulation --
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especially when used against Christians.

How does the accusation of “hate” manipulate Christians? Being called hateful or “mean-
spirited” makes Christians feel that we have failed to be a good witness of Christ. We know that our
Christian duty is to show the love of God through the example of our lives and the way we treat
others. We also know that to hate one’s fellow man is to break the second great commandment.

“Gay” political strategists know this about us as well. (Indeed, many homosexual activists
were raised in supposedly Christian homes where parental hypocrisy or misguided legalism helped to
alienate them from the church.) However, within these strategists’ end-justifies-the-means political
philosophy, Christian compassion is seen not as a virtue to emulate but as a weakness to exploit for
political advantage. They accuse us of hating homosexuals simply because they know it puts us on the
defensive, which gives them a psychological advantage in fighting us for control of the culture. It is
a calculated and cynical tactic, designed to turn Christians’ greatest strength into our greatest
weakness.

I know this from personal experience. During the Oregon ballot measure campaign --
throughout the very same weeks and months that my family was helping Sonny battle the horrible
complications of slow death by AIDS -- I was being continually attacked in the public media as a
“gay-basher” and “hate-monger” by the Oregon “gay” community.

While Sonny was living with us, I assiduously avoided any appearance of exploiting him for
political or public relations benefit and rarely if ever mentioned him in my many public debates and
media interviews. However, many “gay” political leaders and their allies knew that we were caring
for Sonny in our home. Nevertheless, they coolly conducted a long, ruthless and very personal
campaign of character assassination, in order to discredit my representation of the homosexual issue
to the public.

The lesson here for the church is that accusations of hatred from the “gay” community and its
allies will never be silenced by evidence that Christians have genuine compassion towards homosex-
uals. The “gay” activists will be satistied by nothing less than the total capitulation of the culture to
their agenda. In facing this challenge, Christians must be prepared to do good works, to love and
minister to homosexuals, without receiving public credit.

We must also resist the temptation to compromise our Biblical values to “earn the respect” of
our accusers or silence their criticism. Such a response is not only personally self-destructive, it also
doesn’t work. Their implied promise to respect our compromise is a trap laid to ensnare the gullible
and the weak-of-faith.

Christians have a reputation for being among the most gullible members of society because
our desire to see the good in others makes us more vulnerable to exploitation by deceivers. The
Lord, knowing that we are like sheep among wolves, specifically warns us to be “wise as serpents but
innocent as doves” when we try to have an impact on the world (Matthew 10:16). Scripture also
warns us that unrepentant homosexuals, being the very epitome of “reprobate” thinkers, are “filled”
with deceit. (Romans 1:26-32).

As much as we care for individual “gays” and lesbians we may know as family members,
neighbors or co-workers, and as much as we want all homosexuals to be saved and delivered from
their bondage to sin, we cannot ignore that our “gay” activist adversaries are some of the “wolves“ we
were warned about. They are cunning and relentless pursuers of their own selfish interests, which
they cannot achieve without first defeating us.
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Why should the “gay” agenda concern every Christian? Because it is rooted in a philosophy
that is the antithesis of everything we stand for, a philosophy that is even now supplanting our values
in the hearts and minds of our neighbors throughout Western Civilization.

The “gay” goal for society is to replace Judeo-Christian sexual morality (monogamous
heterosexual marriage and the natural family) with an alternative moral system that embraces “sexual
freedom.” They know they can have no real acceptance in a society which restricts sex to authentic
marriage, so “gay” activists have worked, literally for generations, to destroy marriage-based culture
-- by aggressively promoting heterosexual promiscuity and fostering hostility against the chief oppo-
nent of promiscuity, the Christian church. As respect for family values and Christianity has declined,
their own political power, as champions of “sexual freedom,” has increased proportionally.

We have watched the destructive consequences of “sexual freedom” unfold in Western
Civilization for many years now without recognizing the “gay” movement as its driving force. Now
the church must wake up to the reality that the so-called “culture war” is, more than anything else, a
contest between the opposing and contradictory philosophies of activist homosexuals and Christians.
And we must act accordingly, despite the fact that they, and those they have duped, will call us

“haters.”
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Section One:

The Homosexual Agenda
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CHAPTER 1: PRO-FAMILY ANSWERS TO Common QUESTIONS
ABOUT HOMOSEXUALITY AND THE “GAY” AGENDA

Following are relatively short and simple answers to some of the most common questions that
Christians are likely to face in dealing with the homosexual issue. Most of the issues are addressed in
greater depth in later chapters. Those readers who dislike the Q&A format (I myself am usually
among them), may skip this section without missing any important facts. However, it provides
concise summaries of most of the key arguments so those with limited study time are urged to start

here.
Q1. What is the “gay agenda”?
Al. An agenda is simply a list of things to accomplish. Every political movement has one.

Gay activists say their goal is social acceptance. However, in all of the Bible-based religions (Judaism,
Christianity and, indirectly, Islam), sexual conduct is forbidden outside of monogamous heterosexual
marriage. So logically, to achieve acceptance, “gays” must promote an anti-Biblical morality. Thus,
their necessary goal is the replacement of Biblical sexual morality with some other moral system that

)

allows “sexual freedom.” In other words, especially in “Christian” America, the agenda of the “gay’
movement is to defeat Christianity.

For an actual list of specific action items in the “gay” agenda see their published List of Demands from

1972 and 1993 in Section 4.
Q2.What is the Christian agenda?

A2. The Christian agenda is summarized by Jesus in His command to “Go forth into to all the world,
make disciples of every nation, teaching them to obey my commandments” (Matthew 28:19-20).
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The commandments of God are given for our protection and success in life (Deuteronomy 10:12-
13), because “the wages of sin is death” (Romans 6:23). So, in the plain logic of the Bible, the
Christian agenda is to promote life, by teaching and encouraging people to obey God. In contrast,
the “gay” agenda is to promote death, by teaching and encouraging people to disobey God.

Q3. What does God command about homosexuality?

A3. God commands that sexual behavior is to be limited to heterosexual marriage. All sex outside
of marriage -- adultery, fornication, homosexuality -- is forbidden because of the destructive
consequences of these sins. Special warnings against homosexuality are given many places in
Scripture, including Genesis 19, Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13, Romans 1:24-32, and I Corinthians
6:9-11. For a more thorough treatment of this topic see Chapter 2.

Q3. Does God make some people “gay?”

A3. God does not cause a person to sin (James 1:13), but he allows each of us to face the temptation
to sin (I Corinthians 10:13). “Being gay” means that one is tempted by same-gender sexual
attraction. Homosexual attraction is just one of many forms of temptation that can affect human
beings. Does God make people greedy? Lustful? Prideful? Does He make them thieves? Gossips?
Idolaters? The answer is the same for all: no.

Q4. Is homosexuality a choice?

A4. People don’t usually choose their area of weakness, but we each choose whether or not to give
in to the temptations that beset us. Homosexual temptation does not justify sexual self-indulgence
any more than anger justifies murder. God does not cause people to have no choice in behavior that
He condemns.

Q5. Is homosexuality “normal” for “gays?”

A5. “Gays” are not created differently from everyone else. They have heterosexual bodies, with
reproductive organs which are designed to make babies. Their sexual urges originate in the same
chemical processes in their reproductive systems as everyone else. But for various reasons their
sexual “orientation” gets focused in the wrong direction. Orientation is a state of mind, not a
biological imperative.

Some people are born as hermaphrodites or “intersexuals,” whose bodies are not distinctly male or
female due to a birth defect (they have both sets of genitalia). However, the argument for “gay”
normalcy is not bolstered by the existence of these unfortunates, but is in fact weakened, since the
“intersex” condition is unarguably a physical deformity whose degree of severity is measured by
comparison to the normal heterosexual template. In other words, the exception proves the rule.
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Q6. What causes homosexuality?

A6. In my research I have seen three causes of homosexuality: childhood sexual molestation,
gender-identity confusion in infancy (in which a child identifies with the wrong gender due to
emotional trauma), and the deliberate choice of “gay” sex as an act of rebellion against authority. For
more on this topic see Chapter 4.

Q7. What is sexual orientation?

A7. Orientation means perspective. It describes the relationship between the perceiver and the
thing being perceived. A person’s sexual orientation is defined by the focus of his or her sexual
interest. Thus, there are as many sexual orientations as there are objects of sexual interest: people
of the opposite sex (heterosexuality), people of the same sex (homosexuality), children (pedophilia),
animals (bestiality), even inanimate objects such as shoes (various “fetishes®). A list of 30 sexual
orientations, from the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders, Fourth Edition is provided in

Section 4.

Q8. What is the difference between homosexual behavior and homosexual ori-
entation?

A8. Homosexual behavior is a deliberate, voluntary, willful act. Orientation is a state of mind like
attitude.

Q9. Can sexual orientation be changed?

A9. Any state of mind, no matter how deeply rooted, is subject to change based on the strength of
the desire to do so. Biblically we know that “nothing is impossible with God” (Proverbs 23:7) and
that ex-“gays” have been a part of the church from the beginning (I Corinthians 6:9-11). Homosex-
uals can change both their behavior and their orientation. Ex-“gay” organizations and health-care
professionals have helped many thousands of people all over the world to restore themselves to a
normal heterosexual orientation. In fact, the majority of those who develop same-sex attraction in
adolescence experience a spontaneous realignment to a heterosexual orientation over time (see Fact
Sheet on Same Sex Attraction and Immutability in Section 4).

Q10. What percentage of the population is homosexual?

A10. The National Health and Social Life Survey, done by the National Opinion Research Center of
the University of Chicago in 1994 established a trustworthy baseline. It found that 1% of US females
and 1-3% of U.S. males were homosexual (Laumann, Edward O., Gagnon, John H., Michael,
Robert T., and Michaels, Stuart. The Social Organization of Sexuality: Sexual Practices in the United States,
The University of Chicago Press, Chicago, 2000 edition, p. 293). However, because homosexuality
is an acquired condition one would expect to see a rise in homosexual self-identification and behavior
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in a society that legitimizes it, especially among the youth. In fact, in 2005, the National Center for
Health Statistics showed a dramatic increase in reported homosexual experience among young
women and men: "Among adults ages 15 to 44, almost 3 percent of men and 4 percent of women
reported having a sexual experience with a member of the same sex within the past year, and over
their lifetimes, 6 percent of men and 11 percent of women had such experiences” Lewin, Tamar,
“Nationwide Survey Includes Data on Teenage Sex Habits,” The New York Times, September 16, 2005.

Q11. Is homosexual behavior healthy?

Al1l. Homosexual behavior is associated with numerous mental and physical health problems.
Scripturally, we are told in Romans 1:26-27 that both male and female homosexuals, “receive in
themselves the penalty of their error which is due® meaning, in part, that they experience the natural
consequences of using their bodies to do things they were not designed for. Secular science confirms
this Biblical truth. Resources regarding the severe health consequences of “gay” sex are provided in
Section 4. Some mental health problems associated with homosexuality are also addressed in
Chapter 4.

Q12. What is homophobia?

A12. Homophobia is an obscure psychiatric term originally coined to define “a person’s fear of his
or her own same-sex attraction.” It has been redefined and popularized by the political strategists of
the “gay” movement to characterize all disapproval of homosexuality as a form of hatred and fear akin
to mental illness (a phobia is an anxiety disorder). The word “homophobia” is today not a scientific
term, but a propaganda tool for psychological manipulation. (For more on this topic see Chapter 8).

Q13. Is it hateful to say that homosexuality is wrong?

A13. Itis never hateful to state the truth about sin, since sin kills and the truth can set one free from
sin and its horrific consequences (John 8:34-36). In fact, the book of Ezekiel instructs us that we have
a positive duty to warn people about sin, and that we will be held accountable by God if we fail to do
so (Ezekiel 3:18-19, 33:7-9).

Q14. Is homosexuality truly a sin?

A 14. Homosexuality is condemned in Scripture in the harshest possible language. The original
Hebrew word toeva, (translated “abomination”) is literally the strongest term of condemnation in the
Bible. For a more thorough discussion of homosexuality in the Bible see Chapter 2.

Q15. What is discrimination?

A15. Discrimination is the act of choosing among options. In the context of civil rights, discrimina-
tion means accepting or rejecting people based on criteria such as race or skin color. The Bible
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specifically prohibits such discrimination by and among Christians. It states in Galatians 3:18 for
example, “There is neither Jew nor Greek, slave nor free, male nor female, for you are all one in
Christ Jesus.”

Q16. Is it wrong to discriminate against homosexuality?

A16. Discrimination based on race or skin color is morally wrong because there is no legitimate
reason for it -- the criteria are both morally neutral and immutable. Such discrimination springs
from irrational prejudice. However, homosexuality involves voluntary sexual conduct that has neg-
ative personal and social consequences. It is perfectly reasonable and responsible to discriminate
against homosexuality on religious, moral, sociological and public health grounds. As the Scripture
states in Ephesians 5:11, “[H]ave no fellowship with the unfruitful works of darkness, but rather
expose them.”

Q17. What is tolerance?

A17. For most people, “tolerance” means putting up with something we don’t like in order to serve
the greater good of public civility. “Gay” activists, however, use the term to mean total and

unconditional acceptance of homosexuality in all of its aspects.
Q 18. Should Christians tolerate homosexuality?

A18. It depends. We should show a high degree of tolerance for the right of people to define
themselves in their own minds as “gay” or lesbian (freedom of thought). We should have low
tolerance for sodomy and other conduct that damages the body and spreads disease. We must always
weigh the good or harm of the thing we are being asked to tolerate against the consequences of
tolerating it. See our graph titled “Triangle of Tolerance” in Chapter 8.

Q19. What is Heterosexism?

A19. Heterosexism is another word invented by “gay” political strategists. It is designed to derogate
the belief that heterosexual marriage and the natural family should be accepted as the norm by
society, and that this norm should be upheld in social institutions -- for example, public schools
should assume that children come from natural families and use words such as “wife,” “husband,”
“father” and “mother” when mentioning family life. “Gay” activists insist that such words are

discriminatory and should not be taught to children.
Q20. Is it wrong to be “heterosexist?”

A20. No one should ever apologize for asserting the superiority of the natural family over its
unnatural alternatives.
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Q21. Does acceptance of homosexuality harm society?

A21. Acceptance of sexual promiscuity in any form threatens society because it undermines the ideal
of fidelity in marriage. Marriage is an institution designed by God and embraced by most civilizations
in history. It serves to protect the integrity and cohesiveness of the natural family from the
disintegrative pressure of behaviors such as promiscuity, which threaten its survival. Simply, the
philosophy of “sexual freedom,” on which the “gay” agenda is based, promotes self-gratification over
self-restraint, causing both men and women to put their sexual desires ahead of the needs of their
spouses and children. The result is an increase in adultery, divorce, abandonment and dysfunctional
child-raising practices. This perhaps helps to explain why the Scripture warns that homosexuality and
adultery are linked together as sins which cause the land itself “to vomit out its inhabitants” (Leviticus

18:2-28).
Q22. Can children become homosexual?

A22. Young people copy the behaviors that they see around them, and the more homosexuality is
practiced openly and promoted as a normal and healthy behavioral option, the more young people
will experiment with it. Any form of conduct will increase when it is legitimized in popular culture
(consider the bizarre phenomenon of tongue-piercing). This simple fact alone debunks the “gay”
theory that “homosexual orientation” is an innate, biologically predetermined condition And this is
an enormously important observation, because if “homosexual orientation” is not innate (and “gays”
have never even remotely succeeded in proving that it is), then it is somehow acquired -- meaning
that a great many children in the current generation are at risk of becoming homosexual. For more

on this question see Chapter 8.
Q23. Isn’t homosexuality OK if “gays” really love each other?

A23. The attempt to legitimize homosexuality by recasting it as form of romantic attraction ignores
the fact that romance is a part of most illicit relationships. Is it acceptable for men or women to
abandon their spouses and children because they’ve fallen in love with someone else? Hollywood
may consider “true love” as a justification for adultery and other non-marital sexual unions, but God

doesn’t. For more on this issue see Chapter 2.

Q24. Why do we condemn homosexuals’ behavior, when some heterosexuals
engage in the same acts?

A24. God restricts sex exclusively to marriage, and His focus is not on sexual acts but sexual

relationships. Biblically speaking, the question is not so much what you do, but with whom you do
it (Hebrews 13:4). For more on this issue see Chapter 2.
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Q25. How does the “gay” movement advance its agenda?

A25. First, it promotes “sexual freedom” in society and culture, both directly and through suppos-
edly objective allies (e.g. Alfred Kinsey, the man who launched the so-called “sexual revolution” was
an in-the-closet “gay” activist). In promoting “sexual freedom,” the homosexual movement purpose-
fully corrupts public morality and undermines Christian efforts to promote personal self-restraint and
marital faithfulness.

Second, they “divide and conquer” the enemy (Christians) by infiltrating and subverting pro-family
organizations, including churches and religious institutions. These organizations, especially those
that operate by democratic principles, are very vulnerable to manipulation by organized groups of
activists. This has been true, for example, in the more liberal “mainstream” church denominations,
whose declining membership and top-down organization has helped to maximize the power of

homosexuals in their policy—making bodies.
Q26. Why would “gays” promote heterosexual immorality?

A26. Every act of sexual sin by heterosexuals serves the “gay” interest by lessening the public will to
uphold public morality (no one wants to be called a hypocrite). The best example of “gay” promotion
of heterosexual immorality is seen in their aggressive defense of the abortion industry. Obviously,
homosexuals cannot have an “unwanted pregnancy,” yet in my extensive experience, the majority of
“pro-choice” street activists at abortion clinics are homosexuals. This is so because they know that
preserving the heterosexual’s option to destroy unborn life is essential to maintaining “sexual freedom”
as a social norm. If heterosexual women lost their choice to legally kill their unborn offspring, the
resulting inevitable shift of emphasis from self-gratification to family responsibility in such a large
section of the population would change the entire culture.

“Gays” are also notoriously prevalent in the pornography industry.
Q27. Aren’t “gays” just one small part of the problem?

A27. Of course, the “gay” movement has many allies in its campaign to promote sexual immorality,
but it is the only social movement in the history of the world whose primary purpose is to eliminate
social restraints on sexual conduct. It is heavily funded, highly organized and strategically positioned

to maximize its ability to change societies and cultures.
Q28. What about “gay” Christians?

A28. “Gay” apologists say that God approves of their active indulgence in homosexual sin. Yet can
one be in Christ Jesus and actively oppose His teaching? Simply invoking His name does not
legitimize false acts or beliefs: “Did we not cast out demons in your name?” asked one group of
heretics to Jesus. “Go away from me, I never knew you,” He replied (Matthew 7:21-23).
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That having been said, I believe that there are actually many “gay” Christians, meaning genuine
believers who struggle with unwanted same-sex attraction. By my definition a “gay” Christian is a
person who confesses the truth that homosexual conduct is wrong and takes active steps to overcome
the temptation to indulge in it, even if he or she is not always successful.

In this way, the “gay” Christian is not different from Christian people who struggle with various other
sins. The Scripture tells us that “all have sinned and fallen short of the glory of God” (Romans 3:23).
“If we say we have no sin, we are a liar and the truth is not in us” (1 John 1:18). And, importantly,
“if we are guilty in any sin, we are guilty of all” (James 2:10).  There is therefore no place for
self-righteous judgment of the homosexual struggler by other believers, and thankfully for us all,
“there is no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus” (Romans 8:1).

Q29. How can we stop the homosexual movement and restore a family-cen-
tered society?

A29. To reverse the current trend toward sexual anarchy, society will need to establish new public
policies that actively discourage sex outside of marriage, including homosexuality. Such policies
should be strong enough to prevent government from facilitating, endorsing or condoning sexual
activity outside of marriage, but only as restrictive on personal liberties as necessary to maintain a
family-centered culture. One model for such policy might be current laws in some states that
criminalize marijuana usage but provide minimal sanctions for violations. People in these states may
indulge themselves privately in this harmful conduct but cannot openly recruit others into their
lifestyle or use the organs of government to advance their philosophy as normal and healthy.
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CHAPTER 2 UNDERSTANDING HOMOSEXUALITY BIBLICALLY

The “Gay” Agenda from the Christian World View

The first chapter of Paul’s epistle to the Romans teaches about self-evident truths, the most
important truth being that God’s existence is proved by the creation itself (v. 19). Those who fail to
recognize God in creation have no excuse (v. 20). The chapter also teaches that those who
consistently reject self-evident truth are eventually “given over to a reprobate mind,” (v. 28) meaning
that their thinking gets so filled with false beliefs that they can no longer understand the truth. Paul
cites homosexual sin as the prime example of reprobate thinking (v. 26-27). Homosexuals reject the
unmistakable heterosexual design of their own bodies, and as a result, “receive in themselves the
penalty of their error which is appropriate” (v. 27).

Reprobate thinkers “suppress the truth in unrighteousness” by rejecting the simple and the
obvious, and turning to alternative explanations (e.g. “worshipping the creation rather than the
Creator”) that allow them to justify their sins. One needs no special knowledge or training to
understand homosexual dysfunction and one shouldn’t feel intimidated by sophisticated arguments
from science, psychology or sociology which are offered to justify homosexual sin. (This is not to say
that science supports the homosexual position. The great preponderance of scientific studies refute
“gay” claims, as we will show.)

Neither should any believer expect to persuade pro-“gay” opponents. Self-evident truth is its
own proof, but at the same time is so foreign to the reprobate mind that there is no common ground
possible in a debate between truth-loving and reprobate thinkers. We speak completely different
languages. As the Scripture teaches, Christ, who is Truth (John 14:6), and is the designer “through
whom all things were made® (John 1:3)), is “foolishness to those that are perishing,” (1 Corinthians
1:18).

Paul contrasts the Jews with the Greeks as types of people with opposing world views (1
Corinthians 1:23, Romans 1:16-17). Christ is only a stumbling block to the Jews because they are our
spiritual cousins who agree that God created this world by His own design and that a Messiah was
prophesied. They just don’t recognize that Jesus is the Messiah.
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But to the ancient Greeks (the original evolutionists) Christ and all of the Bible are foolishness
because they represent a different set of presuppositions (foundational beliefs) about the origin and
purpose of life. Importantly, people with a reprobate mind aren’t necessarily unintelligent, it’s just
that their fundamental beliefs are wrong and thus their conclusions about things are not sound.

A Review of Homosexuality in the Bible

The first lesson of Scripture regarding sexuality is that we are all created with male and female
gender and that this complimentary heterosexual duality reflects the very image of God (Genesis
1:27). God designed us as two halves of one whole and our sexuality is unalterably rooted in this
heterosexual design. Jesus restated this precept in Matthew 19:4-6 and Mark 10:6-8: “But from the
beginning of the creation God made them male and female. For this cause shall a man leave his father
and mother, and cleave to his wife; and they two shall be one flesh.”

The first mention of homosexuality (according to one school of interpretation) is Genesis
9:22-24, when Ham “saw [or uncovered] the nakedness of his father” and was then cursed by his
father when “Noah woke from his wine and knew what his younger son had done to him.” To
“uncover nakedness” is a Jewish idiom meaning to have sexual relations (see Leviticus 18-20). In Call
of the Torah, Rabbi Elie Munk cites Hebrew scholars who also interpret Ham’s violation as “an act of
pederasty” (p. 220). Thus Ham becomes “Canaan,” for whom the land of Canaan is named.

One school of Jewish tradition holds that the “last straw” of human wickedness which caused
God to bring the flood upon the earth, was the advent of “homosexual marriage” (ibid.), implying that
Ham had been corrupted by homosexual sin in the pre-flood society, and carried the vice like a virus
into the new world. Significantly, it was Ham’s near descendants who founded and populated the
Canaanite cities of Sodom and Gomorrah.

Sodom, is, of course, the site of the most infamous homosexual scandal of history. Genesis
19 records the incident. “Gay” theologians have claimed that the sin of Sodom which caused God to
destroy it was “inhospitality.” However Jude 1:7 states that “Sodom and Gomorrah, and the cities
about them in like manner. . .are set forth for an example, suffering the vengeance of eternal fire,” for
“giving themselves over to fornication, and going after strange flesh.” (We will address “gay
theology” at length below.)

The Book of Leviticus, stating the law as it was given to Moses by God, contains the harshest
language against homosexuality in Scripture. It is designated in Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13 as an
“abomination,” which is a translation of toeva, the strongest possible condemnation in the Hebrew
language. Leviticus teaches that homosexuality is so evil and defiling that it is listed along with
adultery, incest, child sacrifice and bestiality as sins which cause the land itself to “vomit out” its
inhabitants (Leviticus 18:25).

Judges 19 tells of another homosexual scandal reminiscent of Sodom and Gomorrah. In this
story, however, the men of the city (of the Tribe of Benjamin), ravaged and killed the concubine of
their intended victim in place of the man himself. The Benjamites” unwillingness to repent then led
to civil war among the tribes.

Homosexuality is condemned continually throughout the Old Testament, where it is most
often mentioned in conjunction with pagan ritual prostitution. For example Deuteronomy 23:17-18
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states, “There shall be no whore of the daughters of Israel, nor a sodomite of the sons of Israel. Thou
shalt not bring the hire of a whore, or the price of a dog [homosexual prostitute], into the house of
the LORD thy God for any vow: for even both these are abomination unto the LORD thy God.”
Homosexual perversion was an integral part of pagan idolatry, and its practice continually evoked
God’s anger against the Israclite kings. One king who “did what was right in the sight of the Lord” is
Josiah, who was commended by the Lord for his proactive repentance for the sins of Judah and told
that he would be spared the coming judgment (2 Kings 23:24). He is honored in Scripture for
breaking down the high places (of pagan ritual), and destroying “the houses of the sodomites”
(23:7).

We emphasize here that the condemnation of homosexuality is not limited to the letter of the
Mosaic law. This is important, because “gay” apologists now compare the ban on homosexuality to
other “repealed” sections of the law, such as the ban on eating oysters, to claim that “gay” relationships
are no longer against God’s law. While it is true that those who abide in Christ are not subject to the
letter of the Mosaic law as it was understood in the Old Testament (John 1:17, 4:23, Romans 6:14;
7:6-7), the principles of the law are constant and perpetually binding (Psalm 119:44-45, Matthew
5:17-18). This is especially clear in the matter of the law banning homosexuality, which both
pre-dates the Mosaic law, and is repeatedly affirmed in the New Testament.

The New Testament scriptures most useful in this study include Romans 1:18-32 and 1
Corinthians 6:9-11. As noted above, the Romans passage explains that homosexuality is a punish-
ment for those who deliberately reject God’s truth as manifested in the self-evident heterosexual
design of their bodies and are thus given over to a reprobate mind. They then suffer the natural
consequences of their conduct in themselves (v. 27), while at the same time exhibiting a range of
destructive anti-social behaviors (v. 28-32). 1 Corinthians 6:9-11, the “ex-gay passage” offers the
good news that people can be and have been delivered from homosexuality. Importantly, this passage

tells us that “ex—gays” were a recognized part of the early church.

Know ye not that the unrighteous shall not inherit the kingdom of God? Be not de-
ceived: neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effeminate, nor
abusers of themselves with mankind, nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards,
nor revilers, nor extortioners, shall inherit the kingdom of God. And such were
some of you: but ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are justified in the
name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our God. (Emphasis added.)

Early Church Authorities

The following series of quotes, is part of a larger set which was complied by the Christian
writer and researcher Allan Dobras and published online at the Culture and Family Institute of

Concerned Women for America (www.cultureandfamily.org). It was published to refute
postmodernists and homosexual activists [who] have made a serious effort to remold

public opinion regarding homosexual behavior. In a basic sense, these efforts are in-
tended to show that the Biblical texts — from which Western culture has derived
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its concepts of homosexuality — have been misunderstood. They attribute these
“misunderstandings” to inaccurate translations and the confusion of modern com-
mentators on the substance of what the writers of the Bible actually meant when
they discussed homosexual behavior, or what the Bible calls “sodomy.” Fortunately,
a significant number of writings by patriarchs of the faith and other early commenta-
tors express — in forthright and unambiguous terms — personal views of same-sex

sexual behavior. The following commentaries reflect these views:

Philo of Alexandria (c. 20 B.C. to A.D. 50), Jewish philosopher,
theologian and contemporary of Jesus and Paul, writing on the life
of Abraham:

The land of the Sodomites, a part of Canaan afterwards called Palestinian Syria, was
brimful of innumerable iniquities, particularly such as arise from gluttony and lewd-
ness, and multiplied and enlarged every other possible pleasure with so formidable a
menace that it had at last been condemned by the Judge of All...Incapable of bearing
such satiety, plunging like cattle, they threw off from their necks the law of nature
and applied themselves to ... forbidden forms of intercourse. Not only in their mad
lust for women did they violate the marriages of their neighbors, but also men
mounted males without respect for the sex nature which the active partner shares
with the passive; and so when they tried to beget children they were discovered to
be incapable of any but a sterile seed. Yet the discovery availed them not, so much
stronger was the force of the lust which mastered them. Then, as little by little they
accustomed those who were by nature men to submit to play the part of women,
they saddled them with the formidable curse of a female disease. For not only did
they emasculate their bodies by luxury and voluptuousness but they worked a fur-
ther degeneration in their souls and, as far as in them lay, were corrupting the
whole of mankind.

Flavius Josephus, Jewish historian (c. A.D. 37-100), commentary on
the history of the Jews:

As for adultery, Moses forbade it entirely, as esteeming it a happy thing that men
should be wise in the affairs of wedlock; and that it was profitable both to cities and
families that children should be known to be genuine. He also abhorred men’s lying
with their mothers, as one of the greatest crimes; and the like for lying with the
father’s wife, and with aunts, and sisters, and sons’ wives, as all instances of abomi-
nable wickedness. He also forbade a man to lie with his wife when she was defiled
by her natural purgation: and not to come near brute beasts; nor to approve of the
lying with a male, which was to hunt after unlawful pleasures on account of beauty.
To those who were guilty of such insolent behavior, he ordained death for their
punishment.
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Methodius, bishop of Olympus and Patara (A.D. 260-312), commen-
tary on the sin of Sodom:

But we do not say so of that mixture that is contrary to nature, or of any unlawful
practice; for such are enmity to God. For the sin of Sodom is contrary to nature, as
is also that with brute beasts. But adultery and fornication are against the law; the
one whereof is impiety, the other injustice, and, in a word, no other than a great
sin. But neither sort of them is without its punishment in its own proper nature. For
the practicers of one sort attempt the dissolution of the world, and endeavor to
make the natural course of things to change for one that is unnatural; but those of
the second son — the adulterers — are unjust by corrupting others’ marriages, and
dividing into two what God hath made one, rendering the children suspected, and
exposing the true husband to the snares of others. And fornication is the destruction
of one’s own flesh, not being made use of for the procreation of children, but en-
tirely for the sake of pleasure, which is a mark of incontinency, and not a sign of vir-
tue. All these things are forbidden by the laws; for thus say the oracles: Thou shalt
not lie with mankind as with womankind. For such a one is accursed, and ye shall stone them

with stones: they have wrought abomination.

St. Basil, archbishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia (c. A.D. 330-379),
the first canonical epistle:

They who have committed sodomy with men or brutes, murderers, wizards, adul-
terers, and idolaters, have been thought worthy of the same punishment; therefore
observe the same method with these which you do with others. We ought not to
make any doubt of receiving those who have repented 30 years for the uncleanness
which they committed through ignorance; for their ignorance pleads their pardon,
and their willingness in confessing it; therefore command them to be forthwith re-
ceived, especially if they have tears to prevail on your tenderness, and have [since
their lapse] led such a life as to deserve your compassion.

St. John Chrysostom, Archbishop of Constantinople (A.D. 347-407),
on Romans 1:26-27:

ALL these affections then were vile, but chiefly the mad lust after males; for the soul
is more the sufferer in sins, and more dishonored, than the body in diseases. But be-
hold how here, too, as in the case of the doctrines, he deprives them of excuse, by
saying of the women, that “they changed the natural use.” For no one, he means, can
say that it was by being hindered of legitimate intercourse that they came to this
pass, or that it was from having no means to fulfill their desire that they were driven
into this monstrous insaneness. For the changing implies possession. Which also
when discoursing upon the doctrines he said, “They changed the truth of God for a
lie.” And with regard to the men again, he shows the same thing by saying, “Leaving
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the natural use of the woman.” ... For genuine pleasure is that which is according to
nature. But when God hath left one, then all things are turned upside down. And

thus not only was their doctrine Satanical, but their life, too, was diabolical.

St. Augustine of Hippo (A.D. 354-430), Confessions, commenting on
Genesis 19:

Can it ever, at any time or place, be unrighteous for a man to love God with all his
heart, with all his soul, and with all his mind; and his neighbor as himself? Similarly,
offenses against nature are everywhere and at all times to be held in detestation and
should be punished. Such offenses, for example, were those of the Sodomites; and,
even if all nations should commit them, they would all be judged guilty of the same
crime by the divine law, which has not made men so that they should ever abuse one
another in that way. For the fellowship that should be between God and us is violat-
ed whenever that nature of which he is the author is polluted by perverted lust.

John Calvin, Protestant reformer and theologian (1509-1564), com-
mentary on Genesis 19 and Romans 1:

Moses sets before our eyes a lively picture of Sodom. For it is hence obvious, how
diabolical was their consent in all wickedness, since they all so readily conspired to
perpetrate the most abominable crime. The greatness of their iniquity and wanton-
ness, is apparent from the fact, that, in a collected troop, they approach, as enemies,
to lay siege to the house of Lot. How blind and impetuous is their lust; since, with-
out shame, they rush together like brute animals! How great their ferocity and cru-
elty; since they reproachfully threaten the holy man, and proceed to all extremities!
Hence also we infer, that they were not contaminated with one vice only, but were
given up to all audacity in crime, so that no sense of shame was left them. ... What
Paul says, also refers to the same point: that God punished the impiety of men,
when he cast them into such a state of blindness, that they gave themselves up to
abominable lusts, and dishonored their own bodies (Romans 1:18.). But when the
sense of shame is overcome, and the reins are given to lust, a vile and outrageous
barbarism necessarily succeeds, and many kinds of sin are blended together, so that
a most confused chaos is the result. But if this severe vengeance of God so fell upon
the men of Sodom, that they became blind with rage, and prostituted themselves to
all kinds of crime, certainly we shall scarcely be more mildly treated, whose iniquity
is the less excusable, because the truth of God has been more clearly revealed unto

»

us.
Neither may homosexuals appeal to Jewish authorities for Biblical support. Jewish researcher

Kevin E. Abrams offers the following quote of Rabbis Marc Angel, Hillel Goldberg and Pinchas
Stopler from their joint article in the Winter, 1992-93 edition of Jewish Action Magazine:
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There is not a single source in all of the disciplines of Jewish sacred literature —
halachah, aggadah, philosophy, muscar, mysticism — that tolerates homosexual acts
or a homosexual ‘orientation.” Jews who sanction homosexuality must do so wholly
without reference to Jewish sacred literature, in which case their justification has no
Jewish standing; or without reference to Jewish sources, in which case they act with
ignorance or intellectual dishonesty. The idea, set forth by some of the non-Ortho-
dox leadership, that the Torah prohibited only coercive and non-loving same-sex
relationships, thus allowing for a contemporary, voluntary and loving same-sex rela-
tionship, is wholly without basis in a single piece of Jewish sacred literature written
in the last 3,000 years.

Biblical Law vs. Civil Law Regarding “Sodomy”

In his 1778 restatement of the common law regarding sodomy, Thomas Jefferson, third
President of the United States, affirmed the classical definition of “sodomy” as sexual relations
between two people of the same gender or between a person and an animal. The source of this
ancient law is Leviticus 18:22-23: “You shall not lie with mankind, as with womankind: it is
abomination. Neither shall you lie with any beast to defile yourself therewith: neither shall any
woman stand before a beast to lie down thereto: it is perversion.” As Jefferson noted, the greater
perversion was not bestiality, but homosexuality, because “[bJestiality can never make any progress;
it cannot therefore be injurious to society in any great degree, which is the true measure of
criminality.” In other words, homosexuality was considered a worse crime than bestiality because it
can spread from person to person. (Montesq. Peterson, Merrill D. “Crimes and Punishments”
Thomas Jefferson: Writings Public Papers, Literary Classics of the United States, Inc. 1984, pp. 355,
356.)

Jefferson’s observation helps to illuminate a much-misunderstood principle of Biblical law
regarding sexual conduct. The principle is that God’s focus is not on forms of sexual conduct, but
on types of sexual relationships. God condemns all sex outside of marriage, but does so because of
the destructive nature of non-marital relations in all different forms (See Leviticus, chapters 18-22).

This is far different from the modern civil laws regarding sodomy. These vary by jurisdiction
but typically define sodomy as anal and/or oral copulation between any two people. However,
nowhere in Scripture is sodomy defined in this way. Neither does the Bible specifically forbid such
conduct within marriage.

This is not to suggest that it is good, normal or healthy for married couples to participate in
these things (anal sex is particularly hazardous to health), but they are not expressly forbidden by
God. In marriage, the overarching principle of sexuality can be inferred from the design of the
natural family, which argues for sexual relations which are procreative. Still, the Bible is no stranger
or opponent to the concept of “recreational sex” between husbands and wives (e.g. Proverbs
5:15-19; Song of Solomon 7). However, as with any conduct that falls under the law of grace, or
liberty, we remember with Paul that what is lawful is not always beneficial (1 Corinthians 6:12).

Discretion, exercised with prudence, would seem to be the rule for non-procreative sexual conduct
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in marriage.

The Biblical/civil distinction is very important, however, from a public policy standpoint.
The author, in his capacity as Founding President of the Pro-Family Law Center, had the privilege of
co-authoring a petition to the United States Supreme Court in the case of Lawrence v. Texas (the
sodomy case) asking the justices in advance to reject the Lawrence case for review. Unfortunately, the
court granted a writ of certiorari (agreed to undertake a review) in the Lawrence case and in its ruling
sided with the “gay” movement, stripping states of the right to regulate sodomy.

The Texas law under attack in Lawrence defined sodomy as oral and/or anal sex between
people of the same gender. The case was brought by two homosexual men who had been arrested
for committing anal intercourse in a private home. They attacked the law as unconstitutional for
singling out same-sex couples for prosecution, while not criminalizing opposite-sex sodomy. In
truth, these laws were not being actively enforced in Texas, but the Lawrence plaintiffs, it is alleged,
staged the incident for the purpose of being arrested to gain legal standing to sue for repeal of the law.
The point, however, is that a truly Biblically-informed Supreme Court might never have overturned
the Texas law on the grounds of unequal treatment between same-sex and opposite sex-couples
because it reflected (perhaps accidentally) the authentic Biblical distinction. In short, Biblically there
is no such thing as “heterosexual sodomy.”

A correct understanding of the Biblical principle also helps us overcome two of the most
persuasive (if sophomoric) arguments of “gay” activists: first, that it is wrong and unfair to forbid
“gays” to have a relationship “with the person whom they love.” This characterization of homosexual-
ity as just another kind of romantic attraction seems quite compelling to the current generation,
especially young women. But when we recognize that God regulates sex because it is only safe and
sanctified within marriage, then we know that romance can never legitimize any non-marital sexual
relationships. (This should be a warning to the church about its increasing willingness to condone
“cohabitation.”) Romantic attraction can be a factor in nearly every type of illicit sexual relationship:
between family members (incest), between people married to others (adultery), between unmarried
people (fornication) and so on. It does not justify any of these sexual unions.

The second argument defeated by understanding the Biblical principle is that “heterosexuals
engage in the same sexual acts, so it is hypocritical for them to single out ‘gays’ for condemnation.”
From a purely spiritual standpoint, the issue is not sexual acts but sexual relationships, so the question
is not what you do, but with whom you do it. If it is a consensual act with your husband or wife,
you’re not under condemnation. If it is with anyone else, you are. As a practical matter, society has
an interest in preserving public health, and it is arguably reasonable for government to criminalize
certain acts, such as anal intercourse, which is the primary means of transmission for certain diseases
such as AIDS. However, even in this situation, no one who obeys the Biblical instruction to be
abstinent before marriage and faithful within it will be at risk of catching or transmitting these diseases
through sex. In contrast, most non-marital heterosexual relationships tend by nature to be promis-
cuous and “adventurous” (some would say “reckless®) and thus highly risky; all the more so homosex-
ual relationships, since normal intercourse is not even an option in them.

An excellent source of additional information on homosexuality from a Biblical perspective
is the website of Dr. Robert Gagnon of Pittsburgh Theological Seminary: www.robgagnon.net.
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Chapter 3:The Homosexual War Against the American
Church

Subversion of the Church

That homosexual activists have developed sophisticated tactics for politically neutralizing
Christians is a fact lost on most of the church. Indeed, few Christians are even aware that the implicit
goal of the “gay” movement is the replacement of our society’s Judeo-Christian sexual ethic (i.e.
marriage and the natural family) with an anything-goes sexual morality -- or that homosexual political
activism has been the main driving force behind the anti-family movement (including the abortion
and porn industries) since before in-the-closet “gay” activist Alfred Kinsey launched the sexual
revolution in America in 1948.

As simplistic as it may sound, the culture war in America is, at its core, a battle between
Christians and homosexuals. It is a winner-take-all fight to determine whose presuppositions about
sexual morality will form the foundation of all of our laws and policies. Frankly, the homosexuals
have been winning this fight for many decades because the church has been asleep. Church leaders
must educate themselves about the homosexual strategy to control or discredit the church and the
extent to which it has already succeeded.

In 1987, two homosexual political strategists, Marshall K. Kirk & Erastes Pill, published a
now infamous article in Guide Magazine under the title, “The Overhauling of Straight America” (see
Section Four for more quotations from this article). In it they summarized their strategy.

While public opinion is one primary source of mainstream values, religious authori-
ty is the other. When conservative churches condemn gays, there are only two
things we can do to confound the homophobia of true believers. First, we can use
talk to muddy the moral waters. This means publicizing support for gays by more
moderate churches, raising theological objections of our own about conservative

interpretations of biblical teachings, and exposing hatred and inconsistency. Second,
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we can undermine the moral authority of homophobic churches by portraying them
as antiquated backwaters, badly out of step with the times and with the latest find-
ings of psychology. Against the mighty pull of institutional Religion one must set the
mightier draw of Science and Public Opinion (the shield and word of that accursed
“secular humanism”). Such an unholy alliance has worked well against churches be-
fore, on such topics as divorce and abortion. With enough open talk about the prev-

alence and acceptability of homosexuality, that alliance can work again here.

Since the publication of “The Overhauling of Straight America,” the “gay” movement has
enjoyed success in the religious sphere far beyond what its writers envisioned. The following are just
a few examples of their victories in the past few of years:

° The California Council of Churches, representing 21 member denominations, elected
as its president the “Reverend” Gwynne Guibord, an open Lesbian (“Homosexual
denomination’s exec elected president of Calif. church council,” Baptist Press, February 13,

2001).

° In Dallas, Texas, a $35 million dollar “church” facility, called the Cathedral of Hope,
was dedicated as the world’s “gay and lesbian mecca:” a symbol of “gay Christianity” equiva-

lent in the eyes of its creators to Vatican City for Catholics and Salt Lake City for Mormons
(Wikipedia).

° The “Reverend” Troy Perry, founder of the 300- “church” -strong homosexual
denomination called the Metropolitan Community Church, was appointed to the Board of
Trustees of Chicago Theological Seminary and invited to lead Chapel Service at Yale Divinity
School (Metropolitan Community Church news release, August 1, 2002).

° Soulforce, the “gay Christian” pressure group, now with chapters in many states,
gained national publicity for its campaign against “spiritual violence” (i.e. failure to affirm
homosexuality as normal) by physically invading the Southern Baptist Convention on June 11,
2002. Anti-Baptist “civil disobedience” tactics have continued, including a March 26, 2007
incident in which a dozen homosexual activists were arrested for staging a sit-in at the office
of Albert Mohler, President of the Southern Baptist Theological Seminary
(equalityridewhosoever. blogspot.com, March 27, 2007).

° In 2008, the Bishops of the Episcopal Church in California actively campaigned against
Proposition 8, which defined marriage as only between one man and one woman in the

California constitution (“Episcopal bishops join effort against Prop. 8,” One News Now,

September 10, 2008).

What these examples reveal is that the homosexual movement is now using several different

tactics to defeat the church. The first is pitting “liberal” churches against Biblically conservative ones
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in an effort to divide and conquer. The second is direct competition with the church for moral
authority in the culture through the legitimization of “gay” congregations which preach an alternative
“gay” theology. The third tactic, not prescribed in Kirk and Pill’s blueprint, is the covert infiltration
of conservative churches by “gay” activist saboteurs and change-agents.

Church Neutralization Tactic #1: Divide and Conquer

The “Gay Christian” arm of the homosexual political movement was started in 1968 by a
former Pentecostal minister named Troy Perry. Perry founded the Universal Fellowship of Metro-
politan Community Churches (UFMCC) in that year.

Perry’s organization would eventually spawn the stand-alone “gay” religious community we
recognize today, but at first it served more as a staging ground for introducing pro-homosexual
doctrine into “mainline” Christian denominations. “By 1980,” writes author Joe Dallas, “...Gay
caucuses flourished in [some] traditional churches, while...independent gay churches continued their
expansion.” Dallas, a former homosexual and erstwhile member of the Metropolitan Community
Church (MCC), has written one of the most important books in print on this topic. In A Strong
Delusion: Confronting the “Gay Christian” Movement, he describes how the first barriers to “gay theology”
were overcome by Perry and his followers.

Armed with a stronger theological base, the gay Christian movement sought to
mainstream itself within the larger Christian community....On September 9, 1981,
the UFMCC applied for membership in the ecumenical National Council of Church-
es of Christ USA. The amount of controversy raised by a pro-gay denomination
joining the NCC can be measured by the NCC’s public response upon hearing,
through the media, of the UFMCC'’s intentions. Before the UFMCC even filed, the
NCC sent them word, also via the media, that any attempt to join their organization
would be “impertinent foolishness.”

Undeterred, the UFMCC officially submitted its application, [strategically charac-
terizing] their alignment with other denominations as “part of the healing process.”
....For two years, representatives of the Metropolitan Community Church partici-
pated in extended discussions with the NCC...and...even conducted an ecumenical
service for NCC members in the spring of 1983. [Nevertheless, that Fall NCC] de-
cided to table indefinitely, any further plans to accept the UFMCC into member-
ship.

Here is a lesson to the church, for while others might have given up, the homosexual activists
did not. Characteristically, they relentlessly pressured the NCC to accommodate them and eventu-
ally prevailed. As noted above, an open lesbian came to preside over one of its largest state chapters,
and the “gay” cause (i.e. opposing the Bible-believing church), has become a political priority of the
organization. Meanwhile, it is now conservative churches who are being challenged to join “the

healing process.”
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The PFLAG Phenomenon

The homosexuals’ key to success is psychological manipulation, which is why they succeeded
first with the “liberal” churches. Only a knowledge of and strong commitment to scriptural truth can
protect a believer from the manipulation that takes place in “the healing process.” As Perry himself
acknowledged, “I knew I would have few if any problems with the so-called liberal churches. Liberal
churches do not usually deeply involve themselves with Scripture” (Dallas, A4 Strong Delusion, 1996,
p.82).

Here lies the greatest danger to the conservative churches, because Perry’s observation about
liberal churches in general is also true of many “conservative” Christians individually. Far too many
“conservative” Christians do not deeply involve themselves with Scripture, especially passages that
address uncomfortable topics such as divorce and homosexuality. Why would they, when these
topics are seldom if ever addressed by their pastors? (The phenomenon of “secker sensitivity” -- i.e.
the deliberate avoidance of socially controversial doctrine in growth-oriented congregations --
deserves much blame here.) Lack of Biblical knowledge has created a favorable climate for pro-
homosexual activism in the church. Homosexual defenders are even now winning the hearts and
minds of the more nominal members of “Bible-believing” denominations.

In the privacy of their ministerial associations or board rooms, today’s conservative pastors
probably dismiss any such pro-homosexual efforts as “impertinent foolishness,” but in the end, their
smugness will turn to embarrassment if they underestimate their adversary.

An incident at the Baptist William Jewell College in Nashville, Tennessee, is instructive. A
December 11, 2002 article in the Baptist Press highlighted a debate in the student senate about
whether to add “sexual orientation” to the school’s student bill of rights. In response, Department
of Psychology Chairperson Patricia Schoenrade went public with a warning that she had witnessed a
trend toward affirmation of the homosexuality lifestyle at the school. An outspoken advocate of “gay
rights” until accepting Christ in 1998, Schoenrade showed the courage of the converted in speaking
out against the pro-“gay” trend at William Jewell. According to her, other faculty at this supposedly
conservative institution in the heart of the Bible Belt were afraid to confront the problem for fear of
being judged intolerant.

Importantly, the process of converting “conservative” Christians to a pro-homosexual mind-
set is not blatant, but very subtle. Consider, for example, the tactical accusation by “gay” activists that
Christians hate them.

The less confident of the truth of God’s word a Christian is, the more easily he or she will be
manipulated by being called a hateful (or intolerant) person. Biblically-grounded Christians know
that true love never condones sin. Even Jesus’ most generous acts of mercy are always tempered with
an admonition to “go and sin no more” (John 5:14, 8:1-11). Yet those who are weak in faith or
knowledge can be led to believe that compassion for homosexuals requires acceptance of homosexu-
ality. Even worse, some can be persuaded that God created homosexuality and that it is a positive
good to be celebrated, and not a challenge to be overcome.

Manipulation of nominal Christians in this way is the stock in trade of a group called Parents
and Friends of Lesbians and Gays (PFLAG). PFLAG purports to be a support group for relatives of
homosexuals, but in reality it is another political arm of the “gay” movement. Its membership is made

Redeeming the Rainbow 22



up primarily of two types of people, 1) politically sophisticated homosexual activists, and 2) naive
parents and other close relatives of homosexuals, who through guilt and coercion have been induced
to support the homosexual agenda. The arm-twisting tactics most often used by their “gay” activist
relatives often takes this form: “If you really loved me, you’d accept me as I am and not try to change
me.

Importantly, acceptance in this context does not mean love for the homosexual struggler, but
full endorsement of the “gay” person’s decision to embrace a dangerous lifestyle defined by voluntary
behavior. Already deeply troubled by the thought that their own parenting mistakes might have
caused their children’s homosexual problem, PFLAG parents are anxious to appease and prone to
overcompensate. By joining PFLAG, they not only assuage their parental guilt, they avoid being
called haters. Indeed, instead of being targets of name-calling, these parents receive praise by the
“gay” movement and its allies for being models of “genuine Christian compassion.” This attitude of
acceptance without discernment has been called “Nicer than Jesus” Christianity.

The PFLAG phenomenon extends far beyond the membership of the group itself. Many
church fellowships and even whole denominations have been emotionally manipulated to reject
Biblical truth in favor of the PFLAG position.

Within a denomination the transition usually occurs church-by-church in stages. A church
congregation will transition from nominally Bible-believing to pro-gay by first becoming a
“welcoming” congregation, in which open homosexuals are welcomed to join in worship even though
the church continues to define homosexuality as sin. Almost inevitably the congregation yields to
pressure and changes its status to an “affirming” one, in which homosexuality is deemed morally
neutral or a positive good. The following, quoted from a regional Episcopalian newsletter, reveals
this move away from Scripture:

In June, all parishes received a diocesan letter inquiring as to which parishes wished
to be listed in an intra-diocesan directory of parishes that welcome and affirm lesbi-
an, gay, bisexual and transgendered (LGBT) Christians. After receiving input from
parishioners at two parish meetings and prayerfully considering the matter at four
vestry meetings. . .we stated that we could not reach a consensus with respect to
“affirming.” Some parishioners were prepared to include this term in our response,
but for others, their understanding of the term “affirming” was in conflict with their
views of God’s teaching as manifested in scripture. However, we made it clear that
ours is a parish that welcomes, values and supports all of God’s children. . .Given
the strong feelings that were stirred by this matter, the vestry formed a committee
to continue the dialogue.

Several denominations have been specifically targeted by the “gays” with varying success. In
the Episcopal church, certain “progressive” bishops have been ordaining homosexuals as ministers
since as early as 1977, a number of such clergy having signed a statement in 1994 declaring
homosexuality and heterosexuality to be “morally neutral” (Ibid., p.19). Openly homosexual and
pro-homosexual contingents have been active nearly as long in the Presbyterian USA, United
Methodist, Lutheran (ELCA, not Missouri Synod), American Baptist, United Church of Christ, and

Congregational denominations.
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Rhetoric from the pro-homosexual activists is nearly always couched in terms of victims and
oppressors. Too often, however, these defenders of homosexuality have not acted as victims’
advocates, but as radical self-indulgent militants. At a May 5, 2000 Methodist convention, for
example, hundreds of Methodist clergy pledged to disobey the just-reaffirmed policy against ordain-
ing homosexuals, and two Bishops were arrested as part of a human blockade organized for the
purpose of closing down the convention (“Anti-gay votes split Methodist conclave,” Sacramento Bee,
May 5, 2000). Following their defeat in the 2008 passage of California’s Proposition 8, homosexual
activists began a campaign to punish Christians and churches. “Burn their f---ing churches to the
ground, and then tax the charred timbers,” wrote one activist. “I'm going to give them something to
be f---ing scared of. ... I'm a radical who is now on a mission to make them all pay for what they've
done,” promised another one (“‘Gay’ threats target Christians over same-sex ‘marriage’ ban,”
WorldNetDaily, November 5, 2008).

We are all-too-painfully aware of the homosexual problems in the Catholic church. Despite
the liberal media’s attempt to paint the continuing sex-abuse scandals as pedophilia, the age of the
victims -- 12-17 years -- belies this characterization. Pedophilia involves prepubescent children. The
offense of the accused Catholic clergy is in fact pederasty, the same form of adult/teen male
homosexuality practiced by the ancient Greeks.

Psychotherapist Richard Sipe, a laicized Catholic priest and acknowledged expert on sex
abuse in the church says that at least 20% of priests are homosexuals; of those, many are organized in
a powerful secret network he calls the “lavender mafia” (Dreher, Rod, “The Gay Question,” National
Review, April 22, 2002), Sipe is not alone in this assessment. In his book Goodbye! Good Men, Michael
S. Rose describes a highly organized and militant homo-fascist network of active Catholic “gays” who
punish anyone who opposes them. (Rose, Michael S., Goodbye! Good Men, 2002, Regnery Press).
Perhaps the most succinct summary of the perspective of conservative Catholics is the title of a
document prepared by the lay organization Roman Catholic Faithful (RCF). It reads “The Homosex-
ual Network’s Death-Grip on the Roman Catholic Church.” RCF was the first group to expose St.
Sebastian’s Angels, an international coalition of in-the-closet active homosexual priests. Open
advocacy of the homosexual lifestyle is carried out in the Catholic church by a group called Dignity.

Even Judaism, whose anti-homosexual traditions run very deep, has not been immune to the
persuasive power of “gay” activists. On March 29, 2000, the most liberal branch of Judaism, the
Reform faction, voted to allow rabbis to bless same-sex unions in Jewish marriage rituals. Openly
homosexual Reform rabbis have been allowed since 1990 (“Presbyterian leaders keep ordination ban
on noncelibate gays,” The Orange County Register, June 26, 1999). Conservative Judaism resisted
longer but a 2003 article in the Jewish Telegraphic Agency stated that the president of the 800-
congregation-strong United Synagogue of Conservative Judaism intends to ask the Rabbinical Assem-
bly (the legislative body of Conservative Jewish congregations) to reconsider whether homosexuality
can be accepted under Jewish religious law. The article was titled “Conservatives may rethink stance
on gays, but change won’t be quick.” But change was quick The Jewish Theological Seminary, called
the intellectual and spiritual center of Conservative Judaism by The New York Times, announced on
March 26, 2007 that it would begin accepting openly gay and lesbian candidates into its rabbinical and
cantorial schools (“Conservative Jewish Seminary Will Accept Gay Students, The New York Times,
March 27, 2007).

On a hopeful note, a conservative backlash known as the Confessing Church Movement has been
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building in the “mainline” religious community. A collection of articles on this topic was published
in the April/May 2002 issue of The American Enterprise under the title “Back Toward Orthodoxy.” In
these articles, the “Good News” movement of the United Methodist church (which led the counter-
attack against “gay marriage” proponents) was credited with reversing a 30-year decline in church
membership. Similarly, a strong stand against homosexuality was associated with recent resurgence
of the Southern Baptists. In the Presbyterian Church USA, Confessing Church affiliation had grown
to 1,000 congregations by June of 2001 ( Talk of Presbyterian Split Grows,” Christianity Today,
December 3, 2001), a trend which helped that denomination stop a homosexual ordination
amendment that year, and again in 2002 by an even larger margin.

Even the Episcopal church has seen an anti-homosexuality backlash, with a small but growing
number of churches forming chapters of a pro-family organization called Episcopalians United. And
the church’s international once-in-a-decade Lambeth Conference in July of 2008 was boycotted by
200 bishops (“Anglicans meet as schism threat looms,” Associated Press, July 16, 2008).

The Catholic backlash may be more pronounced over time, given the degree to which the
church has suffered for tolerating homosexuality. In May of 2002, a spokesman for Pope John Paul 1I
responded to the homosexual scandals by saying that “gays” should not be ordained (“Catholic Church
openly debates gay-priest issue,” Associated Press, May 24, 2002. Philadelphia Cardinal Anthony
Bevilacqua has declared that he tries to screen out “gay” clergy, calling homosexuality “a moral evil”
(ibid.). The natural consequences of homosexual conduct may speed the process of change, since a
high percentage of homosexual priests have AIDS; so many that Catholic priests as a group are dying
of the disease at four times the rate of the general population ( Thomas, Judy L., “A Church’s
Challenge, Catholic priests are dying of AIDS, often in silence,” The Kansas City Star, January 30,
2000). The church has since instituted measures to screen out homosexual seminary candidates
(“Vatican Encourages Psychological Testing to Prevent Homosexual Priesthood,” Life Site News,
October 30, 2008.

Still, the pro-family response may be too little, too late for some denominations. While the
conservative Presbyterians seem to have regained control of their national assembly, a sizable liberal
minority threatens to bolt from the denomination. (“Talk of Presbyterian Split Grows,” Christianity
Today, December, 3 2001). In 2006 a Presbyterian pastor faced disciplinary action for blessing a
lesbian union (“Presbyterian Minister Faces Trial Over Same-Sex Unions,” Faithstreams.com, Sep-
tember 15, 2006); by 2008, however, delegates at a Presbyterian Church (USA) conference “voted
54 percent to 46 percent to remove a clause in their constitution that requires clergy to be either
married and faithful or single and chaste” (“Presbyterians move to allow gay clergy, but fight
remains,” Religion News, July 1, 2008).

And while opposition is rising in the Episcopal church, the highly organized homosexual
faction called Integrity noted in its publication of the same name that recent resolutions authorizing
the blessing of same-sex unions were only narrowly defeated: “Deputations that were divided in
2000, and bishops who abstained, especially need to be nudged...You may want to arrange a
‘listening session’ between Integrity members...and bishops in your diocese” (“Talk to Your Deputies
and Bishops About Same-Sex Blessings!” Voice of Integrity, Summer/Fall 2002). In 2007, the church
“reaffirmed its position that homosexual members are an ‘integral part” of the American church body”
(“Episcopal Council Reaffirms Homosexual Stance,” The Christian Post, March 5, 2007.

Members of conservative denominations (those affirming the inerrancy and integrity of the
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Bible) might be tempted to shrug off the homosexual infiltration of mainline churches as “their
problem,” but that would be a grave mistake. We must keep in mind Kirk and Pill’s political
blueprint. Homosexuals seek power within the liberal churches to exploit the resources and
credibility of those institutions in the ongoing campaign against the Bible-believing churches and
other Judeo-Christian institutions. A typical example of this was an October, 2000 threat by the
General Board of the Church and Society of the United Methodists to the Boy Scouts of America.
The Methodists told BSA that its policy against homosexual scoutmasters could cause the youth
organization to be denied the use of church property ( Family Research Institute Newsletter, December,
2000).

More serious has been the emergence of a multi-denominational pro-homosexual movement
that directly challenges the Bible-believing church. The author has personally witnessed numerous
instances in which groups of pro-homosexual clergy have banded together in ad hoc groups to help
advance the homosexual agenda. Typically, this takes the form of mass-endorsement of the homo-
sexual position in newspaper advertisements or giving pro-homosexual testimony at meetings of local
government bodies. Increasingly, pro-homosexual clergy outnumber conservative clergy in these
contests.

Clergy United for the Equality of Homosexuals (CUEH) is one organization that has taken an
aggressively proactive approach to promoting homosexuality both in the church and the larger
society. The following description is drawn from CUEH’s own materials:

[CUEH] calls the Christian churches and their clergy to recognize the plight of the
victims of the last remaining respectable bigotry in America, homophobia, and chal-
lenges them to redress this wrong for which Christians are largely responsible. By
thorough biblical examination, sharing the most current research on homosexuality,
and encouraging clergy and congregations to engage in and address the issues of ho-
mophobia, CUEH will provide support and successful strategies to pastors, lay lead-
ers, judicatory officers and the public.

Homophobia is, of course, the pejorative term invented by the “gay” movement to define all
disapproval of homosexuality as a form of mental illness rooted in irrational fear and hatred of
homosexuals.

To further its agenda, CUEH director Rev. Steven Kindle held a seminar at the First
Congregational Church in Santa Barbara, California in November of 2002. The seminar was titled,
ironically, “Beyond the Bible and Homosexuality.” Kindle’s explicit goal was to “help stop spiritual
and physical violence against gay, lesbian, bisexual and transgendered people.”

Here we see just how far the “divide and conquer” tactic has evolved: ostensibly non-
homosexual Christian clergymen have moved well beyond the mere affirmation of the “gay” lifestyle
and have assumed a posture of moral outrage against those who dare to assert the plain Biblical truth
about homosexual sin. Moreover, they expressly blame Christian teaching for violence against
homosexuals in society.

While Kindle’s position by no means constitutes the majority one in the American church, it
would be foolish to ignore it in light of the trend we have exposed in this article. We are likely to
see an increase in activism of this type, with an increasing impact on conservative churches. We find
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one example in the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America, whose St. Paul, Minnesota Bishop,
Mark Hanson, censured but did not expel a local congregation that ordained an openly lesbian
woman as pastor in 2001 (See www.religoustolerance.org/hom_elca.htm).

An entire once-conservative denomination has already succumbed to “gay” seduction. The
following quotation is taken from the 2000-2002 Biennial Report of the Brethren Mennonite Council
(BMC), based in Minnesota. The writer is BMC President, Al Hoffman.

In the past two years, BMC has witnessed an unprecedented number of events in the
Mennonite and Brethren worlds where glbt [“gay,” lesbian, bisexual and transgen-
dered] people, supporters and supportive congregations have claimed their place as
full citizens in God’s reign. The Student Government Association of Eastern Men-
nonite University passed a motion to grant official club status to “A Safe Place,” an
organization with a mission to create a space for discussion on sexuality issues. The
Association of Brethren Caregivers, an agency of the Church of the Brethren, hired
Former BMC Board President, Ralph McFadden. Brave in the face of retributions,
Germantown Mennonite Church joyfully ordained our gay brother, David Weaver,
to chaplaincy ministry. One of our SCN Publicly Affirming congregations, Man-
chester Church of the Brethren, provided prophetic, visible leadership within the
church of the Brethren by voting to offer same-sex commitment ceremonies. A Ca-
nadian pastor has come out as lesbian and is receiving strong support. The Michigan
district of the Church of the Brethren has ordained Matt Smucker, a former BMC
board member. Peace Church of the Brethren in Portland, Oregon called Kirby
Lauderdale, an out gay man, as their pastor. Illinois Mennonite Conference apolo-
gized to Oak Park Mennonite church and Maple Avenue Mennonite church for its
earlier censure of them for their inclusive ministry. BMC is connecting with more
and more young people who are coming out at our denominational schools and in
congregations. There is an unstoppable movement of the Spirit happening across
BMC’s midst.

Finally, lest anyone think that peaceful co-existence with pro-homosexual Christian factions
is possible, consider the fate of Mrs. Fisher, an 83-year-old member of Immanuel United Church of
Christ in West Bend, Wisconsin. Mrs. Fisher, along with an 88-year-old co-conspirator and twelve
other long-time members of this “progressive” congregation, were legally expelled from membership
for opposing the pastor’s efforts to make the church more pro-homosexual. To exacerbate the insult,
the expulsion notices were delivered shortly before Christmas. In its own defense, the church issued
a glib statement that while most church members understand that times have changed, “there is
another group that would like to identify this as 1952” (“Church becomes a house divided,” /SOnline,
Milwaukie Journal Sentinel, January 19, 2003).

How can the rest of the church escape being poisoned by “gay” activism? The only antidote
is clear teaching from the pulpit on the subject of homosexuality.
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Church Neutralization Tactic #2: Directly Compete for Moral Authority

The “gay Christian” movement started by Perry in 1968 has come of age. An Internet search
using this term produced about 10,000 hits in 2003, but over 230,000 in 2008. In addition to the 250
congregation MCC, there are several other homosexual denominations: the Alliance of Christian
Churches, The Evangelical Network Churches, the National Gay Pentecostal Alliance and Agape
Churches of America.

At the root of all of these is the package of twisted rationalizations called gay theology,
invented for the purpose of challenging the moral and doctrinal authority of the Bible-believing
church. Dallas writes,

To convince conservative Christians that God condones homosexuality, the gay
Christian movement needed a rebuttal, in conservative terms, to the traditional biblical
view. Ignoring the bible would hardly be acceptable; attacking its authority would
be even worse. For the gay Christian movement to convince its toughest critics, it
needed to affirm the bible as the ultimate authority and prove that the ultimate au-
thority did not condemn homosexuality (Dallas, p.86, emphasis in original).

The landmark effort to justify homosexuality Biblically was the award-winning 1981 book
Christianity, Social Tolerance, and Homosexuality by John Boswell. Tellingly, Boswell was himself
homosexual and died of AIDS in 1994 (Pennington, Sylvia, Ex-Gays? There are None!, 1989, Haw-
thorne, p. 161). His ideas have been amplified by others, but the two persistent central arguments
of “gay theology” are both contained in Boswell’s work. These are 1) that most scriptural passages
addressing homosexuality have been misinterpreted to condemn behavior that is not condemned by
God, and 2) that the few actual proscriptions against homosexuality were merely elements of the Old
Testament Jewish ritual cleansing and purity laws that are no longer in effect.

To those lacking a reasonably close familiarity with the Bible (a group that includes most
non-Christians and a sizable percentage of church-goers), the pro-homosexual arguments have
proven highly persuasive. People are quick to agree with the proposition that much of the Bible is
subject to broadly different interpretations. It is a small step from there to entertaining “gay
theology” as a possibly valid alternative perspective to traditional views. Add to this an emotional
suspicion of “fundamentalism” born of years of anti-Christian rhetoric in the media and popular
culture, and it is easy to see why “gay theology” has attracted its adherents. Only those willing to
challenge the pro-“gay” arguments themselves will understand just how specious they are.

Fortunately, that work has been done by some highly qualified Bible scholars. Dr. James De
Young is a professor of New Testament Language and Literature at Western Seminary in Portland,
Oregon. In 2000, he published Homosexuality: Contemporary Claims Examined in Light of the Bible and
Other Ancient Literature and Law. All of the numerous and complicated elements of gay theology are
addressed in this nearly-400-page volume.

De Young’s scholarship is impeccable, but truth has never been a deterrent to the “gay”
movement. Indeed, Boswell’s fatally flawed arguments are still adopted practically verbatim by
activists like Kindle. For example, Kindle parrots Boswell’s assertion that the sin for which Sodom
and Gomorrah were destroyed was not homosexuality but “inhospitality.” He claims that the early
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rabbis never associated homosexuality with the sin of Sodom and that the entire story is better
explained by studying the Middle Eastern cultural value of hospitality. He places the greatest
emphasis on supposed problems of interpretation from the original Hebrew, resting his case on the
fact the Hebrew word for “to know” (i.e. when the Sodomites demanded that Lot “send out the men
that we may know them”) only implies sexual activity 10 of the 943 times that it is used in Scripture.
That word, yada, is most often used to mean (roughly) “discover what they’re here for.” This appears
to be a plausible alternative to the traditional view, and one that is difficult for the untrained
layperson to dispute.
That argument is quickly dispatched by De Young.

What Boswell and others neglect to discern is that each of those ten instances is
identified as sexual knowledge by context. When a word can have more than one
meaning, context, not frequency, is the crucial factor. Word frequency only en-
ables one to weigh the likelihood of meaning or to consider the range of possible
meaning when the context is unclear.... [In context] a sexual sense in [this verse] is
virtually certain (De Young, James B., Homosexuality: Contemporary Claims Examined in
Light of the Bible and Other Ancient Literature and Law, 2000, Kregel Publications, p.
33f).

De Young elsewhere summarizes his refutation of several other of Boswell’s points.

Homosexuality violates the creation order and patterns for male and female roles
and for marriage (Genesis 1-2). It arises from the same internal rebellion as did the
fall recorded in Genesis 3....Jewish tradition expressed in the Apocrypha and
Pseudepigrapha, the LXX, the Mishnah, and the writings of Philo and Josephus con-
demns homosexuality, Jewish sources do not distinguish between homosexual acts
that are ritually impure and homosexual acts that are morally wrong...(ibid. p. 61).

Throughout Scripture, condemnation of homosexuality is consistent, universal and
absolute. The text never suggests that it condemns some specific form of homosex-
uality while it tolerates or accepts other forms. For example, it was not for homo-
sexual rape alone that Sodom was judged; the attempt on the angels confirmed
God’s decision to deal with the larger pattern of degradation....Nor does any other
text restrict the condemnation. The prohibition of Deuteronomy 23 applies beyond
male cult prostitution (as does Leviticus 18 and 20; 1 Kings 14:24; 15:20; 22:46; 2
Kings 23:7; 1 Cor. 6:9; and 1 Tim. 1:8-10). New Testament teaching in Romans
1:26-27 cannot be made to fit only pederasty or any other specific perverse act,
such as the abandonment of one’s “natural” sexual orientation. In Paul’s thinking,
both the passive (malakoi) and active (arsenokoitai) homosexual partners are outside

the kingdom of God (1 Cor. 6:9) (ibid., p. 154).

The revisionists’ claim that homosexuality was condoned or approved by early rabbinical
authorities is strongly refuted by modern Jewish scholars. Rabbis Marc Angel, Hillel Goldberg and
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Pinchas Stopler addressed this question in their joint article in the Winter, 1992-93 edition of Jewish
Action Magazine (quoted at greater length in the previous chapter). Their summation serves also as a
rebuke to pro-homosexual advocates in the Jewish Reform and Conservative movements:

The idea, set forth by some of the non-Orthodox leadership, that the Torah prohib-
ited only coercive and non-loving same-sex relationships, thus allowing for a con-
temporary, voluntary and loving same-sex relationship, is wholly without basis in a
single piece of Jewish sacred literature written in the last 3,000 years.

A premise of “gay theology” that also underlies nearly all other forms of pro-homosexual
argument is the idea that homosexuality is innate and unchangeable. Kindle’s seminar materials, for
example, include a document entitled GLBT Realities. Among these “realities” are the assertions

Y

“One’s sexuality is not a choice or preference: It is a given,” and “Virtually all psychologists,
psychiatrists, and psychoanalysts view sexual orientation as unchangeable.” A thorough Christian
rebuttal to these assertions may be found in Chapter 8.

It is not enough to point out that God did not create people to have no control over conduct
which he condemns. The church must educate itself on the nature and causes of homosexuality
because these matters go to the heart of the issue in the minds of those who accept “gay” theology.
Generally, these people are pro-“gay” because they believe homosexuals are “born that way” and
therefore that it is simply unfair to force them to conform to the heterosexual norm.

It is also helpful to recognize the role of childhood sexual abuse in the lives of those who, as
adults, claim an innate homosexual orientation. For example, UFMCC founder Troy Perry was, like
my friend Sonny, raped as a child by an adult man. The act was arranged by his violently abusive
stepfather to punish 13-year-old Troy for having come to his mother’s defense. Ironically, he includes
this incident in his defense of “gay Christianity,” The Lord is My Shepherd and He Knows I'm Gay (Nash
Publishing, 1972).

Ignoring “gay” theology is not an option, especially if we wish to obey the Lord’s command-

ment to love our neighbor. Joe Dallas writes

The body of Christ will suffer immeasurably because sound doctrine — and even the
Bible itself — will have to be taken less seriously if pro-gay theology is widely accept-
ed. You simply cannot tamper with one part of Scripture...without dismantling its
authority in general....Gay author and minister Mel White (formerly of Fuller
Theological Seminary), for example, describes his first homosexual encounter
(which he engaged in while he was still married) as “inevitable.” He describes his
partner in adultery/homosexuality as “one of God’s gifts.” Troy Perry...takes a
similar view of a similar experience. Recounting a tryst he had with another man
(while his own wife was in the next room), he recalls: Eventually, I came to realize
that what we were doing seemed right for me. It stopped short of being love, but
was a marvelous education.” Adultery described as “right” and as “a marvelous edu-
cation”? ....Can such low moral standards among people naming the name of Christ

reflect anything but a diminished view of Scripture?
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If “gay” theology fosters moral degeneracy in individuals, can it avoid having this effect on
the church as a whole? An ex-“gay” friend told me he had participated in hot-tub and cocaine orgies
with high-ranking “gay Christian” leaders. Sado-masochism is also practiced in “gay” churches. The
following is an excerpt from an August 14, 2002 article at www.cwfa.org titled Veterans Administra-

tion Approves Chaplains from Homosexual ‘Church’ by Allyson Smith.

Some MCC congregations regularly sponsor sadomasochistic workshops. For at least three
years, the MCC in San Diego has hosted S&M discussions and demonstrations for sexual
deviants, including the Gay Leathermen Only and Club X groups...In 1999, MCC San Di-
ego hosted a “Fisting for Beginners” workshop for gay leathermen....In 2000, the church
again lent its meeting hall to the gay leathermen for a “Whipping 101” workshop...Another
Club X workshop held at MCC San Diego was “S&M 1017 .... The church also sponsored a
“Leather Swap Meet” where participants were advised to “Bring your Leather, or toys,
cleaned & ready to sell, trade, swap, or give to that someone special. This will be happen-
ing inside the meeting hall, the MCC has asked us NOT TO speak to [sic] loudly, or display
or show off things out in the patio area, or anywhere in public view.... Please remember
that there are other events that happen at MCC while we are there, & that this is a church.”

In Chicago, the February 2000 newsletter of the Catholic Communications Ministry Inc. (a
group of homosexual priests, nuns and religious laypersons) advertised a “retreat and workshop...for
men seeking skills and experience in giving and receiving anal touch for healing and/or pleasure.”

There is also the question of the church’s moral leadership in society. Dr. De Young writes.

If religion has a direct effect on morality, and morality, in turn, has a direct effect on
law or legislation, then the new interpretations of Scripture have serious conse-
quences for society, and we must answer them. Religious grounds derived from
Scripture have influenced sexual behavior in the West more fully than has any other
influence. Christians cannot abandon the implications that their theology has for
public morality and legislation. They must speak to the legitimacy of homosexuality
and its effects on morality and law within and without the church.

Church Neutralization Tactic # 3: Infiltrate and Sabotage

A final area of focus is the infiltration of the Bible-believing church by militant activists.
Those who have never experienced political conflict with the "gay" movement may not appreciate
the seriousness of this problem. Having devoted nearly twenty years to the defense of the natural
family, the writer can attest to both the determination and the guile of "gay" activists -- for whom
the end truly justifies any means. During my years with Oregon Citizens Alliance I was subjected to
a continuous barrage of "dirty tricks" that included bomb threats, theft and defacement of petitions,
death threats, mail and phone tampering, lawsuits, vandalism, and more (the attacks stopped when I
became a lawyer). The tactics of church infiltrators are more subtle, but no less desperate.

The leading figure in the effort to overthrow the Bible-believing church is Mel White, former
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ghostwriter for both Jerry Falwell and Billy Graham. After coming out of the closet into open
homosexual status in 1994, White founded the organization of militant "gay Christians" called
Soulforce as a vehicle to attack the church. "Mel White's two primary messages," writes Joe Dallas,
"are...The Religious Right is homophobic and must be stopped, and anyone promoting the idea that
homosexuality can be overcome must be silenced" (Dallas, p. 94).

That effort to stop and/or silence the church includes both overt and covert means. "We

have gone underground and we have people in every one of the Religious Right's organizations"

[including churches],” brags White on his website, www.soulforce.org. He further boasts

For decades we have played their organs, led their choirs, taught their classes, and
filled their pews. We are their pastors and priests, their deacons, trustees, Sunday
School teachers and superintendents....[Now we are taking action to end] our own
oppression [and] reclaim our dignity [through] carefully planned acts of nonviolent
dissent (ibid.).

What actions are these in-the-closet homosexual activists taking in the church? We can only
guess. Yet, considering the lengths to which their out-of-the-closet comrades will go, we know we
should be concerned.

In 1996 I was a guest speaker at Pastor Ron Greer’s church in Madison, Wisconsin. Pastor
Greer is the African-American fireman who made national news when he was kicked off the city fire
department for speaking negatively about homosexuality on the job. My visit occurred while he was
still struggling to keep his job. When we arrived at his small church for our evening program, the
building was already surrounded by more than 400 “gay” radicals. When the door was unlocked by
Pastor Greer, a large contingent of homosexual activists (mostly lesbians) shoved to the head of the
line and pushed their way into the church. Within minutes they had taken control of the sanctuary
and refused to allow the meeting to proceed. For over an hour these “gay” militants staged a
profanity-laced demonstration inside the church while others ringing the building pounded on the
walls and windows with rocks and trash can lids, chanting, “Crush the Christians! Bring Back the
Lions!” In the end, police intervention was obtained to stop the demonstration and I was allowed to
make my presentation.

In a similar manner, Soulforce specializes in pressuring the church with acts of civil disobedi-
ence. On June 11, 2002 a group of 200 Soulforce activists invaded the Southern Baptist Convention.

As the denomination’s president, the Rev. James Merritt, began his annual address,
demonstrators rose from their seats one or two at a time and walked the aisles, yell-
ing to the more than 8,700 Southern Baptists seated on the bleachers and the
floor...over and over: ‘Jesus loves your Gay children’, Stop the suffering’, ‘Stop
killing us’, and ‘God loves all of us.’....the demonstrations continued during his
speech (“Gay rights protesters arrested at Southern Baptist convention,” St. Louis Post
Dispatch, 6-11-02).

A protest by “gay” activists at the United Methodist Convention in 2000 achieved similar
success in temporarily shutting down legislative proceedings (“Holding the Middle Ground,” Christi-
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anity Today, June 12, 2000).

The pressure to abandon Biblical integrity is also being applied to individual churches. In
September of 2002, White and his partner Gary Nixon leased a house across the street from the late
Jerry Falwell's Thomas Road Baptist Church in Lynchburg, Virginia. “Their quest,” wrote Rev.
Falwell, “is to compel our church members and me to alter our biblical stance that homosexuality is
a sinful lifestyle. These men accuse me of endorsing ‘spiritual violence’ [even though] our church
routinely ministers to homosexuals in the same manner we reach out to all sinners (“An unfolding
tragedy,” WorldNetDaily.com, 9/21/2002). White ignored a call to repentance and responded with
“[pllans for...a march for equality around Lynchburg; a display of untruths uttered by Falwell
answered by truths from mental health professionals, scientists, and Bible scholars; and trainings in
non-violent civil disobedience” (see www .soulforce.org).

The new militancy of the “gay Christian” movement is likely to increase, following a trend
that began in the late 1960s. Dallas identifies three stages of development of this trend in the
changing message of the “gay church” “1) ‘God loves us too’” (1969-1976), 2) ‘Not only does God
love us, but He also approves of our being gay’ (1976-1979), [and] 3) ‘Anyone saying we can’t be gay
and Christian must be stopped.” (1980-present)” (Dallas, p.95).

Wherever homosexuals have gained sufficient power, Christians are indeed being stopped,
primarily through “hate crime” laws. The following examples are drawn from an article by Robert
Knight in Family Voice.

* When Rev. Kristopher Okwedy of Staten Island, New York, purchased space on two billboards
to post a Biblical verse about homosexuality, he thought he was conveying the Word of God. But
public officials forced the billboard company to remove the verses. Reason: they conveyed “an
atmosphere of intolerance.”

* In Saskatchewan, Canada, a newspaper owner was hauled before the province’s Human Rights
Commission for running an ad that contained Bible verses dealing with homosexuality. Two mayors
in Ontario have faced personal fines for failing to declare “gay pride” events in their cities. Their
refusal to celebrate homosexuality showed “bigotry” toward homosexuals, the human rights commis-
sions concluded.

* Canadian authorities warned Dr. James Dobson’s Focus on the Family, Dr. Jerry Falwell’s Old
Time Gospel Hour, and the Dr. Laura (Schlessinger) Show that they cannot broadcast unless they cut
any portions dealing with homosexuality. The Canadian broadcasting board cites Canada’s “hate
crime” law, in which it is illegal to speak of any group derogatorily. This also means that pastors
cannot read Bible verses on air regarding homosexuality, or they endanger the licenses of stations that
carry them.

* In San Francisco, city supervisors passed a resolution denouncing a Truth in Love ad campaign
by Concerned Women for America and other pro-family groups. It also urged local media not to run
the ads. The message—that Jesus can save homosexuals and help them leave homosexuality—was
said to be “full of lies” and causing “a marked increase in anti-gay violence.” One supervisor even
wrote a letter directly blaming pro-family groups for the beating death of Wyoming college student
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Matthew Sheppard (Knight, Robert H., “The Hate Crimes Agenda: An Attack on Faith,” Family Voice,
July/ August 2001).

* As this book is being readied for publication the United States Senate is debating a new “hate
crimes” bill which would criminalizes speech that “induces” another person to commit a “hate

crime.” This would include pastors preaching about homosexuality from the Bible. (Scarborough,
Rick, “Senate letter calls for filibuster of 'hate crimes' bill,” WorldNetDaily, May 23. 2009.)

The greater the level of homosexual power, the more severe the punishment of Christians.
In Sweden, which has led the global march toward “gay” legitimization, an evangelical pastor served
a four-week jail sentence in 1998 for violating a Swedish anti-hate statute against "verbal violence"
toward homosexuals. His act of violence? He had preached a sermon about Sodom and Gomorrah
("Hate Literature Laws Sweep the U.S. and Other Western Democracies," The Christian World Report,
April, 1989, pg.1).

Responding Appropriately

Christians, especially pastors, must awake to the reality of “gay” politics and its implications
for the church.

1. The “gay” agenda is real. It is an evolving set of political objectives whose ultimate goal is the

supremacy of homosexuality and related sexual lifestyles in our society and culture. Sexual orientation
. . . . . <« » . « » . « »

policies, domestic partnerships, hate crime laws, “gay” marriage, “gay” adoption, “gay” theology are

only steps toward a future homosexual-dominated social order.

2. Gay activists define their personal identity by their homosexual actions and desires, which causes
them to believe that advancing the “gay” agenda is a fight for their very lives.

3. The “gays™ emotional urgency about their agenda, combined with the sense (fostered by their
own propaganda) of being victims of severe injustice, allows them to justify virtually any political
tactic against those whom they perceive as their enemies and oppressors.

4. The most hated enemy of the “gay” movement is the Bible-believing Christian church, because the
Christian commitment to preserving God’s design for the family, and to opposing sexual sin, stands
as the final barrier to the legitimization of homosexuality.

5. Over the past 60 years in the United States the “gay” movement has achieved most of its political
objectives and has now set its sights on the church — the only major social institution that still stands

in its path to power.

6. “Peaceful coexistence” between the church and “gay” activists is not possible, since their respective
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logical presuppositions about sexual morality in society are contradictory and mutually-exclusive.
The cultural influence of one side must prevail; that of the other must diminish.

7. Failure of Bible—believing Christians to actively oppose the legitimization of homosexuality in the
church -- and to actively compete for influence in the larger society -- will result in the defeat and

plunder of the church by militant “gays.”

Students of history will recognize that the warning in item #7 is not mere hyperbole. The
church has suffered defeat and plunder in the past, most recently under the Nazis. (Not coinciden-
tally, the Nazi political machine was dominated by homosexuals, a little-known fact that is well
documented in my first book, The Pink Swastika: Homosexuality in the Nazi Party)

The appropriate response to the homosexual seduction of the church is simply for genuine
Christians to speak the truth in love, in the pulpit and the public square. We must not shrink from
declaring open, unrepentant homosexuals to be non-Christians, despite the fact that we will be called
“haters.” We must assert and defend the Christian presupposition that God’s natural order for
mankind is heterosexual, monogamous marriage. In regard to the social controversies of the day
(e.g. “gay” adoption), we must inform ourselves of the facts and integrate the facts into our
recommendations to decision-makers. In the face of religious pluralism we must affirm the truth of
Christ and His unchanging Word. In short we must take leadership and we must do it now.

Every Bible-believing fellowship in America needs to confront the issue of homosexuality in
a manner that will empower believers to defend the faith against “gay theology.” This will also
protect each church fellowship from any “gay” political intrigues that might otherwise harm or split
the congregation. Yet this must be done in wisdom, realizing the importance of distinguishing “gay”
militants from non-activist homosexuals who may be genuine truth-seckers in the church.

Optimally, the message of the church to homosexuals should be one of hope and healing
through the love of Christ, manifested through the lives and ministry of church members. As noted
in a September 4, 2000 editorial in Christianity Today, this is an unrealized ideal in much of the church
today:

Churches have much work ahead to become places of hospitality and pastoral care
for homosexual Christians. Something is deeply wrong if a Christian suffers ostra-
cism after admitting to struggles with same-sex attraction. A willful refusal to re-
pent of sin is one matter; confessing to temptation is entirely another.

Frankly, the churches most protected from “gay” activism are not those which preach an “us
versus them” doctrine, but those which actively minister to recovering homosexuals. Indeed, the
ex-“gays” in these congregations tend to serve as “spiritual antibodies” against the invasion of
unrecovered “gays” who would seek to harm the church. Their presence is also a shining witness to
the redemptive power of Jesus Christ.

We can all learn from the experience of my ex-“gay” friend Sonny. When his partner died of
AIDS, Sonny was left alone to face the world and his own worsening physical condition. It was then
that he remembered a time early in his adolescence when he had been introduced to Jesus at a
Christian summer camp. The memory of that hopeful experience caused him to go back to church.
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Unfortunately, Sonny picked a lukewarm church, thinking it would be soft on homosexuality. After
a while he opened up to some members of the church and told them about his situation. Shortly
thereafter a major donor in the congregation, fearful of catching AIDS from Sonny’s presence in the
church, went to the pastor and told him that either Sonny was to be asked to leave or he himself
would leave the church. The pastor asked Sonny to leave.

At that time I was attending a “fundamentalist” church in Portland, Oregon which the
homosexuals hated for its devotion to Scripture, including that on homosexuality. Somehow Sonny
found his way there. Iheard the story about Sonny and the lukewarm church from my own pastor.
He told it from the pulpit one Sunday morning to the entire congregation (without identifying Sonny
by name) and announced that he had invited Sonny to join our church and that anyone who had fears
about AIDS could meet with him and a health worker to receive information and resources. The
pastor received a spontaneous outpouring of applause and as I sat there clapping I determined that I
would seek out this man and befriend him.

Little did I know that Sonny had been sitting directly behind me every Sunday for several
weeks, silently hating me because I was the spokesman for the Christian pro-family organization
Oregon Citizens Alliance. I was a man whom he believed hated him out of bigotry, because that is
what he had been told by Oregon’s “gay” leaders.

Some weeks later I bumped into Sonny in the courtyard of the church and instantly realized
that he was the man whom the pastor had described. Within the first ten minutes of our conversation
he told me that he was about to lose both his home and his job. He was being fired from his post as
the manager of a “gay” apartment complex because he had become a Christian and renounced
homosexuality. Iremember hearing myself invite him to live with my family if we could find a house
that would accommodate us both. Even then I knew it must have been the Holy Spirit speaking
through me because I was so surprised to hear myself say it. However, the Lord miraculously
provided the living arrangements, clearly confirming that we were in His will.

Sonny’s story embodies the three primary ways that churches respond to the “gay” agenda.
The homosexuals who turned Sonny out of his house and job because he renounced homosexuality
are like the “pro-gay church,” which will always act to silence genuine Christians, no matter how
much harm results. The lukewarm church which seemed soft on homosexuality (because it failed to
teach sound doctrine on the issue) is like the majority of mainline and conservative churches in
America today. They help neither the hurting homosexual nor the misguided Christians in their
pews. The fellowship that both Sonny and I attended is representative of the healthy church in
America today: compassionate toward same-sex strugglers like Sonny, yet fully committed to the
active teaching of Biblical truth about homosexuality.

To which type of church do you give your allegiance?
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SECTION Two

RESP )

¢

’

And God said: " This is the sign of the covenant which
I make between Me and you, and every living crea-
ture that is with you, for perpetual generations: I set
My rainbow in the cloud, and it shall be for the sign
of the covenant between Me and the earth.

Genesis 9:12-13
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Introduction to Section Two

As difficult as it might be for some of us to accept, America has become a post-Judeo-Christian
society. Our culture and most of the people around us are no longer guided by Biblical presupposi-
tions.

This means, for those of us who still share “traditional values,” that our vision for
the future should look very different from that of our humanist neighbors. But what is our vision for
the future? The alarming fact is that we haven’t really articulated one.

This is understandable given that American culture was dominated by our own value system
from its beginnings until very recently. We have simply taken for granted that our values would
always prevail. Operating from this assumption, we would naturally think in terms of preserving the
status quo rather than envisioning a better future for our society. We have thus come to identify
ourselves by what we oppose in the agenda of our adversaries and to accept by default every other
social change that they introduce. It is a recipe for certain failure.

The Problem of “Conservatism”

Someone once said that conservatism and liberalism are just two speeds on the same gearbox:
conservatism is the slow speed, while liberalism is the fast speed — society continues in the same
direction in either gear.

The problem of conservatism is that its goal is to “conserve” and to preserve the status quo.
That is a laudable goal when society is strong and healthy, but not when it has become weak and
sickly. In contrast, the goal of liberalism (in theory) is to improve society through progressive change.
Never mind that the actual changes brought by liberals have in many cases wrought terrible harm to
our society, the point is that liberals succeed because they follow a pro-active vision for the future in
a way that conservatives do not.

What do we conservatives do? We “draw lines in the sand” when confronted with each new
anti-family initiative, and fight to stop the change that is envisioned by the liberals. Usually we win
the first few times, but liberals (because of their pro-active vision) are very persistent. Eventually we
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always lose, step backward a few paces, and draw a new line in the sand.

In between battles, we go home, seeing our duty as limited to “putting out fires,” as it were,
rather than fire prevention. This is the fatal flaw of conservatism. It never takes new ground; at best,
it holds what it has. Occasionally conservatives reclaim some of the ground that they have lost, but
never the whole amount, and never for very long.

In the area of protecting the institution of the family, we have seen this sad retreat continue,
year after year, for more than half a century.

The Supreme Court is an institution which glaringly displays the weakness of conservatism.
When the liberal Warren Court held sway, its hallmark was “judicial activism.” Many of the worst
anti-family policy decisions were handed down during this period, decisions which reflected not the
weight of legal and historical precedent, but the whims of the justices themselves. In more recent
years when the court became more conservative, the justices, instead of overturning the bad laws of
their predecessors, began to view these cases as settled law. Their conservatism worked to “conserve”
judicial conclusions that they themselves would never have entertained.

We see the same phenomenon in other cultural institutions as well, including the church,
which tends to accept and adopt each new anti-family cultural change, only more slowly than the rest
of society.

Adherents to the “gay” ethic have a vision for a future in which sexual license reigns and
Judeo-Christian values are entirely discredited and rejected. As history shows, their vision is a
utopian fantasy: such an ethic cannot sustain an orderly society. Yet, because they have a common
vision, they are unified in a way that we are not, and it is therefore their agenda — destructive as it is — that
guides the course of social change in America. They prevail, not because they are right, but because they have
a plan!

The solution to our problem is to reorient our pro-family movement to embrace a pro-active
vision and a plan for positive change.

Fortunately, while it is true that pro-family conservatives haven’t yet articulated a compre-
hensive pro-active vision, we can readily piece one together from the various priorities and projects
within the pro-family movement. Simply stated, our vision is to produce a nation of genuinely
family-friendly communities. This is the larger goal within which all of our more focused pursuits fall.

But what does the model family-friendly community look like? Having always taken Judeo-
Christian society for granted, we never before had to consider the question. Now we must.

If our vision were to become reality we know that we would see the institution of marriage
restored to primacy, parental rights reinvigorated, and a renewed emphasis (in public planning) on
considering how every law and policy might affect the family. The business community would design
its marketing with families in mind, not catering, as it does now, to destructive forms of self-
indulgence and hedonism.

The arts and the entertainment industry would seek to uplift and refine culture rather than to
coarsen and degrade it. The government would, whenever possible, defer to the faith community in
finding active solutions to moral and social problems. Divorce, fornication, adultery, abortion,
homosexuality, sexual diseases, drug and alcohol addiction, mental illness and criminal behavior
would all be greatly reduced. Chastity, modesty, fidelity, temperance, helpfulness, generosity,
selflessness and compassion would all be greatly increased.

Adopting a pro-active vision changes the entire complexion of the “culture war.” We no

Redeeming the Rainbow 39



longer approach each issue as a separate battle, but as part of a much larger conflict with many specific
goals. Our strategies, tactics and allocations of resources are weighed according to the requirements
of the larger conflict. Our workers and warriors do not automatically leave the field and go home at
the end of each skirmish, believing that their part is done; they stay on and simply reposition
themselves for the next campaign. Our leaders and activists gain the emotional and intellectual
benefit of a long-range view of the cultural war, and the advantage of being able to think and plan
several moves ahead.

The “evangelists” and motivators among us have an exciting picture of the future that they can
use to recruit new activists and to persuade others to our cause, while our strategists and organizers
have tangible movement-wide goals by which to coordinate and synchronize the many, varied
projects of independent groups. Every pro-family person has the opportunity to make lifestyle,
career and consumer choices in conformity with the larger pro-family vision, rather than feeling like
an insignificant dissenter, alone in the secular-humanist system.

These are all positive results of adopting a pro-active vision, but the best result is the actual
transformation of a community. That will take some work.

Wise as Serpents, Harmless as Doves

As we shift from studying the homosexual agenda to fashioning a Christian response to it, we
must make a basic change in our perspective. Our task in the first section was to understand our
cultural and spiritual opponent, the “gay” movement, by looking at its history, goals and activities
through “Christian glasses.” We needed to ground ourselves firmly in the truth of God to have
confidence that our opposition to homosexuality is both Biblical and well reasoned. We therefore
focused heavily on Scripture and discussed every issue in a thoroughly Christian context.

In this section, however, we must learn how to promote the Christian, pro-family agenda in
our society, which means we must advocate Biblical ideas to non-believers, so we must learn how to
speak in their language. We are certainly not ashamed of our Christian message, for the gospel of
Christ is “salvation to all who believe, for the Jew first and also the Greek” (Romans 1:16). However,
most Americans (including many nominal Christians) have been conditioned to disregard scriptural
authority. We must therefore establish personal credibility with them before they will listen to our
Bible quotes. Fortunately, God’s truth about family and sexuality is very logical and easy to teach in
“secular” language -- especially for the “Jew .

In the Apostle Paul’s letters, the labels “Jew” and “Greek” are used metaphorically to denote
intellectual/spiritual types. He states in 1 Corinthians 1:23 for example that “we preach Christ
crucified, unto the Jews a stumbling block, and unto the Greeks foolishness.“ Since Jews (then and
now) share many of the same presuppositions as Christians (e.g. the existence of God, His creation
of the world, our duty to obey Him) the idea of Christ as the messiah is only a stumbling block. But
to the “Greeks,” the original evolutionists whose presuppositions were far different than those of
Christians and Jews, the idea of any messiah was foolishness. Applying the metaphor in our context,
“Jews” are those who can recognize design in nature, and “Greeks” are those who can’t. It all comes
down to how we see the world.

Our task then, in a sense, is to help “Greeks” become “Jews” (i.e. to help secular humanists
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and other wrong-thinking pagans to recognize the design in creation). Thus it is very helpful that the
most “Jewish-minded” Greek of all was Aristotle, the ancient philosopher who laid the intellectual
foundation for what would later be called Natural Law. This preeminent secular thinker, whose
whole philosophy rested on the premise of a natural order, is our bridge to the “Greeks” of the
modern world.

This is the same approach as the Intelligent Design movement takes in the scientific commu-
nity to avoid theological arguments about creation vs. evolution as it seeks to restore respect for true
science. Once again Aristotle is an essential ally, because his observations about the natural order
underlie what we now call the scientific method.

This section then, emphasizes how to advocate Biblical ideas in non-religious terms, starting
with the foundational presuppositions of the Christian world view.

Some Christians may oppose the idea of making secular arguments, on the grounds that such
an approach is not sufficiently “evangelistic.” However, the fact is that the truth of God is revealed
in creation (Romans 1:18-19), and if we can help people recognize it, they will be a giant step closer
to accepting Jesus (by and through Whom all things were made -- John 1:2-3). And in the meantime,
if they begin to live in conformity with their design, their lives and our whole society will be im-

proved.
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Chapter 4:The Causes and Types of Homosexual
Disorder

At the outset of this chapter let me say that I am neither a doctor of medicine nor a
psychologist. I am not legally qualified to treat homosexual dysfunction. However, as a Christian
pastor and theologian who has researched homosexuality and the “gay” movement for over 20 years
and personally interviewed and/or observed many active and recovering homosexuals, I believe I am
competent to speak on this subject. Moreover, as an attorney and a scholar, I am fully qualified to
review and analyze scientific data related to homosexuality, a chore which my research has continu-
ally required over the years.

This chapter will be particularly subject to attack by homosexualists (proponents of the
homosexual lifestyle), because the claim that homosexuality is not disordered is a necessary prereq-
uisite to the social acceptance of the “gay” lifestyle and because many of the staunchest advocates of
the “gay” movement are prominent members of the mental health associations which have declared
that homosexuality is not a disorder. Therefore, let us first address the question of homosexual

normalcy.
Disordered or Not?: The Science in Brief

“Normalcy,” wrote Dr. Charles King “is that which functions according to its design” (King,
C.D. (1945) "The Meaning of Normal." Yale J. of Biology and Medicine, 18, 493-501). King’s
eminently logical observation parallels the Christian perspective of homosexuality which is perhaps
best summed up by Pope John Paul II, who called it an “intrinsically disordered” condition (because
it deviates from the self-evident heterosexual design of the human body). In this sense, the words
“disordered” and “abnormal” are synonymous so we will use them interchangeably here.

Further, anyone who believes that God’s design is good would naturally predict that function-
ing according to one’s design tends to produce good results, while functioning in contradiction to

one’s design tends to produce bad results. Thus, the Christian assumption is that normal is
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healthy and abnormal is unhealthy. The truth of this assumption would seem obvious, based on
simple observation. Indeed, advocates of the “gay” lifestyle reveal that they implicitly agree with the
assumption by arguing that homosexuality is innate and unchangeable. This is in fact their primary
argument.

You don’t need much scientific support to confirm the obvious (a small sample is offered
below), but if you're trying to contradict the obvious, you need a lot. Unfortunately for the
advocates of the “gay is normal” perspective, and contrary to common belief, there is very little for
them to rely upon, and that which exists is unreliable.

Dr. Jeffrey Satinover is one of the leading scholars in America on the subject of homosexual-
ity, and a prominent member of the National Association for the Research and Therapy of Homosex-
uality (NARTH). A true renaissance man, Dr. Satinover (a medical doctor) wrote an article titled
The Trojan Couch: How the Mental Health Associations Misrepresent Science, while simultaneously teaching
constitutional law at Princeton and physics at Yale! (A summary of the article is published as a
resource in Section Four of this book under the title The Falsification of Evidence Regarding Homosexuality
by Mental Health Associations.) Satinover’s article is an analysis of the scientific claims which advocates
of the “gay” community used to win two critical pro-homosexual rulings at the United States
Supreme Court: Lawrence v. Texas and Romer v. Evans. He demonstrates quite conclusively that the
most important pro-"gay” studies used to support the proposition that homosexuality is not disor-
dered are fraudulent.

Importantly, much of the data used to mislead the court is the same data that has been used
to mislead the public for decades. For example, he shows that Evelyn Hooker’s 1957 study, The
Adjustment of the Overt Male Homosexual (the only paper cited in detail on the main website of the
American Psychological Association regarding homosexual issues), was unscientifically designed to
prove the point that homosexual men did not differ from heterosexual men in psychopathology. She
used only 30 subjects from each group, eliminated any subjects who were in psychiatric therapy,
administered (without professional expertise) three standardized diagnostic tests and discarded the
results of two of them (because she didn’t like the results), and in the remaining test used her own
personal criteria to evaluate results rather than the reliable standardized test norms. Hooker was also
an ideologue, a lifelong champion of “gay” causes. Yet this study is the foundation-stone of the “science”
supporting the “gay is normal” argument, and is still the primary study used to justify the 1973 decision
of the APA to remove homosexuality from the list of mental disorders in its Diagnostic and Statistical
Manual (DSM 1V) (ibid.).

Additional, heavily-cited “proof” of “gay” normalcy is drawn from the work of Dr. Alfred
Kinsey. However, Kinsey is widely recognized today as a scientific fraud (due primarily to the
tireless efforts of Dr. Judith Reisman, who has made the exposure of Kinsey‘s duplicity to the public
-- and its destructive social consequences -- a major part of her life’s work). Satinover notes that
Kinsey has been discredited because of his unscientific selection of sample groups (he used prison
inmates and sex offenders for subjects), his badgering and bribing of subjects, and above all because
of his mission to socially legitimize aberrant sexual practices: homosexuality, pedophilia, incest and
bestiality. Kinsey had homosexual relationships with several of his associates and may also have
practiced pedophilia (certainly his experiments on children amounted to child molestation). His
surviving associates have continued to campaign for the normalization of these practices (ibid.).

Satinover shows that the rest of the scientific support for “gay normalcy” used to mislead the
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court is at best outdated, minimal and not supported by more recent data. Even worse for “gay”
apologists is the fact that several studies which they cite prove the pro-family case, not their own.

One study cited to support the claim that homosexuality is normal (Saghir and Robbins)
suffers from grave sampling flaws: homosexual subjects were selected from gay-activist groups and
screened to eliminate past psychiatric hospitalization, while heterosexuals were drawn from the
general population. Prior to this elimination, 14% of the male and 7% of the female homosexuals,
but none of the heterosexuals, had had such hospitalizations. Thus the sampling technique itself
reveals that the homosexual population had a much higher rate of psychopathology than the hetero-
sexual one. The same researchers have published other studies in which they have found homosexu-
ality to be associated with both alcoholism and a high rate of suicide.

Another body of research, the Cochran and May studies, found that homosexuals had higher
rates of suicidal symptoms and a slightly greater risk of recurring depression; they also found a
tendency to “psychiatric morbidity” which could not be explained as being caused by social discrimi-
nation alone. Susan Cochran sat on the committee which prepared one of the guild briefs for the
court, which does not mention these findings from her own published work. In combination with other
researchers, she has also done studies showing elevated rates of anxiety, mood and substance use
disorders among homosexuals and high rates of various mental health problems among lesbians and
bisexuals (ibid).

An extensive archive of scientific data may be accessed at www.narth.com, the website of the

National Association for Research and Therapy of Homosexuality. Additional material may be found
at www.familyresearchinst.org, the website of Dr. Paul Cameron. While Cameron has been the
subject of intense, unrelenting criticism (and mockery) by “gay” activists and their allies, he has
produced an impressive body of work related to the homosexual issue, much of it published in
peer-reviewed journals, and I do not believe the criticism of his work is merited on scientific
grounds.

Space does not permit even a simple list of the studies and articles which support the
pro-family position, as voluminous as it is. However, I will include here a summary of one
representative study (published with citations in Section Four under the title Fact Sheet on Homosexu-
ality and Mental Health). A government-sponsored study of 5,998 Dutch adults ages 18 to 64 was
featured in the January, 2001 issue of the journal of the American Medical Association. Specifically, the
study found that -

Compared to heterosexual men, males who engage in homosexual behavior are

® 727 percent more likely to have suffered bipolar disorders at some point in their lives, and
502 percent more likely to have done so in the last twelve months

® 718 percent more likely to have suffered obsessive-compulsive disorder in the last twelve
months, and 620 percent more likely at some point in their lives

® 632 percent more likely to have suffered agoraphobia (fear of leaving home or being in public)
in the last twelve months, and 454 percent more likely at some point in their lives

® 421 percent more likely to have suffered panic disorder, and 229 percent more likely to have
suffered social phobia at some point in their lives

® 375 percent more likely to have suffered simple phobia in the last twelve months, and 361
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percent more likely at some point in their lives

® 311 percent more likely to have suffered mood disorders at some point in their lives, and 293
percent more likely in the last twelve months

® 261 percent more likely to have suffered anxiety disorders in the last twelve months, and 267
percent more likely over the course of their lifetimes

® 270 percent more likely to have suffered two or more psychiatric disorders during their
lifetime

® 235 percent more likely to have suffered major depression at some point in their lives
Compared to heterosexual women, females who engage in homosexual behavior are

® 405 percent more likely to have suffered a substance use disorder
® 241 percent more likely to have suffered mood disorders during their lifetimes

® 209 percent more likely to have suffered two or more mental disorders during their lifetimes

As summarized by the researchers, “[t]he findings support the assumption that people with
same-sex behavior are at greater risk for psychiatric disorders.” Lest the reader assume that the
mental health problems identified here result from general societal disapproval and/or stigmatization
of homosexual behavior, it must be noted the country from whose population the participants were
drawn, the Netherlands, is generally considered the most tolerant and homosexual-affirming in the
world.

Disordered, But Changeable

One of the most interesting aspects of the public debate on homosexuality is the position that
the “gays” have taken on the question of whether homosexuals can change. They ridicule the very
notion of recovery, and they do this so consistently and so aggressively that the idea of homosexual
immutability has become a sort of untouchable dogma of the “gay” movement and its allies.
However, their insistence flies in the face of reality.

First, the existence of many thousands of self-identified former homosexuals in society today,
some of them organized into advocacy groups to lobby for ex-“gay“ rights, by itself demolishes the
“gay” immutability argument. Exodus International (www.exodus-international.org), and PFOX
(Parents and Friends of Ex-Gays and Gays - www.pfox.org) are two of the better known ex-"gay”
organizations among dozens.

Instead of conceding the point, however, the “gay” movement insists that these men and
women are still homosexuals living under a delusion of being straight (despite the fact that many
ex-“gays” are now married with children). They have even created an “Ex-Gay Watch” organization
which monitors recovering homosexuals for signs of wavering, and exults whenever one of them falls
back into homosexuality (like the old crowd at the pub cheering when one of their former pals “falls
off the wagon” and returns to alcoholism). It is a bizarre aspect of a movement which itself demands
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and depends on public tolerance for alternative lifestyles.

Second, as we have noted above, homosexuality is the condition of being sexually attracted
to persons of the same gender, in contradiction to the self-evident heterosexual design of the body.
Even if the homosexual orientation were to be shown to have a biological cause (which is not the
case), how could it ever be considered abnormal or impossible for “homosexual” people to be
reoriented back to conformity with their physical design?

Advocates for “gay rights” might reasonably argue that homosexuality is a disorder very
difficult to treat, and therefore tolerance for its sufferers is simply the humane position of an
enlightened society. (We might then be able to have a civilized dialogue about the meaning of
tolerance in such a situation.) But to claim (against the evidence) that homosexuality is a permanent
and untreatable condition, when its defining characteristic is a form of voluntary sexual behavior
which any person at any time could choose to embrace, is an insult to intelligence.

This brings our focus again to the definition of “homosexuality” as same-sex attraction (SSA).
In Section Four we have published a Fact Sheet on Same Sex Attraction and Immutability (with citations)
which addresses the scientific questions we have addressed in this chapter. To be fair, “gay” activists
have references to support their claims that homosexuality is innate, but the majority of their
“research” suffers from serious methodological errors, and the rest actually contradict the gay
activists” claims. In contrast, numerous trustworthy studies have found that SSA is not a stable
condition. The majority of those who experience SSA during adolescence find the problem has
disappeared by the time they reach 25 without any intervention. Importantly, research has also
documented the benefits of therapy and in fact, a study specifically designed to document the damage
done by therapy to treat SSA found that a number of subjects reported being helped by the therapy.

Causes of Homosexual Self-Identification

If same-sex attraction is so demonstrably overcome by some people, why do others define
themselves as “homosexuals” and insist that they cannot change?

Importantly, no one is or has ever been “homosexual” in the way that “gay” activists use the
term. They portray homosexuality and heterosexuality to be two separate, independent and
mutually-exclusive states of being: that a person is either one or the other (they ignore bi-sexuality
in this context because it doesn’t fit their model). In reality, all human beings (with the exception
of hermaphrodites, born with both sets of genitals as the result of a genetic abnormality) are
heterosexual people capable of indulging in any one or more of the various forms of sexual deviance,
including homosexuality. A “homosexual” is just a heterosexual person who experiences same-sex
attraction and chooses to embrace this condition as the defining aspect of his or her life.

In my experience, there are three reasons that people “become homosexual” -- childhood
sexual abuse, gender identity confusion and rebellion against authority.

Sexual Abuse

Childhood sexual abuse is probably the most common cause of homosexual self-identifica-
tion. Children are deeply traumatized by sexual abuse and this trauma often results in the adoption
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of a homosexual lifestyle as an adult. Though unscientific, a review of the autobiographies of “gay”
leaders is enough to confirm this assertion. A large number of them report homosexual molestation
by an adult during their childhood or early adolescence, from the German “grandfather of the ‘gay’
movement,” Karl Heinrich Ulrichs, to the father of the American “gay” movement, Harry Hay, and
many of the leading activists of the past half-century. Significantly, however, in the case of many of
those who do later adopt a homosexual identity, these early sexual encounters are not characterized
as abuse or molestation, but more often as “consensual” sex.

While abuse is a common factor in male homosexuality, the correlation of childhood sexual
molestation with adult lesbianism is almost universal, in my opinion and that of many people who
have ministered to or professionally observed women who identify themselves as lesbians. In their
cases, however, the molestations are far more often perpetrated by men than by women and are
almost never later characterized as consensual. Virtually every lesbian I have ever known personally
was sexually molested by a man when she was a child or early adolescent. In fact, it is not
unreasonable to define these women’s later adult lesbianism as a retreat from the company of men.
The Greek legend of the Island of Lesbos lends credence to this conclusion: Lesbos was a female
sanctuary where men were not allowed. Such sanctuary communities are not uncommon even today.

Of course, childhood sexual abuse does not always result in homosexual self-identification as
an adult. There are many adult survivors of such attacks who never adopt a homosexual lifestyle.
However, the percentages of those who have is quite high. Social commentator Clayton Cramer cites
a few studies in a blog entry of February 20, 2008 (www.claytoncramer.com) under the title “Sexual
Abuse and Adult Homosexuality”:

There's a surprising number of journal articles about this subject. The abstracts
alone are pretty telling. Lynda S. Doll, "Self-Reported Childhood and Adolescent

Sexual Abuse among Adult Homosexual and Bisexual Men," Child Abuse and Ne-
glect: The International Journal, v16 n6 p855-64 Nov-Dec 1992:

This study of 1,001 adult homosexual and bisexual men found that 37% reported
they had been encouraged or forced to have sexual contact with an older or more

powerful partner before age 19. Median age at first contact was 10. Ninety-three
percent of participants reporting early sexual contact were classified as sexually

abused...

Beitchman JH, Zucker K], Hood JE, daCosta GA, Akman D, Cassavia E., "A review

of the long—term effects of child sexual abuse," Child Abuse Negl. 1992:16(1):101-
18:

Adult women with a history of childhood sexual abuse show greater evidence of
sexual disturbance or dysfunction, homosexual experiences in adolescence or adult-
hood, depression, and are more likely than nonabused women to be revictimized.
By the same authors: "A review of the short-term effects of child sexual abuse,"
Child Abuse Negl. 1991;15(4):537-56:

This is the first of a two-part report that critically evaluates empirical studies on the

short- and long—term effects of child sexual abuse. With the exception of sexualized
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behavior, the majority of short-term effects noted in the literature are symptoms
that characterize child clinical samples in general. Among adolescents, commonly
reported sequelae include sexual dissatisfaction, promiscuity, homosexuality, and an

increased risk for revictimization.

Gender Identity Confusion

The second most common cause of homosexuality which I have observed is gender identity
confusion. The scientists and therapists of NARTH have pioneered studies into this phenomenon and
have published a number of informative articles on the subject on their website. My layman’s
summary of the phenomenon is as follows:

A newborn child only slowly becomes aware of its identity as a person separate from its
mother, but eventually understands that he or she and Mom are separate people. Only later,
somewhere around the age of 18 months, the child discovers that there are two kinds of people:
Mommies and Daddies, females and males. He or she then moves to the question, “Which am [?”
Normally, the child quickly and correctly identifies its own gender and begins to model itself on the
parent of the same sex. But some children draw the wrong conclusion and begin to model themselves
on the opposite-sex parent. It is theorized that this is caused by emotional insecurity about the
same-sex parent, as would be the case with a boy whose father is an alcoholic who beats the mother,
or when the mother is extremely dominating and the father is very passive. The child then says to
himself, in essence, “I can’t be like him. I must be like Mommy.” Then, instead of modeling himself
on the masculine gender -- learning to walk, talk and act like Daddy -- he copies the feminine example
of Mommy.

There’s nothing sexual about gender identity confusion in its early stages, but in later years,
as boys and girls begin to approach puberty and change the way in which they interact with each
other, those with this disorder view sexuality with a disoriented perspective. The incorrect gender
identity causes the boy (for example) to approach sex as if he were a girl, orienting himself toward
males as the objects of his sexual interest. In this way the identity disorder becomes sexualized,

though at first it was not.
Rebellion Against Authority

The third and least common cause of homosexuality is rebellion against “authority,” or what
philosopher Herbert Marcuse once characterized as “the repressive order of procreative sexuality.”
In this country, the rebellion commonly directed at parents by teenagers can take the form of
“coming out,” simply because it gets the biggest reaction (and because the child can usually count on
outside support -- from pro-“gay” school personnel, for example). It is also an attention-getting
statement to peers and for some children, it gives them a coveted social persona as daringly different
and iconoclastic. However, once the statement is made, the behavior, the “reputation” and the
powerful small-group support and acceptance close in to lock the child into the new identity.

It is a simple a fact that some homosexuals admit that homosexuality, however and whenever
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entered into, is a choice made by them, and this is also logically true for everyone who identifies as
“bisexual.”

Types of Sexual Disorientation

The “gay” movement promotes itself as a coalition of “sexual minorities:” Lesbian, “Gay,”
Bisexual and Transgendered (LGBT). “Transgendered”is a category that includes all people who seck
to change their physical appearance to that of the opposite gender from which they were born. It
includes both transvestites, who limit their gender alteration to clothing and cosmetic changes, and
transsexuals, who have their bodies surgically altered to resemble those of the opposite sex.

One day, while pondering the relationship between homosexuality and transgenderism, I was
reminded of Genesis 1:27, in which God explains that He created all human beings in His image as
male and female (i.e.. “His image” is both halves taken together). I have often sermonized on this
topic: that He created us not just as two genders, man and woman, but that each of us, regardless of
physical gender, is intended to have a balance of masculine and feminine qualities. Jesus Himself
exhibited this principle in His earthly ministry: on one hand comparing himself to a “mother hen”
wanting to protect Jerusalem under her wings (Matthew 23:37) and on the other forcefully driving
the money changers from the temple with a whip that he made with His own hands (John 2:15).

Naturally, men tend to have more masculine qualities -- task orientation, aggression, risk-
taking, for example -- and women tend to have more feminine qualities, such as relationship
orientation, nurturing and security-mindedness, but each of us has some of both. It’s what allows
men and women to understand and appreciate each other and to cooperate in family life and the
raising of children.

Society’s failure to understand and respect this principle has been the source of many
problems, such as when men scorn their own moderating feminine qualities in favor of a destructive
ultra-masculine “machismo” or other devaluation of females and femininity. Consider modern
China, where the customary killing of girl babies has created a gender imbalance of 30 million extra
boys who will be without wives. Contempt for the feminine is clearly not the Biblical view, though
many professing Christians over the centuries have held it.

In the United States, the blame for the rise of militant secular feminism can be laid squarely
at the feet of an earlier generation of American men who abused their masculine authority to mistreat
women, on the theory that they were inferior. The secular feminism that has arisen in response to
men’s failures is equally destructive to social health (but that’s a topic for another book).

The Biblical view is that men and women are equal in value, different in function (e.g.
Galatians 3:28, Ephesians 5). This principle is the essence of heterosexuality: a balance of the
complimentary forms and qualities inherent in our male/female duality. The principle sounds almost
Taoist (perhaps an indication of its universality), but is solidly Biblical. Men and women are made to
fit together, in every sense of the word.

From this starting point, it struck me that a whole new understanding of homosexual and
transgender disorientation becomes possible. They are both the result of gender imbalance and can
be plotted on a scale that measures the degree of imbalance.
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The Scale of Gender Balance

Let us envision a seven point scale in which the center represents gender normalcy and the
ends represent extremes of masculine and feminine imbalance. Gender normalcy (GN) is the state
of having a close to even balance of masculinity and femininity -- not a perfectly even balance, which
would amount to androgyny, but just enough of an imbalance to cause the average man to be more

masculine than the average woman and vice versa.
Extreme Masculinity------------------- ( GN R Extreme Femininity

Gender normalcy itself encompasses a range of slight gender imbalance. We all know men
and women who are more masculine or feminine than the average. What makes them normal,
despite their greater than average imbalance is that they function according to their heterosexual
design. They are attracted to the opposite sex and in fact often choose a spouse whose own degree
of imbalance is the reverse of theirs (e.g. a very feminine woman marrying a very masculine man).

For various reasons, including those listed in the prior segment, a person can suffer gender
imbalance severe enough to harm their sense of gender identity. The more pronounced the
imbalance, the more psychologically affected the person will be. This range of unhealthy gender
imbalance encompasses all of the various so-called sexual minorities, which can be plotted on the
scale based on the degree of gender imbalance they represent.

For example, the most severe gender imbalance in men to the effeminate side is represented
in the category we call transsexuals.

MaleTranssexuals: Men Imbalanced to the Feminine Extreme

Extreme Masculinity------------------- ( GN Y- Extreme Femininity
Male to Female Transsexual (MTYS)

What defines a male-to-female transsexual? A complete rejection of masculine identity. The
identification with the feminine side is so complete that the man will hire a surgeon to remove his
penis, replace it with an artificial vagina, and fit him with breast implants: this is a male to female
transsexual (MTS). This person (who will always remain genetically male) is at the furthest feminine
extreme of the gender imbalance scale. He has completely rejected masculinity and all that it
represents.

Female Transsexuals: Women Imbalanced to the Masculine Extreme:

Extreme Masculinity-------------------- ( GN Y- Extreme Femininity
Female to Male Transsexual (FTS)

What defines a female-to-male transsexual? Exactly the reverse process to the male transsex-
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ual. The woman so completely rejects her feminine nature that she wants to “become a man.” Since
this is genetically impossible, she pursues the next best thing: cosmetic surgery to make her body look
like that of a man.

Transvestites

What is a transvestite? A transvestite is a person whose gender imbalance is severe enough to
cause him or her to want to be perceived by others as the opposite gender. A Male Transvestite
(MTV) will dress as a woman, and a Female Transvestite (FTV) will dress as a man. The imbalance
is not so extreme that the person will seek cosmetic surgery, and he or she may actually spend most
of their time clothed appropriately for their sex, but their sense of gender identity is disordered and
manifests in an attempt to masquerade as the opposite sex on a part-time or full-time basis.

Extreme Masculinity-------------------- ( GN )-mm e Extreme Femininity
(FTS) Female Transvestite (FTV) Male TransvestiteMTV)  (MTS)

Effeminate Male Homosexuals and Masculine Female Homosexuals

The next, less severe form of gender disorder in men is Effeminate Male Homosexuality
(EMH). A man in this category acts much like a woman. He doesn’t dress in women’s clothing or
change himself with surgery, but there is no mistaking that his sense of gender identity leans strongly
to the feminine. This is the “classic” male homosexual type, in many ways a caricature of womanhood;
this is the type of homosexual most likely to come to mind when one hears the term “gay man.” Some
of this is due to media stereotyping, but it is also self-evident that a homosexual man acting like a
woman will stand out more than a homosexual man with more masculine leanings.

The parallel form of gender disorder in women is Masculine Female Homosexuality (MFH).
A woman of this type acts like a man. She doesn’t necessarily dress in men’s clothing, although she
might. The social taboo regarding women dressing like men is much less pronounced than for men
dressing like women, so it is difficult to draw a line between the outward manifestation of female
transvestites and lesbians in the same way it can be drawn between that of effeminate homosexual
men and male transvestites. In addition, female gender identity disorder is much more based on fear
and rejection of one’s own gender than on attraction to and identification with one’s opposite
gender. A woman in this category fits most people’s idea of a lesbian, a slightly masculine-acting
woman whose gender disorder manifests itself in same-sex attraction but not in a complete rejection
of her femininity.
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Our scale is getting a little crowded, so we will divide it by gender, but it remains the same
scale for both females and males.

WOMEN

Extreme Masculinity------------------- ( GN )-mmm e Extreme Femininity
(FTS) (FTV) (MFH) Lesbian Fems (LF)

MEN

Extreme Masculinity------------------- ( GN )-mmm e Extreme Femininity
”Gay” Bullies (EMH) (MTV) (MTY)

The Hidden Sexual “Minorities”

So far on our scale of gender imbalance we have plotted the “sexual minorities” that are most
visible in our society, but there is another full side to the spectrum that is not as obvious to the casual
observer. This side includes the categories of gender disorder in which the individuals are afflicted
with an absence of the gender qualities associated with the opposite sex: men with too little of the

feminine, and women with too little of the masculine.

“GAY” BULLIES AND LESBIAN SISSIES
Masculine Homosexual Men, AKA “Gay” Bullies.

Moving toward the opposite extreme of the scale, the male categories are measured by their
degree of rejection of females and femininity. These are masculine-oriented homosexual men. The
existence of this type of homosexual comes as a shock to some people. When they think of
homosexuals, they think of effeminate men who act like women, but, in my observation, there are
at least as many masculine-leaning homosexuals as there are effeminate ones.

But these are not simply masculine men, they are anti-feminine men. Importantly, they are
less against women per se than against effeminacy -- especially in other men. The further one tends
to the masculine extreme, the greater his rejection of and hostility towards effeminacy. (In my
observation, effeminate homosexuality and transgenderism seems to be a product of childhood gender
identity disorder as described above, while masculine-oriented homosexuality in men seems to be a
product of childhood or adolescent sexual abuse.)

The first category therefore is the classic “gay” bully, and his victims are often effeminate
homosexuals. It is very common to hear “gay” activists refer to these “gay bashers” as “latent

Redeeming the Rainbow 53



homosexuals, and I believe they are correct, though I suspect that many of these men are not latent,
but active (though often self-loathing) homosexuals.

Lesbian Fems, AKA “Lipstick Lesbians”

Gender imbalance, when it crosses the line from gender normalcy, is not just an over-
abundance of the qualities of one gender. As we observed above, it is also a rejection of the
complimentary qualities of the opposite gender. This results in an unhealthy manifestation of the
remaining gender qualities. In men it is most obvious in the level of aggression. In women, it is most
obvious in the approach to interpersonal relationships. The greater the imbalance toward the
feminine extreme, the greater the degree of emotional dependence on other people, especially the
romantic partner or partners. This is often reflected in intense jealousy and possessiveness among
lesbian partners, leading frequently to domestic violence.

“Lipstick lesbians” are lesbians who want to appear feminine, but who don’t want to be
romantically or sexually involved with men. As with the men who occupy a parallel position on the
male scale, the “gay” bullies, they tend to blend into society. No one really notices a lesbian who is
dressing and acting like a woman, or a “gay” man who is dressing and acting like a man. These are
the “invisible” homosexuals who, if they are activist-minded, often can play the part of secret agents
in the pursuit of “gay” political goals. No one knows they are homosexual unless they intentionally
reveal themselves. These women commonly enter “heterosexual mimicking” relationships with
“butch” lesbians, who take the role of the man.

SUPER-MACHOS AND MONSTERS, DOORMATS AND SLAVES
Super-Machos

Along with a rejection of effeminacy, comes a loss of the feminine-associated qualities that
serve to moderate male behavior. The less influenced a man is by these moderating qualities, the
more aggressive, even brutal he becomes. This is not to say that gender normal men cannot be
“ultra-masculine.” Some are, but usually their attraction to women creates an incentive for these men
to moderate their behavior to be more acceptable to women (the characters often played by the actor
John Wayne come to mind here).

In contrast, Super-Machos are both ultra-masculine and anti-feminine to the point of misog-
yny. They actively reject the moderating influences of the feminine as weakness and cultivate a
persona of brutal forcefulness. The best examples of this type were the male homosexuals of the Nazi
Sturmabteilung, also known as the Brownshirts. Many people wonder how the Nazis could have been
homosexual, when homosexuals were among the targets of their brutal social engineering policies.
The secret is that many of the Nazi leaders were masculine-oriented homosexuals, while many of
their political enemies in the German Communist Party were effeminate homosexuals.

A brief summary of the homosexual movement in Germany is in order. Karl Heinrich
Ulrichs, the German “grandfather of gay rights,” was an effeminate homosexual who invented the
“third sex” theory of homosexuality in the 1860’s. This theory, which held that all homosexual men
were really women trapped inside men’s bodies, provided the philosophical foundation for the
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now-global “gay rights” movement (by casting homosexuality as a psychological condition deserving
sympathy rather than a moral weakness). His organization, the Scientific-Humanitarian Committee,
eventually spawned the Berlin Institute of Sexology, which served as the international center of the
effeminate faction of the homosexual movement until it was closed down by Hitler shortly after he
came to power. (Its records, including documentation of the perversions of many Nazi leaders,
provided much of the fuel for the first Nazi “book-burning” party, May 10, 1933, the film of which
is so often included in documentaries about the period.)

The masculine-oriented homosexuals were deeply insulted by Ulrichs’ theory and created
their own counter-faction of the German “gay” movement in 1902, called the Gemeinschaft der Eigene
(Community of the Elite). This movement was the birthplace of many of the philosophies and
practices that would later be associated with Nazism, and it was from this movement that many of
the early Nazi leaders and foot soldiers sprang. (See Lively, Scott and Abrams, Kevin The Pink
Swastika: Homosexuality in the Nazi Party, 4th Edition, published online at www.defendthefamily.com.)

In the present day, as they have historically, Super-Machos tend to seek out what the Nazis
called the mannerbund (all-male society): motorcycle gangs, military units (another good reason to
oppose “gays” in the military), mercenary forces, prisons, monastic orders (one of the reasons for the
Catholic pederasty scandals -- though for obvious reasons priests usually try to mask rather than flaunt
their masculinity), and terrorist organizations (which are notoriously rife with pederasty -- which is
adult/young teen homosexuality).

Monsters

At the furthest extreme of the scale are men whose gender imbalance has left them without
any hint of feminine restraint. Fortunately there are few of them, because they are capable of the
worst atrocities. Many of the guards of the Nazi extermination camps were of this type. In our
society, such men have often been responsible for mass murders, serial killings, torture slayings, and
the like. They seem less like men than like animals to us, since we recognize that a fully human nature

is made up of complementary, balancing and mutually restraining male and female components.
Doormats & Slaves

The final categories in the scale represent escalating degrees of the dependency phenomenon
in women. These are women who are deeply emotionally dependent on their (usually) lesbian
partners or male partners, to the point of neurosis. Lacking all but a trace of the masculine in their
personality, they are virtually unable to assert themselves. In the most extreme examples, they live
as the literal slaves of their partners. These partnerships often include or are based upon sexual
bondage and domination and/or sadism and masochism (BDSM). Significantly, due to the super-
submissive nature of these women, they are frequently bi-sexual, since it is extremely difficult for
them to withhold consent from anyone, male or female, who gains a position of authority over them
in the context of a romantic or sexual relationship.

Redeeming the Rainbow 55



WOMEN

Extreme Masculinity------------------- ( GN Yoo Extreme Femininity
(FTS) (FTV) (MFH) Lesbian Fems (LF) Doormats Slaves
MEN
Extreme Masculinity------------------- ( GN )-mmmmm e Extreme Femininity

Monsters Super-Machos "Gay” Bullies (EMH) (MTV) (MTS)
Conclusion

Allow me to reiterate at this point that this scale of gender imbalance is my own invention,
based solely upon my observations and analysis. It is not the product of controlled scientific studies,
nor has it been reviewed or endorsed by medical or psychiatric professionals. I wouldn’t be surprised
to find something similar in the scientific literature, because I believe these observations are not only
intuitive but objectively accurate, but I have not yet found such a source, nor am I searching for one.
I believe this scale stands on its own as a reasonable and logical model of homosexual/transgender
dysfunction.

In terms of the Biblical support for these ideas, we find them in two areas. First, in the
recognition of multiple categories of homosexual dysfunction. This includes 1 Corinthians 6:9-10,
“...[b]e not deceived: neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effeminate, nor abusers
of themselves with mankind [sodomites], nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor
extortioners, shall inherit the kingdom of God.” Note that Paul differentiates “sodomites” from
“effeminate” which may be taken either as a reference to masculine and feminine-oriented male
homosexuals, or to homosexual and transgendered men, or both. It also includes Old Testament
passages addressing “dogs” (male, probably effeminate, homosexual prostitutes; see Deuteronomy
23:18). Masculine oriented homosexuality (recognized by its predatory nature) is seen in Genesis 19
(the story of Sodom and Gomorrah) and Judges 19 (the homosexuality-related incident that sparked
the Benjamite civil war).

Second, we find a firm Biblical opposition to the confusion of gender, beyond what is implied
by Genesis 1:27. Deuteronomy 22:5 reads “The woman shall not wear that which pertains to a man,
neither shall a man put on a woman’s garment: for all that do so are abomination unto the LORD thy
God.” As always when dealing with statutory Biblical law, we note that while the letter of the law
may not always be applicable in a modern context (see Romans 7:6), the principle of the law is
constant and binding, in this case reflecting the fact that gender distinctions matter to God. This
principle is specifically reaffirmed throughout the New Testament as well (e.g. 1 Corinthians
11:14-15 as to physical appearance, Matthew 19:4 as to gender identity).
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Chapter Five:The History, Goals & Strategy
of the Homosexual Movement

At the heart of our cultural war over morality is the conflict between two irreconcilable views
of sexuality. On one side stands the natural law perspective, embodied for most people in America
by what we would call the Judeo-Christian sexual ethic: monogamous heterosexual marriage and the
natural family. This is not to disregard those natural law adherents who are neither Jewish nor
Christian, because the natural law perspective is common to every right-thinking person. For the
purposes of our discussion these, too, share the Judeo-Christian sexual ethic.

On the other stands the “gay” ethic of sexual license. Sexual license in the simplest sense is
merely the social acceptance of sex outside of marriage, but in its fullest sense it includes all forms of
sexual deviance.

These opposing views are entirely incompatible and contradictory. It is easy to see that the
institution of marriage cannot thrive in a society where sexual indulgence has become a fundamental
value. Men in such a society will have small incentive to assume the burdens associated with lifelong,
faithful marriage and fatherhood, since they are surrounded by sexually promiscuous and available
women. Nor will they do the hard work to make their marriage and family relationships successful
and deeply fulfilling to themselves, since they are distracted by a pervasive cultural message that
fulfillment lies in sexual gratification alone.

Thus there is a relatively simple explanation for how we have arrived at this point of moral
crisis in American society and why a disproportionate share of the blame must be ascribed to the “gay”
movement. Though many Americans now espouse, to a greater or lesser extent, the principle of
sexual license, they are still easily able to co-exist with the Judeo-Christian marriage-and-family
norm. It is primarily the activists of the “gay” movement who require the elimination of Biblical
morality and of the primacy of the natural family to achieve social legitimacy for themselves.
Therefore they have been the most aggressive and highly motivated instigators of change to the norm.

For example, it was Alfred Kinsey, the in-the-closet “gay” activist, who launched the sexual
revolution in 1948 with his statistically fraudulent Sexual Behavior in the Human Male and its promotion

of “outlet” or recreational sex. As former Kinsey co-worker, Gershon Legman, acknowledged,
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“Kinsey’s not-very-secret intention was to ‘respectablize’ homosexuality and certain sexual perver-
sions” (Marrota, Toby, The Politics of Homosexuality, Houghton Mifflin C., 1981, p. 340. But it was
also to de-normalize the Judeo-Christian sexual ethic, which Kinsey audaciously accused of having a
detrimental effect on society. (For an excellent treatise on Kinsey and the destructive consequences
of his work see Kinsey: Crimes and Consequences, The Institute for Media Education, 2000, by Dr. Judith
Reisman).

However, Kinsey was not the founder or even the instigator of the “gay” movement.
A Brief History of the “Gay” Movement

This section is drawn in large part from The Pink Swastika (op. cit.) which extensively chroni-
cles both the early years of the German “gay” movement and the rise of the American “gay” movement
through the early 1990s. The assertions made here are extensively documented in that publication,

which may be accessed online at www.defendthefamily.com.
The German Roots

The modern homosexual movement began in Germany in the 1860’s when German lawyer
Karl Heinrich Ulrichs (the “Grandfather of Gay Rights“) began to organize homosexuals into a
political network to work for the repeal of Paragraph 175 of the German legal code, which criminal-
ized sodomy. Ulrichs, having been molested at the age of fourteen by his riding instructor, adopted
a homosexual identity as an adult, and worked tirelessly to legitimize his lifestyle through every
available means. He invented the “third sex” theory of homosexuality, rooted in occultism, which
held that male homosexuals (Urnings) were women trapped in men’s bodies, and that lesbians
(Dailings) were men trapped in women’s bodies. He labeled the community of all homosexuals
(both Urnings and Dailings) Uranians, a term he borrowed from Plato’s Symposium, in which
homosexual activity was said to fall under the protection of Urania, the ninth muse in the Greek
Pantheon.

Ulrichs also created the first homosexual political organization, the Scientific-Humanitarian
Committee (SHC). The term “homosexual” was coined by Ulrich’s associate, Karl Maria Kertbenny
in 1869. The SHC became an extremely powerful organization over the following decades, especially
after Ulrich’s successor Magnus Hirschfeld launched the Berlin Institute of Sexology. The Institute
became the national authority on sexual deviance (despite being run by deviants), and many persons
convicted of sexual crimes (including a large number of Nazi Party members and leaders) were sent
there for treatment. Hirschfeld himself coined the term “transvestite.”

As noted in the prior chapter, the German “gay” movement, dominated almost entirely by
men, was divided between the effeminate homosexuals, led by Hirschfeld, and masculine homosex-
uals led at first by Adolf Brand of the Gemeinschaft der Eigenen (“Community of the Elite”) and later by
early leaders of the Nazi Party.

Both factions of the movement, while violently opposed to each other, campaigned aggres-
sively for the rejection of Judeo-Christian morality, and by the 1920’s German society, especially in
the larger cities, experienced a wave of widespread sexual perversion. Ironically, Adolf Hitler
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benefited from a cultural backlash to this phenomenon by posing as a moralist strongly opposed to
homosexuality. He did in fact opportunistically condemn “homosexuality,” a term which at that time
was almost exclusively associated with the effeminate type of same-sex relationships. The masculine
faction (to which Hitler and many of the Nazi leaders and foot soldiers belonged) referred to its form
of same-sex relations as “the love of friends.” This is not to suggest that Hitler was ever open about
his lifestyle; he took great pains to hide it from the people, including the elimination of nearly every
living person who had knowledge of his proclivities, which he accomplished through the bloody
purge known as The Night of the Long Knives in 1934.

During the years in which the Nazi Party was rising to power, Germany’s largest “gay” rights
organization was the Society for Human Rights, which boasted Nazi SA Chief (and Hitler’s close
friend) Ernst Roehm as one of its most prominent members. Roehm was killed during the Night of
the Long Knives, when Hitler pretended to eliminate all homosexuality from his party. The actual
purpose of the purge was not to eliminate homosexuality but to eliminate evidence of its existence
in the party and to appease a powerful anti-Roehm political faction; in reality, the purge was
conducted largely by homosexuals. Nevertheless, this incident was a major setback for the public “gay
rights” movement, which then went mostly, but not entirely, underground in Germany until after
the war.

The American Branch

The first openly homosexual organization in the United States was a chapter of the Society for
Human Rights. It was launched in Chicago in 1924 by a German-American soldier named Henry
Gerber who had served in Germany after World War I. The organization was disbanded after Gerber
and two other leaders were arrested on charges of sexually molesting boys. Gerber escaped jail by
bribing the judge, and went underground but remained active both as a pederast and a political
activist. He passed his dream of an American homosexual movement to one of his young conquests,
Champ Simmons, who in turn, as an adult homosexual, passed it on to one of his own sexual
“partners,” a boy named Harry Hay.

Hay is today known as the “father” of the American homosexual movement. On August 10,
1948, at the tail end of an eighteen-year stint as a Communist Party leader, Hay began to organize a
group that would be called the Mattachine Society (ibid:132). Not until the spring of 1951 did it
receive its name, but from the beginning it was seen as a vehicle to destroy social restraints against
homosexuality in American culture (J. Katz:412f). The name Mattachine was taken from “medieval
Renaissance French...secret fraternities of unmarried townsmen” (ibid. 4120). The organization’s
stated agenda was to preserve the “right to privacy.” Like most of the early leaders of the American
“gay” movement, Hay was an advocate of homosexual pedophilia and pederasty (adult/teen sex).

It is likely that Hay secretly collaborated with Alfred Kinsey, but we have no proof of this
connection. However, the advisory board of Hay’s Mattachine Society at one time included
influential Kinsey co-worker, Wardell Pomeroy (infamous for his book Boys and Sex, which in part
legitimizes sex with animals, and which I myself unfortunately read at the age of 12).

Harry Hay and the Mattachine Society spawned large-scale political and social activism among
homosexuals. Highly motivated activists began to operate in groups patterned after communist cells,
each a “secret fraternity” whose members were bound by their common vice. As Hay stated in a later
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interview, “[we wanted to] keep them underground and separated so that no one group could ever
know who all the other members were” (J. Katz, Gay American History, 410). Slowly at first, from
innumerable obscure sources, came theories, public statements and actions in support of the social
acceptance of homosexuality.

Unfortunately, the nature of secret societies makes research on their activities difficult.
However, we know two things for certain: first that the goal of the “gay” movement was to legitimize
homosexuality in society, and second, that a growing network of political cell groups was working to
achieve that goal. The following events thus assume greater significance when taken together in
chronological order than when viewed alone.

On the heels of Kinsey and Hay came Hugh Hefner, who in 1953 launched Playboy magazine,
and with it the modern pornography industry. Hefner‘s initial target audience was the very
generation of young men to whom Kinsey had been speaking on his college lecture circuit. “Hefner
himself has been quoted as saying that if Kinsey were the researcher of the sexual revolution, he
(Hefner) was Kinsey’s pamphleteer” wrote Dr. Judith Reisman (private letter to the author, May 1,
2009). She adds,

[ think it’s important to...make it clear that Hefner was himself a typically sexually
restrained, virginal, 1950s American college male until he READ Kinsey. Kinsey
revolutionarized Hefner who then wrote his college paper on Kinsey, calling for a
gutting of our sex laws, bringing Joe College into the sexual change agent role for
the first time in history... That Hefner set himself the mission of being Kinsey’s pam-
phleteer is vital since this launched the sexual revolution, with the funding and cred-
ibility of the Rockefeller Foundation behind Kinsey. Remember, Hefner promoted
sex with children...as well as male impotence and homosexuality (via lesbian imag-
es) from the very beginning. EVERYTHING Kinsey/Rockefeller aimed for has been
advocated, funded, supported by Hefner’s Playboy and all of those that followed.
All is based on rendering male society impotent (without power) in its own civilized
masculinity. Just as Hitler pushed the super, macho man in order to control him, so
too did Hefner, Kinsey. All males are made impotent when they cannot function in
families with wives, women and children to defend and protect. (For more on Kin-
sey, visit Dr. Reisman’s website at www.drjudithreisman.com).

One wouldn’t automatically recognize Playboy as a tool of “gay” social engineering, but it was
and is precisely that. Indeed, Dr. Reisman argues that all pornography is essentially homosexual
because it is in fact created by men for the sexual gratification of other men. On a more practical
level, the existence of a thriving pornography industry serves the “gay” cause by morally corrupting
the men who use it, making them less likely to oppose homosexuality on moral grounds and more
likely to support public policies which legitimize sexual hedonism. Exposure to pornography,
especially at a young age, can also be a gateway into the “gay” lifestyle itself.

In the same manner, the cause of sexual license is advanced by a successful abortion industry.
The choice to kill their unborn children morally compromises both men and women (making them
unwilling to criticize choices to engage in other forms of immoral behavior), and ensures that the
outcome of an unwanted child will not be a lasting deterrent to those who have chosen sexual
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“freedom” over family. This explains why homosexuals, who by definition cannot conceive children
together, are among the most militant advocates of abortion on demand.

We can see, then, that at least in a conceptual sense, what seem like separate and independent
battlefronts of the culture war are really a single one. The “gay” ethic is a Hydra whose many heads
are “gay” rights, serial marriages, abortion, pornography and other sex-related social iniquities. Our
task, as people who seek to restore the primacy of the family, is to slay this ideological serpent of
sexual libertinism, even as we continue to battle each of its lethal heads.

Why have we identified sexual license as the “gay” ethic, when its most destructive aspects
seem to be associated with heterosexual behavior? It is because the culpability of “gays” relative to the
spreading effects of sexual license in society is akin to that which we assign to drug pushers, even

though it is the addicts themselves who destroy their own communities through criminal behavior.
The Downward Spiral

The introduction of sexual indulgence as a social norm inevitably initiates a downward moral
spiral in a culture. In our own society, the selling of the idea of guiltless recreational sex to young
college-age men in the 1950s created a “market” for immodest and sexually adventurous young
women, which in turn helped to legitimize the idea of female promiscuity. In the 1960s, once
immodesty and promiscuity had become acceptable for some women, the pressure increased for all
women to adopt these behaviors in competing for the attentions of men. This was especially true of
the youngest of marriage-age women of that generation, whose personal morals and values had been
influenced by a decade of sex-saturated pop culture.

The wholesale entrance of women into the world of sexual “freedom” created a number of
societal demands: the “liberation” of women from social expectations about marriage and child-
rearing through a feminist political movement (National Organization for Women, formed 1966);
contraception on demand (Griswold v. Connecticut, 1966); abortion on demand (Roe. V. Wade, 1973);
and finally “no fault” divorce (state-by-state liberalization of divorce laws, beginning in the early
1970s).

The result of these policies has been the achievement of the “gay” goal as embodied by
Kinsey’s teachings: the progressive denormalization of marriage and the unabated normalization of
sexual license. Census data published in 1998 showed a fourfold increase in divorce from 1970 to
1996, while the population of cohabiting couples who had never married had more than doubled.

Among the side-effects of these dramatic changes in the life of a people, side-effects which
have increased steadily since the 1960s, are the escalation of crime (especially violent crime), the
proliferation of sexually-transmitted and other diseases, and the escalation of mental illness and
chronic substance abuse. These are all results which one would expect to find in a generation of
citizens raised in unstable homes.

Today we are faced with even more advanced social degeneration as we watch the morally-
confused grandchildren of the 60s sexual revolutionaries arguing that marriage can legitimately
include homosexual unions, and broadening their vision of acceptable sexual conduct to include sex
between children and perhaps between adults and children.

There are other consequences to a free people when internal moral restraint is devalued and
self-gratification is exalted. In oher similar ages of license, the state has grown proportionately
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stronger and more intrusive to compensate for the decreased will (and ability) of the people to
control themselves. Such downward spirals, involving the moral, political and spiritual life of a
nation, have usually ended in some form of violent social catastrophe unless their progress is checked
by the emergence of moral leadership and popular reform within the nation.

Modern “Gay” Organizations

The “gay” movement operates with an impressive degree of coordination today. Unlike
activist Christians, who have many national and state multi-issue groups, often in competition with
one another, the “gays” have developed a tight coalition of major, national groups, all focused on the
same general goal, but each with a different job. This list includes, but is not limited to the following
organizations:

Human Rights Campaign (HRC). Washington D.C. based Political Action Committee, focused on
lobbying and public relations.

Lambda Legal (LL). Litigation and legal advocacy.

Parents and Friends of Lesbians and Gays (PFLAG). Works to turn friends and family members of
homosexuals into political activists under the guise of offering “support groups.”

Gay Lesbian Straight Education Network (GLSEN). Network of homosexual teachers, school

officials and education bureaucrats who work to homosexualize public schools.

Gay Straight Alliance (GSA). National network of “gay and lesbian” student clubs on public school

campuses.
Gay and Lesbian Alliance Against Defamation (GLADD). Association of homosexual activists in the
media that works to manipulate public opinion in favor of its agenda and to suppress pro-family

advocacy.

International Gay and Lesbian Human Rights Commission (IGLHRC). Works to advance the “gay”
agenda internationally.

Additionally, several very prominent organizations which originally were created to serve
other purposes have now been co-opted by the “gays,” including Amnesty International, the Ameri-

can Civil Liberties Union, and the Southern Poverty Law Center. Pro-family advocates are encour-
aged to investigate each of the above-listed organizations for themselves.

“Gay” Goals, Strategies & Tactics

A strategy is a long-term plan of action designed to achieve a particular goal or goals. Tactics
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are specific details or parts of a strategy which can be used to implement it. We have addressed the
“gay” strategy as it relates to churches in Chapter 3. Here we will look at how the homosexual

movement works to Change society as a whole.
The “Gay” Goal

The homosexual goal has evolved over time as the movement has gained power: from
tolerance, to acceptance, to favored status, to supremacy.

In the beginning the goal was tolerance. From the recipients’ perspective, tolerance is “the
right to be left alone.” This was the implicit original goal of Karl Heinrichs Ulrichs when he set out
to decriminalize homosexual sodomy in Germany. This was also explicitly the goal of the early
Mattachine Society under Harry Hay. Tolerance is relational. From the giver’s perspective,
tolerance means putting up with something we don’t like in the interest of preserving a climate of
civility. The degree of tolerance varies depending on what we’re being asked to tolerate. For
example, we extend high tolerance for freedom of thought and low tolerance for harmful public
behavior. (See Triangle of Tolerance graphic in Chapter 8. In my view, a Christian society could
tolerate a discrete homosexual subculture of people who, though they reject therapy, keep their
lifestyle private and make no attempt to recruit others, as in the “don‘t ask, don’t tell” policy of the
U.S. military). This is what the “gays” said they wanted at first; however, it is no longer their goal.

After it gained tolerance, the “gay” movement began to demand social acceptance. Accep-
tance is something more than tolerance. It is an integration into society, not necessarily on an equal
basis in every respect, but without overt disapproval. The demand for acceptance began after the
“gays® successfully orchestrated the removal of homosexuality from the official list of mental disor-
ders in the American Psychiatric Association (see Dr. Jeffrey Satinover’s article in Section 4 on how
this was done). Prior to this political coup, society had a failsafe justification for denying social
approval to homosexuality because we officially acknowledged its harmfulness. Homosexuality was
no less harmful to society after the coup, but once the behavior had been deemed “normal” by the
APA, homosexuals were able to use existing civil rights law to prohibit “discrimination” against them.

For “gays,” acceptance means the right to demand equal treatment in every sphere of public
life. Openly homosexual activists have entered into all of the influential professions such as teaching,
politics and media and now work to conform them to their own anti-family ideology. Equality, in
this context, means eliminating all real or perceived preferences for “heterosexuals.” Thus, for
example, “heterosexist” words and phrases such as “Mom and Dad,” “husband and wife” are replaced
by “Parent (or Partner) A” and “Parent (or Partner) B,” and homosexual partners are allowed to adopt
children. Of course, public acceptance of homosexuality varies widely from place to place , and the
“gay” movement continues to face varying levels of resistance to different items in its agenda.
However, in virtually every place that the homosexual movement has deployed its activists, the social
trend is pro-“gay.”

Where “gays” have, through their own political power, achieved the greatest amount of
acceptance, their goal has shifted to a demand for favored status. This stage involves the active
government promotion of homosexuality as a social good, equal or superior to heterosexuality, and
public funding of projects and groups organized to advance the “gay” agenda. Massachusetts and
California, for example, are two states where the state public school systems now legitimize
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homosexuality to schoolchildren through official taxpayer-funded programs. Mere acceptance of
homosexuals gives way to celebration of the homosexual lifestyle, represented by such things as
government sponsorship of “Gay Pride” parades and (voluntary) participation in the parades by
openly identified government officials, and by official proclamations honoring “Gay and Lesbian
History Month.”  Increasing amounts of money flow to “gay” organizations from governments,
private corporations and non-profit entities (which are increasingly under the control of “gay”

activists and their allies).
Homo-Fascism: When the Homosexual Movement Achieves Power

In a few countries and cities in the world, the goal of the “gay” movement has advanced
beyond favored status to supremacy. Of course, homosexual activists in these places don’t use the
terms “favored status” or “supremacy,” but continue to pretend their goal is “tolerance” or
“acceptance.” Supremacy is the stage in which “gay” activists and their allies take effective control of
most or all of the centers of power of a government or other organization. Wherever they have
achieved this level of control they use their power to suppress and/or punish those who openly
disapprove of the “gay” lifestyle or agenda. Pro-family activists have coined the term “homo-fascism”
to describe this. One of the first to use the term is Pastor Ralph Ovadal of Wisconsin, who defines
the term as follows:

Fascism is a political system whereby all opposition to and dissent from the govern-
ment is disallowed and crushed. Fascism is a philosophy which tolerates no deviation
from an established norm, that being the dictates of a powerful elite. Fascism is op-
posed to the eternal, unchanging, objective law of God and is based on the subjec-
tive desires and goals of those who have the power to crush their opposition. In
many Western nations, a form of fascism has taken root and presents a clear, pres-
ent, and growing danger to Christian liberty and the Church of Jesus Christ. This
force for evil may justly be referred to as “homo-fascism” due to the fact that those
espousing and driving it have as their goal to demonize, marginalize, and silence any
criticism of or opposition to homosexual acts and the sodomite agenda. Already
Christians in many countries are being arrested for preaching what the Bible teaches
concerning homosexual acts. The machinery of tyranny is being put into place (“The
Looming Specter of Homo-Fascism,” message given at Wisconsin Christians Unit-
ed's International Conference on Homo-Fascism, 10/10/2003,
http://www.sermonaudio.com).

In Canada, where homosexual activists have achieved enormous power, there are now
so-called Human Rights Commissions which have the mission and power to de-Christianize society.
In arecent case in Ontario “the Ontario Human Rights Commission ordered Christian Horizons, a large
Christian-evangelical service organization for the disabled (1,400 persons in 180 homes with 2,500
employees) to abandon its religious mission by dropping its Christian moral code and accepting new
training for all its employees ‘to bring its employment practices into line with the human rights code’
(i.e., accept state indoctrination that the homosexual lifestyle is normal and to be honoured)”
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(“Fascism Has Come to Canada,” The Catholic Insight, June 2008).

Those who fail to comply are punished. Under the law, any person who is “offended” by
someone’s public comment critical of homosexuality may file a complaint against the “offender” with
the Commission. The Commission will then investigate to determine if the charges are true, and if
so, a monetary fine is assessed against the person who made the comment. The money is then given
to the person who filed the complaint. One incident from 2007 involved a Catholic member of the
City Council of Kamloops, British Columbia (“Canadian City Councilor Fined $1000 for Saying
Homosexuality ‘not Normal or Natural’,” Life Site News, January 18, 2007).

Many Canadian citizens have been hauled before these Human Rights Commissions for
“homophobia” and, to our knowledge, not a single one of them has ever been found not guilty.
Freedom of speech, as it relates to sexual morality, no longer exists in Canada. The following
summary of cases written by Interim editor Paul Tuns was published under the title “Human rights

»

tribunals — curb ‘em or close ‘em on March 7, 2008 at

www.canadianhumanrightscommission.blogspot.com. Importantly, this is not a complete summary

of all such cases, but is only representative of the larger problem.

Canada is indeed already well down the road to totalitarianism with human
rights commissions and their tribunals and boards of inquiry, running roughshod
over Christians and conservatives who have not toed the line on complete accep-
tance of the gay agenda.

In 1997, London, Ont. mayor Dianne Haskett refused to proclaim a Gay
Pride Day or to fly the rainbow flag on city property. A complaint was filed with the
Ontario Human Rights Commission, which later ruled she had to proclaim such a
day. Adjudicator Mary Anne McKellar dismissed the legal argument of Haskett and
the city that requiring they proclaim a Gay Pride Day violated their prerogative to
make political decisions and infringed on their freedom of political speech. Haskett
said proclaiming such a day would be seen as an official endorsement of the
organizer’s agenda. The city was fined $10,000 and ordered to proclaim Gay Pride
Day. (Notably, Haskett was re-elected mere weeks after the decision was ren-
dered.)

That same year, the city of Kelowna, B.C., issued a proclamation for Gay
and Lesbian Day, while omitting the word “pride.” A complaint was lodged against
mayor Walter Gray and three years later, the British Columbia Human Rights Tri-
bunal found Gray violated the province’s human rights code, because the exclusion
of the word pride was “tantamount to a public insult, one which is mean-spirited,
short-sighted, and damaging to positive, respectful relations between all people.”
Gray responded by refusing to declare city proclamations, period. He was later re-
elected with over 95 per cent of the vote.

In Ontario, Mississauga printer Scott Brockie was hauled before the Ontario
Human Rights Commission in 1998 for refusing to print promotional material for
the Gay and Lesbian Archives. He had done business with homosexual clients be-
fore, but never for jobs that promoted their political causes, which would violate his
Christian belief that homosexual actions are morally wrong. By politely declining
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the GLA’s job, he set into motion a series of events that cost him time and treasure
— more than $100,000 and a half-decade defending himself first before the tribunal
and then in the courts. In the end, he lost, had to pay a $5,000 fine and pledge to
never refuse work from the GLA or another gay activist group again. Brockie re-
fused to abide by the decision and challenged it in court — where he lost.

In 1997, the Hugh Owens saga began when he purchased an advertisement
in the Saskatoon StarPhoenix newspaper that depicted two men holding hands in a
circle with a diagonal bar through them, along with references to several biblical
passages condemning homosexuality (but not the actual texts). Three complainants
claimed the ad exposed or could have exposed homosexuals to hatred, ridicule or
belittlement.

Owens said he had the right to express his religious convictions, while the
paper argued that, considering that homosexual rights are a public issue, “We have a
responsibility to provide a forum to the public for public discussion.” The Saskatche-
wan Human Rights Tribunal sided with the complainants, so Owens and the paper
were both required to pay each complainant $2,000. The StarPhoenix capitulated on
the principle of freedom of the press, agreed to pay the fine and promised not to run
“anti-gay” advertisements, while Owens appealed the decision to the courts.

In 2002, Bill Whatcott of the Christian Truth Activists organization was
found guilty by the Saskatchewan Human Rights Tribunal of offending homosexuals
after he distributed pamphlets that stated facts about topics such as the prevalence of
AIDS among homosexuals and whether homosexuals are born gay. He presented
supporting evidence of his claims, but as Rory Leishman noted in his book Against
Judicial Activism, most human rights codes do “not make any provision for truth as a
defence against a charge of expressing an idea” deemed politically incorrect and like-
ly to offend protected classes of people. Whatcott was fined $17,500 and ordered
not to distribute flyers critical of homosexuals. He refused to pay the fine and sever-
al weeks after the decision was rendered, he was handing out leaflets entitled,
“Sodomites and the Saskatchewan Human Rights Commission.”

In 2005, the British Columbia Human Rights Tribunal ruled against the
Knights of Columbus council in Port Coquitlam, after it had refused in 2003 to rent
its hall to a lesbian couple who were getting “married.” The tribunal said that, as a
religious group, the Knights had the right to refuse the lesbian couple, but were
nonetheless fined for the “undue hardship” of canceling the event. The couple found
a hall the day after the cancellation, but the tribunal nonetheless said the Knights
should have worked with the couple to locate another space for their reception and
reimburse them for any costs incurred.

In 2005, Alberta gay activists filed complaints against Calgary Bishop Fred
Henry in the province’s HRC. He had denounced the federal government’s bill on
same-sex “marriage” in a pastoral letter and a Calgary Sun newspaper column. Lesbi-
an Carol Johnson claimed the words of the Catholic bishop were “likely to expose
homosexuals to hatred or contempt.” The case was eventually dropped by the com-
plainants, but the Alberta Human Rights Commission should have — and could have
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— summarily dismissed it as being without merit, because Bishop Henry has a right
to express his religious views on marriage.

Last year, the Alberta Human Rights Tribunal found a youth pastor, Stephen
Boissoin, guilty of writing a letter to the editor of the Red Deer Advocate that the tri-
bunal deemed was likely to expose gays to hatred and contempt. The case stemmed
from a 2002 letter in which Boissoin had said homosexuality was immoral, physical-
ly dangerous and should not be promoted in schools.

Several weeks later, a homosexual was physically beaten by a thug. Lori An-
dreachuk, who led the tribunal’s inquisition against Boissoin, said: “[ find that there
is a circumstantial connection between the hate speech of Mr. Boissoin and the CCC
and the beating of a gay teenager in Red Deer less than two wecks following the
publication of Mr. Boissoin’s letter.” The problem is, the tribunal never heard evi-
dence connecting Boissoin’s letter to the actions of the violent criminal. But in a hu-
man rights tribunal, proof'is in the eye of the offendee and circumstantial evidence is
enough to convict..

In recent years the United Kingdom has also trended into homo-fascism, formally adopting
aggressive anti-Christian laws titled Sexual Orientation Regulations (SRO) in 2006, which were
expanded in 2007. Pro-family Catholic news source Life Site News (www lifesitenews.com) has

closely followed developments there. A short list of their articles on the subject tells the story:

November 28, 2006. “Christian Magistrate Forced To Resign For Refusing to Place Children In Gay
Homes.”

January 29, 2007. “British PM ~ No Religious Exemption to Law Forcing Provision of
Goods and Services to Gays.”

March 6, 2007. “UK Tribunal: Christian Judges Must Award Homosexual Couples Adoptive
Children or Resign.”

March 16, 2007. “UK Government Program Teaching Four-Year-Olds about Homosexuality.”

March 22, 2007. “UK Regulations Barring Religious Schools from Teaching Against Homosexuality
Approved.”

April 4, 2007. “UK Secularists and Gays Demand Marginalization of Christians.”

May 5, 2007. “UK: Religious Schools May Not Teach Christian Sexual Morals “As if They Were

»

Objectively True.’

May 31, 2007. “British Catholic Schools Targeted For Refusing to Implement School ‘anti-homopho-
bic” Bullying Policies.”
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October 26, 2007. “UK Christian Couple who Refuse to Promote Homosexuality Forced out of
Child Foster Care.”

January 30, 2008. “UK Government Education Guidelines: Don't use terms ‘Mom’ and ‘Dad’.”

April 23, 2008. “More British Catholic Adoption Agencies to Close Doors instead of Bowing to

Sexual Orientation Regulations.”
May 22, 2008. “British Foreign Office to Promote Gay Agenda in Other Countries.”

May 26, 2008. Mandated Homosexual Adoptions Forces Catholic Church to Quit Adoption
Agencies in England.”

In Sweden, Pastor Ake Green was sentenced to one month in jail on June 29, 2004, for
showing “disrespect” for homosexuals in a sermon he delivered to his own congregation in his own
church in Borgholm. The title of his sermon was “Are people born with homosexual orientation or
is it the result of influence by evil powers?” Pastor Green was eventually exonerated by the Swedish
Supreme Court, but only over the vigorous objection of the “gay” activists in that nation who
demanded a substantially harsher sentence than what he had received. As explained on a website

supportive of Pastor Green:

“The whole thing actually started in 2002 when the Swedish Parliament en-
acted a new novel law that criminalized expressions of disrespect (Swedish:
“missakting”) against homosexuals. The sentence for violation is up to 2 years in
prison for such expressions. If the expression is “especially offensive” (Swedish:
“sarskillt krankande”) the sentencing is up to four years in prison. The same law ac-
tually also covers groups based on race, color, nationality and ethnic origin and
faith. However, expressions of disrespect and offense against such groups are never
an issue for people of faith. The Bible does not condemn anyone based on race, col-
or etc. But the Bible does condemn people engaging in homosexuality and other
perversions. So when homosexuals were included in the definition of “people
groups” the stage was set for confrontation with people who believe the Bible. This
was made very clear by the Swedish Prime Minister himself. Just before the law was
enacted, he stated publicly, as an example, that under the new law it would be
criminal to refer to the homosexual lifestyle as something “unnatural”.

The new criminal law (BRB 16:6 para.8) reads as follows (key words under-
lined for emphasis): "8 para: Anyone who, through expression or other form of communica-
tion that is spread, threatens or expresses disrespect for a group of people or other such groups
of persons with reference to race, color, national or ethnic origin, confession of faith or sexual
orientation, is sentenced for instigation against a group of people to prison up to two yedrs or,
if the crime is minor, toﬁnes.

{fthe crime is major is sentenced to at least six months and up to four years in jail. In the de-

termination qfwhether the crime is major, consideration shall be given to whether the message
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has had an especially threatening or oﬁensive contents and whether the message has been

spread to a great number (yrpeop]e in a way that is meant to generate considerable attention. "

In “gay”controlled jurisdictions, dissenters may also be forced to participate in “gay” events.
This occurred in Scotland in 2006. A group of nine firemen were punished for refusing to man a
booth at a “gay pride® parade. A senior officer was demoted and eight of his colleagues were handed
official warnings. The men were told to attend the June 24 event in uniform and hand out leaflets on
fire safety (“Nine firemen rapped for refusal to give out leaflets at gay march,” News.Scotsman.com,
September 1, 2006). A similar incident involving fire fighters occurred in San Diego, California.
Four of them sued the city of San Diego “for being forced by their superiors to attend the annual ‘Gay
Pride’ parade where they endured a barrage of sexual taunts and lewd gestures” (Tough-guy firefight-
ers forced into ‘Gay Pride’ parade,” World Net Daily, August 7, 2007. However, after this incident
generated national outrage through coverage in the conservative media, the city backed down and

changed its policy.
“Gay” Strategy: The Curse of Baalam

While the homosexual movement’s goal has evolved over time, its strategy has remained
constant: to replace the Judeo-Christian moral foundation of Western civilization (which protects the
natural family by normatively restricting sex to marriage), with an alternative morality that places no
restrictions on sexual conduct.

Homosexuals can have no acceptance in a society that restricts sex to authentic marriage, and
so they must replace the marriage-based society with something else. The more sincere among them
imagine that open homosexuals and normal heterosexual families can coexist peacefully in a society
that is “sexually free” but otherwise unchanged. But this is an impossible fantasy. When a society
embraces sexual “freedom” it severely weakens its natural-family infrastructure because many men
and women who are easily tempted by nature are unable to remain faithful to their spouse and
children in the absence of strong social pressure to get and stay married. The resulting disintegration
of social and emotional stability increases with each generation (as we have proven by experience here
in America).

The most important problem isn’t that “gays” want homosexuality to be accepted, but that
they seek acceptance by promoting a culture of sexual freedom for all. Frankly, if only homosexual-
ity and no other form of sexual deviance were added to the list of “acceptable” social choices, there
wouldn’t be much of an impact on society because (absent active recruitment) relatively few people
find same-sex relationships appealing. But all of the arguments used by “gays” to demand their own
sexual freedom apply equally (and logically) to every other type of sexual deviance. Thus, the
consequence of “gay” victory is not a sexually free but otherwise orderly society, it is sexual anarchy
and social chaos.

However, it is not the sincere, but the cynical who run the “gay” movement. Michael
Signorelli’s “Gay Manifesto” (see Section 4), a self-styled satire on “how the oppressed dream of
becoming the oppressors,” is not really a satire at all, but a glimpse into the true “gay” mind. You will
“[tJremble, hetero swine, when we appear before you without our masks” he predicts. These leaders
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don’t want co-existence, they want control, and to achieve it they have set out to deliberately and
systematically destroy the family foundations of civilization.

In short, the “gay” strategy is to corrupt the morality of the heterosexual majority through the
promotion of “sexual freedom,” while fostering hostility toward the advocates of the natural family
and marriage (the church) as “sexual oppressors.”

This is the lesson of Balaam. Balak, a Prince of Moab, hired Balaam the soothsayer to curse
his enemies, the Israclite refugees from Eqypt, who lived in the land near his kingdom (Numbers
22:5-12). God supernaturally prevented Balaam from cursing the Israelites. Instead, Balaam advised
Balak that he could achieve the same result by promoting sexual immorality among the Israclites,
which would cause God to remove His favor from them, and bring His wrath on them instead
(Numbers 31:16, Revelation 2:14). The strategy was successful.

The “gay” sponsorship of “sexual freedom” is the modern equivalent to “the curse of Balaam”

on America, and we face the same national consequences if we continue to embrace it.
Tactics

When the subject of “gay” political tactics is raised in pro-family circles, the conversation
often turns to the book After the Ball by Marshall Kirk and Hunter Madsen, which has been the “gay”
movement’s marketing blueprint since it was first published in 1989. The book is based on a 1987
magazine article titled “The Overhauling of Straight America,” which was intended for “gay” activist
eyes only, and is a remarkably frank summary of the book’s thesis. Relevant portions of the article
are included among our resources in Section 4. It is a must-read for anyone who wants to understand
the “gay” agenda.

This segment, however, will address lesser known yet common tactics and policies of the
movement.

Recruiting Their Activists

Homosexuals cast themselves as a united coalition of sexual minorities (GLBT “gay,” lesbian,
bisexual, transgendered) who must band together against a common oppressor or be killed or
harmed. The “oppressor” is the “homophobic” majority, which they separate in two groups: (1)
hate-filled religious fanatics and other bigots, and (2) those who go along with “homophobic”
attitudes out of ignorance (a group which includes children, which justifies their manipulation of
public and private educational systems).

The reason for accusing opponents of hating them is first, to put the opponents on the
defensive, second to create sympathy and gain allies among non-homosexuals (especially young
people), and third to preserve their own political unity by perpetrating a climate of fear among their
members.

Homosexual activist organizations seck to recruit all young people to be their allies by styling
themselves as victims needing protection. They take advantage of the humanitarian idealism of
teenagers and young adults who are too immature to recognize that they are being manipulated. So
central is this tactic to their strategy that the homosexual program for promoting “gay” activism in

public schools is known as the “Gay”/ Straight Alliance.
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However, this tactic also serves to recruit young people into the “gay” lifestyle. It is fairly
common for young people to experience same-sex attraction during their teenage years (studies show
as many as 25% experience this). For most, such feelings go away naturally with maturity. But if a
young person with these feelings happens to fall in with a GLBT activist group, he or she can easily
begin to identify with the “gay” lifestyle and enter into a homosexual relationship. Unpopular or
troubled young people are particularly susceptible to this, since they find in the “gay” community a
place where they finally feel welcome and loved. These are the very young people who most need a
good church fellowship to give them loving support and healthy guidance, but instead they find a
“place to belong” in a community built on self-delusion and perversion.

Once there, however, the third purpose of “gay” fear-mongering (member retention) works
to keep them there. Getting out of the “gay” lifestyle is not so easy when you believe the whole world
is divided into “us” vs. “them” and shun everyone who could help to guide you back to health and
wholeness, believing them to be hate-filled bigots.

Organizing Their Activists

Homosexuals have created their own alternate “community,” which serves as a network of
potential available sexual partners for everyone with “gay“, lesbian, bisexual or transgender inclina-
tions or addictions. It offers alternative versions of all the amenities of the outside world (bars, social
clubs, bowling leagues, cruises....even AA meetings!) so that members of the community can limit
their interaction with outsiders.

It is also different from normal society in that it operates like one large political party.
Virtually all “gay” social events are first about sex and second about politics. To be active in the “gay
community” is to be a political operative at some level.

Members of the “gay” community (especially men) want more than anything else to expand
their universe of potential sexual partners, so naturally they are easily recruited into the grand scheme
to “make the whole world gay” through social and political change.

The huge “Gay Pride” parades seen in major cities around the world are a good example.
Every “Pride” parade accomplishes two things. First, it provides an opportunity for sexual promiscu-
ity with a large new pool of potential partners. Homosexual activists from around the world use the
“Pride” events as vacation opportunities. Second, “Gay Pride” parades achieve a major political
objective by using economic leverage (tourism dollars) to break down resistance to pro-homosexual
policy in business and government circles, and by generating considerable publicity for an event that
showcases the “gays’ power and the public’s acceptance of it.

Deploying Their Activists
The homosexual aim is to take effective control of the seats of power and influence in the

society. The key spheres of influence include mass media (news and entertainment), government,
schools and colleges, businesses, churches and community organizations.
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Having a relatively small number of activists, and a large number of targets, the “gays” seek
to maximize their influence by taking and holding key positions in each sphere.

For example, in media, schools and business, the most important position to control is the
one that decides who is hired. Since homosexuals can easily hide their “gay” identity, it is relatively
easy, once the hiring position is in the hands of a “gay” activist, to hire mostly fellow “gays” as new
positions become available. They will all stay “in the closet” until they have enough people to form
a “gay” and lesbian employee association or similar pressure group, and then use their collective
power to force policy changes within the organization.

The takeover process usually involves a combination of pressure and propaganda, often
involving forced “sensitivity training” to compel members of the organization to adopt the “gay”
perspective on “sexual orientation,” “diversity,” and “tolerance.” Sensitivity training employs sophis-
ticated psychological manipulation tactics to establish a common belief and behavioral system in a
subject group. Those who resist indoctrination during such training are easily spotted and are
eventually forced out of the organization if they do not change.

In government, the key positions are not necessarily the elected political leaders, but the
powerful assistants of decision-makers, for example, legislators’ aides or law clerks in the higher courts.

In churches and community organizations, the goal is usually to gain a majority among the
voting members. This has been easily accomplished in many small non-profit organizations and
church congregations of the declining denominations of the US.

Exploitation of community organizations often involves a public relations ploy I call
“bundling.” Bundling is the “gay” activists’ tactic of wrapping themselves in the cloak of civil rights
by sponsoring coalitions of minorities and including themselves as a member minority. Having far
greater financial resources than most of the legitimate minorities, they ensure their inclusion because
they are the underwriters and organizers.

Their purpose, however, is to advance the idea that “sexual orientation” is a genuine basis for
minority status by bundling it together with race, ethnicity, gender, etc. Importantly, the “gays”
almost always place racial minorities as the figurcheads of these coalitions to create the impression
that their primary interest is the advancement of the legitimate minorities. This is not a difficult
proposition, since there are many homosexuals who are also racial minorities. The optimum scenario
for the “gays” is a coalition headed by an in-the-closet “gay” of a minority race who can pretend
neutrality when promoting a homosexual goal.

Most important to homosexual strategy in all of these tactics is to hold the key positions and
then to directly or indirectly use the power of those positions to change the society, by marketing the
homosexual message to the public while also attacking and marginalizing the pro-family leaders and
organizations.

Conclusion

For the first time in American history, people who believe strongly in our Judeo-Christian
values are in the minority. We wish that this were not true, but we must not pretend or deny that it
is. Indeed, if we embrace this reality we can turn it to our political and social advantage.

It is a simple fact of history that most orchestrated social change (as opposed to change
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influenced by such things as advancements in technology) is driven by small groups of highly
motivated people. Such people are usually very much aware that they represent a numerical minority
in the society and therefore they rely very heavily on strategic planning and careful implementation.

Our problem as pro-family activists is not one of energy or motivation: it is a lack of strategic
planning, a failure that I believe results from clinging to the notion that we activists are just the more
vocal members of a “silent majority.” If we were to recognize that in practical terms the majority is
no longer with us, we would realize that our strategy and tactics must be focused more narrowly on
influencing (or becoming) the decision-makers and less on influencing the general public.

Instead, our focus has been very broad, based upon the unrealistic assumption that if we were
to fully inform the public about family-related issues, the public itself would rise up and fix the
problems. This is an unrealistic assumption because even if there were a “silent majority” on our side,
we know that most public information systems are dominated by our adversaries and we have no
effective means of overcoming their propagandistic framing of the issue. Day by day, the information
media, the public schools and universities and the entertainment industry are steadily shifting public
opinion to the pro-homosexual stance.

Consider the strategy of the “gay” activists, however. They never had any illusions about
leading a “silent majority” in support of their agenda. They have never (until recently) relied upon
public opinion to advance their agenda. In fact, public opinion has been against them in nearly every
political victory they have won.

Very frequently, “gay” advances have been quickly reversed through referenda and other
populist repeal mechanisms. Nevertheless, the “gay” agenda is now nearly fully implemented in many
parts of the nation. “Gay” organizations are now presenting themselves as normal components of
mainstream America. Simultaneously, groups which advocate our viewpoint have been increasingly
marginalized.

How did the homosexual movement achieve this remarkable feat?

It did so by gaining control of strategic decision-making positions in the policy-shaping
institutions of our society. “Gay” leaders focused their relatively small army of activists on first one
and then another strategic goal in a slow incremental process of taking power.

While our side has been complacent in our presumed majority position, “gay” activists have
focused their attention on taking control of school boards, city councils, state and federal agencies,
professional and community organizations, unions, religious denominations and public corporations.
They know that elections for key offices in democratically-run organizations are almost always
decided by a small minority of active participants and they have educated and organized their people
accordingly. I believe the average American would be literally stunned if every in-the-closet homo-
sexual in an elected position were to suddenly reveal himself or herself to the public. Of course, there
are many non-homosexuals who support the homosexual agenda as well, often for the purely
pragmatic reason that the “gays” have proven that they can deliver money, workers and votes to their
allies.

In the less-democratic worlds of corporations and administrative agencies, “gay” activists (as
we have noted above) have used the invisibility of their “in-the-closet” members to the maximum
advantage.

My purpose in describing these strategies and tactics is to show that there is no magic behind
homosexual political gains. Rather, it is just simple, but highly organized grassroots activism. As
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pro-family advocates begin to think and work as a numerical minority, we can gain for the pro-family
movement some of the same benefits which have been achieved by “gays.” Our tactics needn’t mirror
those of the “gay” activists, but our strategy should be very similar.

Our objective, then, must be to take control away from our adversaries and to place it back
in the hands of pro-family people. We must plan and implement change, not as outsiders trying to
influence policy by rallying public opinion, but as decision-making insiders leading the way to a

family-friendly future.
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Chapter Six: The Natural Family and the Culture of Life

“I call heaven and earth to record this day against you, that I have set before you life and death, blessing and
cursing: therefore choose life, that both thou and thy seed may live” (Deuteronomy 30:19).

As we have seen, the “gay” vision of a society with no restrictions on sexual conduct is an
immature and self-centered fantasy. It promotes behavior that is non-procreative and associated with
disease, addictions, psychopathology, abortion and shortened life span, in short, a “culture of death.”

In contrast, the Christian vision for a family-centered society creates a “culture of life“ by
promoting responsible procreation and raising of children, caring for family members, and financial
responsibility. Such a society offers health, longevity, stability, security and prosperity to its mem-
bers. But only persuasive advocacy and perseverance will make our vision a reality. Christians must
compete effectively with our opponents so that our vision and not theirs will prevail. But our focus
must be on achieving our vision, not defeating theirs. It’s an important difference. We could stop
“gay” marriage, for example, and still have a disintegrating society full of broken families and
perversion. We must therefore be aggressively and pro-actively pro-family.

What does it mean to be pro-family?

® Pro-family is not defined by what it is against, though pro-family people are very much against
movements and institutions that undermine the security of family life..

° Pro—farnily means championing the natural family as God designed it: a man and a woman and
their children, secured and sanctified by the covenant of marriage.

® Pro-family means not just acknowledging the importance of the family as an institution, but

committing to ensure, by every honorable means, its cultural primacy.

® Pro-family means promoting abstinence until marriage, faithfulness within marriage, and
parents’ devotion to their children.

Following is a brief summary of the Christian perspective on family and human sexuality,
stated in secular terms. These are the presuppositions of the pro-family movement.
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1. The natural family, consisting of one man and one woman and their children by birth or adoption,
is the foundation of civilization. This truth is acknowledged either expressly or implicitly by most
nations, cultures and major religions throughout recorded history.

2. Heterosexuality is the common design of all physically normal human beings. We are each either
male or female with a reproductive system that is perfectly complimentary to that of the opposite
sex. There is no “third gender.”

3. Human sexual desire originates in and derives from one’s reproductive physiology and thus all

human sexuality is innately based in heterosexuality.

4. The sexual impulse is one of the most powerful forces in human life. It can be either powerfully
creative or destructive. The institution of marriage constructively contains and directs this power.

5. Marriage is the social and religious institution designed to harness the power of the sex drive for
procreation and enrichment of life and to prevent its potential harm to individuals, families and
societies. Without marriage, natural families are prone to instability and breakdown because men
and women are more easily lured away from their families into other sexual relationships. Sexual
infidelity and promiscuity lead to broken families, the spread of sexual diseases, greater poverty for
women and children, and emotional trauma among family members leading in some cases to violence
and even murder and/ or suicide.

6. Broken or single-parent families are more likely to produce emotionally damaged children, who
in turn are less successful in forming their own families and more likely to fall into pathological or
anti-social behavior patterns: violence, drug and alcohol addiction, criminal behavior, failure to
succeed in school, suicide and mental health problems.

7. A marriage-based society that encourages its people to abstain from sex until marriage and to stay
faithful to their spouses within marriage reaps the benefit of greater family stability and fewer social
problems. Experience and research confirm that respecting the design of the natural family produces
positive results while rejection of the design produces negative results.

What is the Natural Family?

The natural family starts with the core relationship of one man and one woman. This
relationship is “natural” because it is based on the natural design of human beings.

The relationship is also “supernatural” because it was created and sanctified (set apart) by
God. In Genesis 1:27, we are told that “God created man in His own image, in the image of God
He created him; male and female He created them.”

The image of God imprinted upon us is intimately linked to the dual-gender composition of
our species. In addition, the institution of marriage itself is also given directly by God. After each
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segment of the creation, starting with the third day, God observes that it is “good,” and finally after
the sixth day, that it is “very good.” However, in the detailed account of the creation of Adam, God
states that “it is not good for the man to be alone [emphasis ours],” after which he immediately says,
“I will make him a helper suitable for him,” and goes on to create Eve from Adam’s own body. The
division of one into two is closely followed by the re-joining of the two into one: For this reason a
man shall leave his father and his mother, and be joined to his wife; and they shall become one flesh.
(Gen.2:24)

Adam calls Eve a “wife” in his very first reference to her, and God calls her a wife at her
creation (Gen. 2:22), acknowledging the preexistence of the marriage relationship. In at least one
sense, this relationship is the manifestation of the image of God mentioned in verse 1:27; God the
Three-in-One is a relationship within Himself. It is also true that the Christian marriage, a covenant
with God, is really a 3-person relationship, with God as its sanctifying and central person. There are
also social dimensions to God’s sanctification of marriage; by setting marriage apart for His own
jurisdiction, God makes the sexual relationship safe and permanent for both partners. Thus, human
sexuality, the powerful force that causes much human misery outside marriage (unwed pregnancy,
STDs, rape, child molestation, prostitution, porn addiction, etc.), is tamed and given a highly
beneficial role (the blessing of children, lifelong mutual pleasure and nurture for the husband and
wife, etc.) within the marriage covenant.

1. Men and women are physically different.

This truth is so blatantly self-evident that it is not stated in this way in the Bible. Yet it is an
underlying assumption for all the cases in which God deals differently with men and women. For
example, Peter’s instructions to men in the marriage relationship stresses that for all areas of their
marriage that might have physical dimensions (shared tasks, anger, physical cycles or sickness, etc.),
men must “...live with your wives in an understanding way, as with someone weaker, since she is a
woman” (1 Peter 3: 7).

This difference is inborn and clearly seen in their genetic makeup (DNA), and is obviously
connected to reproducing the species. In addition to the external sexual difference, a woman’s organs
and systems are specially designed for pregnancy, birth and nursing. While not directly related to
reproduction, the physical strength and size of the man allow him to provide the needed life support
and protection for the members of his family while the woman undergoes pregnancy and birth, and
later while she nurses and physically cares for babies and small children.

The “curse” which God pronounces for Eve centers upon her child-bearing role: “To the
woman He said, ‘I will greatly multiply your pain in childbirth, in pain you will bring forth
children...”” (Genesis 3:16). But the “curse” which God pronounces for Adam centers upon his role
as laborer/provider: “Cursed is the ground because of you; in toil you will eat of it all the days of your
life. Both thorns and thistles it shall grow for you; and you will eat the plants of the field; by the sweat
of your face you will eat bread...” (Genesis 3: 16-19). Thus God acknowledges the dual roles of
mankind in its two complementary forms, tailoring the curse to their different physical natures and
the functions which arise from them.
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2. Men and women are psychologically different.

The psychological differences between men and women are (and always have been) generally
acknowledged by people of all cultures. These differences tend to be complementary, that is, they
allow a man and a woman to contribute, equally but differently, to the accomplishment of family
tasks such as child training.

Though the psychological differences between men and women are nowhere described by
God, we can see them in the creation. Adam is placed in the garden of Eden right after he becomes
a living soul (Genesis 2:7-8), and is appointed to “cultivate it and to keep it” (Genesis 2:15). His role
is an active, goal-directed one and he performs it alone. Yet God makes him aware of his incomplete
condition so that he will be prepared for relationship to another human being. “The man gave names
to all the cattle, and to the birds of the sky, and to every beast of the field, but for Adam there was
not found a helper suitable for him” (Genesis 2:20).

When Eve is created, she is created in relationship: in addition to emerging from Adam’s
physical being, she is called the Hebrew word commonly used for “wife” (ishshah), and is instantly
recognized by Adam as being intimately identified with him and being the chosen “other” of his
permanent relationship (Genesis 2:24). In this scene the Bible portrays two of the important
psychological specializations of the different genders: the relational skills of women and the
goal/action-pursuing skills of men.

Parent/Child: The Natural Extension of the Core Relationship

This grouping is “natural” because children are the natural result of the social/sexual joining
of a man and a woman (marriage). God promotes the reproductive function of the entire creation,
and of humans specifically, throughout the Bible, beginning with His first blessing/command, “Be
fruitful and multiply” (Genesis 1:22, 28). In addition, He frequently refers to children as a blessing:

Behold, children are a gift of the LORD, the fruit of the womb is a reward. Like
arrows in the hand of a warrior, so are the children of one's youth. How blessed is
the man whose quiver is full of them...(Psalm 127:3-5).

Your wife shall be like a fruitful vine within your house, your children like olive
plants around your table. Behold, for thus shall the man be blessed who fears the
LORD (Psalm 128:3-4).

The ability to produce and care for children is part of the physical/ psychological design of the
man and the woman. God acknowledges the natural ability and inclination of a parent to take care of

her/his own biological child:

Can a woman forget her nursing child and have no compassion on the son of her
womb? Even these may forget, but I will not forget you (Isaiah 49:15).
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Or what man is there among you who, when his son asks for a loaf, will give him a
stone? Or if he asks for a fish, he will not give him a snake, will he? (Matthew 7:9-
10).

While drawing attention to the different kinds of care which mothers and fathers often
provide, God also recognizes the equal status and importance of each parent. In both the Old and
New Testaments, He refers to parents as “father and mother” much more often than He calls them
by the more generic term “parents.”

Human babies are born very helpless compared to other species: it takes a minimum of 3
years for the human child to become mature enough to be at all independent of his parents. Thus
human parents have a long time to train and influence their children. God identifies this helpless state
of human offspring in his use of the term “fatherless,” a general reference to the imperiled state of
children deprived of a parent/protector/provider. Old Testament law specified the means of caring
for such children and made this care a moral duty for the members of a Jewish community. God also
identifies Himself as the ultimate and faithful source of their care: “A father to the fatherless, a
defender of widows, is God in His holy dwelling” (Psalm 68:5).

Many social and survival skills must be learned by a dependent child if he/she is to function
as a member of a human community. The child is taught by parents, but even more importantly,
learns by watching two very different parents interact in complex ways. Some of the most important
skills a child learns from watching mother and father interact (using their different attitudes and
abilities) are:

Task sharing

Reliance on each other
Unselfishness
Resource sharing
Responsibility
Commitment
Self-control
Nurturing

What the Natural Family Teaches

Task sharing

Children have many opportunities to watch their mothers and fathers cooperating on tasks
that require their differing skills and perspectives. One of the most clear-cut examples is infant care.
While many tasks (diapering, dressing, comforting) can be performed equally by either parent,
mothers are indispensable for breast-feeding (!) and often play the main part in teaching language.
Dads are often the teachers of play and risk-taking. Even among the tasks that can be performed by

either parent, a man and woman often “specialize,” choosing some tasks and relinquishing others.
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Task sharing is seen by the child as an outgrowth of the 2 different parents’ shared commitment to
their child and each other, and their willingness to bring their unique talents and interests to bear in
doing the best job possible of raising their child.

The Christian principle which underlies the concept of task sharing is unity, both the one-flesh
unity of the marriage bond and the unity of the body of Christ. God gives us an excellent picture of
this principle of diversity of function and unity of purpose at work in the church: “For even as the
body is one and yet has many members, and all the members of the body, though they are many, are
one body, so also is Christ” (I Corinthians 12:2). There is also the nature of God Himself to consider:
in the Trinity, the three separate Persons function differently, even though they are One.

Mutual reliance

When the child observes task sharing, he/she also sees that each parent relies on the other to
do their part. The child also witnesses mutual reliance in times of stress, such as emergencies or times
of grief or sickness. The child sees that each parent is willing to rely on the other, and also to be relied
on, even though neither parent has any real control of the other (as, for example, an employer would
have over an employee). The child learns that it is possible to place trust in a person because of that

person’s free-will commitment to be relied upon.
Unselfishness

Children constantly see examples of one parent giving up personal claims, interests or wishes
in favor of the other parent. Often, for example, one parent will volunteer to take over the other’s
child care responsibilities so that the other parent can participate in a special event. The child sees
that each parent understands and empathizes with the needs of the other, even though those needs
may be quite different. The child also sees both parents denying themselves various things in order
to care for their children.

The Bible gives us a perfect pattern for unselfishness in the sacrifice of Jesus Christ: “This is

how we know what love is: Jesus Christ laid down His life for us. And we ought to lay down our lives

for our brothers” (I John 3:16).
Resource sharing

In every family there are resources (money, time, use of car, etc.) that have to be shared.
Parents both encourage a child to share and, together, model sharing for him/her. The parents
demonstrate an especially profound kind of sharing -- sharing of their feelings, plans, dreams, trials
and successes — in short, sharing a life together, even though the child sees that they are two very
different kinds of person.

The Christian teaching of sharing extends from the family to the community, as in this famous

example from the first community of believers in Jerusalem:

For there was not a needy person among them, for all who were owners of land or
houses would sell them and bring the proceeds of the sales and lay them at the apos-
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tles' feet, and they would be distributed to each as any had need (Acts 4:34-35).
Responsibility

Responsibility is the “flip side” of mutual reliance; when one parent has taken on a task or role
in the family, he/she performs it faithfully and does the best job possible. Parents teach and expect
a child to be responsible in things like chores and homework, and they also teach a child to use

personal talents and skills on a task, and to take personal pride in its accomplishment.
Commitment

Commitment is a person’s determination to stick with something or someone despite
unfavorable circumstances or temptations to defect. The foundation of the natural family is the
marriage contract — a lifetime commitment between a man and a woman, having legal, social and
spiritual status. This commitment is willingly entered into without any knowledge of what the future
will bring. From the parents’ commitment to each other flows their commitment to their children.
Children, in turn, learn to commit to their family (and later to other people, projects, groups, etc.)
as the source of their security and nurture and the object of their affection and loyalty.

The Biblical concept of commitment in marriage is contained within the prophetic exclama-
tion of Adam on seeing Eve for the first time, “For this reason a man shall leave his father and his
mother, and be joined to his wife; and they shall become one flesh” (Genesis 2:25). The idea is one
of permanent attachment, perhaps even better expressed by the King James translation “cleave unto”
instead of “be joined to.”

The idea has its main embodiment, however, in the character of the Deity. God is the
covenant maker who will never turn from His commitment to us: “Never will I leave you; never will
I forsake you” (Hebrews 13:5). “If we are faithless, He remains faithful, for He cannot deny Himself”
(Il Timothy 2:13).

Self—control

In order for a family to thrive, the marriage partners must use self-control in dealing with the
inevitable conflicts that arise between men and women with their differing physical needs, relation-
ship styles, life cycles, etc. Because children are very sensitive to conflict, they easily see that their
sense of security depends on their parents’ ability to manage conflict with self-control. Paul
illustrates the crucial role of this character quality by describing what a future society would be like
without it:

“For men will be lovers of self, lovers of money, boastful, arrogant, revilers, disobe-
dient to parents, ungrateful, unholy, unloving, irreconcilable, malicious gossips,
without self-control, brutal, haters of good, treacherous, reckless, conceited, lovers

of pleasure rather than lovers of God” (Il Timothy 3:2-4).

We are beginning to see the devastation Wrought by family violence and its society-wide
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counterpart as self-control is increasingly devalued in our culture.
Nurture

A child learns this important skill from being nurtured in different ways by father and
mother. He/she also sees them nurturing each other in ways that are shaped by each other’s different
needs. Practically all of a person’s nurturing skills are learned in childhood, and these form a vital
part of that person’s later ability to nurture children, spouse and aging parents. These skills are also
the ones required for helping people outside the family who require nurture, for example, elderly
neighbors, emergency victims, children without families or clients in professions which require care
giving. Paul talks about this model in his own ministry to the Thessalonians: “But we proved to be
gentle among you, as a nursing mother tenderly cares for her own children” (I Thessalonians 2:7).

In one of Isaiah’s prophecies about His ministry on earth, Jesus provides the model of
the nurturing pastor, a model which serves as the ideological foundation of many of our own society’s
social services: “He shall feed his flock like a shepherd: he shall gather the lambs with his arm, and
carry them in his bosom, and shall gently lead those that are with young” (Isaiah 40:11).

What Does the Non-Natural “Family” Teach?

Having explored the logic of God’s design for monogamous heterosexual marriage as the
foundation of the natural family and the vehicle for developing essential character qualities in its
members, we will turn briefly to the other intimate social groupings that have been styled as
“families” by those who challenge the Biblical model. These are, to name only the most commonly
recognized, cohabiting heterosexual couples without children and those with children from previous
relationships, same-sex couples without children and those with children by adoption or from
previous relationships, and single persons (usually women) who have borne or adopted children
without intending to or being able to raise them with any co-parent. Statistics show that these
groupings have one thing in common: brevity. In comparison to marriage-based families, even in a
society with a high divorce rate, such groupings are short-term (1, 2, see footnotes below).

Homosexual couples, in addition to having the shortest relationship duration (a number of
studies in different “gay-affirming” societies show about two years for men, several months less for
women) also are not usually monogamous. Members of these “alternative families” learn the lessons
of non-commitment: broken promises, failed relationships and low expectations. Though there is
often a high degree of commitment between parent and child in single-parent families, the psycho-
logical “hole” left by the missing parent, and the child’s identification with the abandoned or
abandoning parent, still speak volumes about the elements of trust and commitment in relationships,
particularly those with the opposite sex. Widowed families are generally the exception to this rule,
since the commitment of the missing parent is not called into question, and the positive feelings of
the remaining members serve to give that parent a continuing presence in the family.

Self-control is another element often missing from “alternative family” groupings. Research
shows that cohabiting heterosexual and homosexual couples have a much higher rate of domestic
violence than married couples (3, 4) and that homosexuals have a higher rate of inter-partner
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violence than heterosexuals (4,5,6,7). Statistics also show that children of violent relationships tend
to repeat the violent behavior as adults (8).

Selfishness is an integral element of non-committed relationships, and especially of homosex-
ual relationships, which tend to be non-monogamous and also based on each partner’s need to exploit
the other to “complete” his or her deficient gender identity: Dr. Joseph Nicolosi, a therapist for men
seeking to escape homosexuality, describes this attempt at need-fulfillment: “Same-sex attractions
will then substitute for the lost masculine within” (9). .

As for the remaining character qualities, it is apparent that they are better modeled by two
committed individuals of opposite genders, since this is the configuration that allows each partner to
apply the greatest amount of effort and inner resources to cooperate with the other partner, whose
different gender poses problems in understanding, sharing of perspective and coordinating of gender-
specific roles and abilities. The commitment element is especially important here, since it allows all
the family members to observe how problems and challenges are worked through, and adjustments
fine-tuned, over a long period of time.

1. More about unmarried different-sex couples, paragraph citing research from several sources on the Alterna-

tives to Marriage website, http://www.unmarried.org/statistics.html.

2. http:/ /WWW.acpeds.org/?CONTEXT:art&cat:22&art:50.

3. Roger Sider, M.D.,“Living Together Risky for Young Women and Children,” Grand Rapids Press January
25, 1999, reproduced in the Divorce Statistics Collection of the website

http:// www.divorcereform.org/ mel/adomesticviolence.html

4. 2004 General Social Survey, Statistics Canada, Canada's National Statistical Agency, July 7, 2005.

5. “A Descriptive Analysis of Same-Sex Relationship Violence for a Diverse Sample,” The Journal of Family
Violence, Publisher Springer Netherlands, Volume 15, Number 3, September, 2000, Pages 281-293. ISSN
0885-7482

6. Greenwood, G., Relf, M., Huang, B., Pollack, L., Canchola, J., and Catania, J. (2002). “Battering vic-
timization among a probability-based sample of men who have sex with men,” Amer. J. Pub. Health, 92: (12),
1964-69.

7. Tjaden, P., Thoennes, N., Allison, C. (1999). “Comparing violence over the life span in samples of
same-sex and opposite-sex cohabitants,” Violence and Victims, 14(4): 413-425.

8. Research on children who suffer family violence: from CAEPV, article summarizing recent research, on

http://www silentwitness.net/sub/latest reserch.htm#children .

9. Nicolosi, Joseph, Ph.D., “The Meaning of Same-Sex Attraction,” 2008, reproduced in the Documents
section of the NARTH website, http.www.narth.com.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: THE PRO-FAMILY ARGUMENT
IN NON-RELIGIOUS TERMS

Introduction

In my experience, pro-“gay” atheists are, ironically, some of the most aggressive and mili-
tant moralists in our society. In literally hundreds of public and private debates, I've found that
they tend to be absolutely convinced of their moral superiority in defense of homosexuality and
seemingly unpersuadable by pro-family arguments. Then one day as I was speaking to a group of
mostly high-school students in Santa Rosa, California, I was suddenly inspired to try something
new. Ianalogized the pro-family position to environmentalism to show that both philosophies rest
on “natural law” presuppositions, and I defined the natural family as the human eco-system. Before
my eyes | saw purple-haired and tattoo-covered teens literally scratching their heads, visibly pon-
dering the ideas I had introduced to them for the very first time. It was a major breakthrough. A
couple of years later at a debate on same-sex marriage at U. C. Berkeley, I used the same argu-
ments, somewhat more refined, and saw the same effect on these “elite” Leftists.

What I learned from these experiences is that pro-“gay” atheists automatically reject any line
of reasoning that is rooted in Christianity or the Bible, no matter how thoughtfully you present it.
However, if you can explain pro-family reasoning in non-religious terms, they will consider it.
This chapter, therefore, is written to show how to restate pro-family arguments in non-religious
terms and how this approach benefits the pro-family movement in multiple ways.

For example, to the extent that pro-family conclusions are assumed to be exclusively reli-
gious, they can be (and are routinely) rejected as a basis for public policy. Like it or not the U.S.
Supreme Court has interpreted the First Amendment to require government neutrality toward reli-
gions — prohibiting favoritism toward the one that is actually true and sensible.

However, differentiated from its religious parallel, the pro-family philosophy articulated in
this chapter cannot be excluded on legal grounds. This means that teachers, school officials and all

other government agents can openly and vigorously promote the pro-family viewpoint stated here-
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in — and base public policy upon it -- without Violating the law or being silenced by liberal oppo-

nents.

It is neither necessary nor desirable to silence anti-family voices, so long as the pro-family
ones are allowed to compete equally in the marketplace of ideas. We believe that pro-family ideas,
reasonably and clearly expressed, will win the day.

What follows is a reasoned argument for the pro-family position in entirely nonreligious
terms to help you explain the logic of pro-family thinking to non-believers.

Religious or Secular?

Too often the “conservative” or pro-family position on issues such as homosexuality and
abortion is assumed to be entirely religious in nature, while the “liberal” or pro-choice position is
assumed to be non-religious. This misunderstanding leads some to believe that the pro-family
viewpoint cannot be advocated by school teachers and other public officials without violating the
Establishment Clause of the First Amendment (the so-called “separation of church and state®). This
is a false conclusion.

While it is true that most world religions are doctrinally pro-family, and that many of the
most vocal advocates of the pro-family position are strongly religious people, the belief in the natural
family, marriage and family values is not inherently religious. Indeed, the “father” of pro-family
argumentation is the ancient Greek philosopher, Aristotle, an entirely secular figure in world history.

The essence of the pro-family perspective is a belief in empirical observation and logical
deduction. Aristotle gave the name “teleology” to this approach to understanding the world.
Teleology assumes that all things have a purpose and that the purpose of each thing can be discerned
from its design and function.

For example, we can determine that the purpose of the eye is to see, since it is obviously
designed to do so and that is how it functions.

Another name for Aristotle’s philosophy is natural law, although his definition of this term is
different from that of some later philosophers. One group of natural law thinkers of whom Aristotle
would likely have approved is America’s founding fathers. Their Declaration of Independence from
British rule claims its authority from “inalienable rights” deduced from “self-evident truths” emanat-
ing from “Nature and Nature’s God.”

Another important natural law document is the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
adopted by the United Nations 1948. Its reaffirmation of “the inherent dignity and of the equal and
inalienable rights of all members of the human family” is the legal and moral inspiration for nearly
every human rights treaty provision in international law.

The common denominator in these examples of natural law thinking is an adherence to the
belief that observations about what is can guide us as to what ought to be.

In like manner, activists in today’s pro-family movement believe that the optimal approach
to dealing with social problems, particularly those associated with sexual behavior, can be deduced
from observations of and respect for the self-evident nature of things. Simply, we choose to assume
that following the design of things will produce good results while ignoring the design will produce
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bad results.

Surprisingly, the other American interest group most closely associated with this way of
thinking is the environmentalist movement. Environmentalist concepts such as bio-diversity, inter-
dependence of species, and the science of eco-systems are essentially expressions of Aristotelian
natural law philosophy. Environmentalists draw conclusions about what is best for wildlife and
natural systems based upon empirical observations about existing designs.

This common paradigm shared by environmentalists and pro-family advocates is the key to
explaining the pro-family perspective to students.

Most young people today, especially public school students, are thoroughly familiar with
environmentalist theories. It is a simple matter to open a discussion about the observable design of
nature in eco-systems and then expand the scope of the discussion to consider the place of humanity
in that design.

The core concept to introduce is that we human beings have our own “eco-system,” the
natural family — one man and one woman and their children by birth or adoption, or the surviving
remnant thereof.

Importantly, the human eco-system is no less fragile than that of the rain forest or tide pool.
If you cut down half the trees in the rain forest, bad things will happen. Wildlife will suffer and the
entire eco-system will be adversely affected. Similarly, breaking apart the natural family, as when a
father or mother abandons spouse and children, has predictable negative effects on the survivors and
on the surrounding “ecology” (the society they live in).

Pouring toxins into a tide pool can seriously upset its ecological balance. Poisoning the family
environment through the influence of such things as drug use or pornography produces similarly
destructive results.

Central to this lesson is the process of logical deduction that leads from observation about the
design of our human eco-system to conclusions about how we should act and what policies are best
for ourselves and society (i.e. deciding what ought to be based on what is).

The most important observations in this process are simple enough for virtually anyone to
interpret, beginning with the self-evident reality that all humans are either male or female and
designed to be complementary to the opposite sex. (The only exceptions to this rule are hermaph-
rodites, whose dual genitalia results from genetic aberrations or problems during gestation, rather
than from the standard genetic design).

Starting from this observation, pro-family people conclude that human beings are heterosex-
ual by nature, and that same-gender sexual conduct is dysfunctional. In other words, to quote Dr.
C.D. King, they believe that normality is “that which functions according to its design.”

In support of this conclusion they point out that sexual desire in humans is primarily a
function of their heterosexual reproductive systems. If homosexuality were normal in the sense that
heterosexuality is normal, “gays” and lesbians would display a distinctly homosexual physiology.
Instead, their sexuality originates like everyone else’s in heterosexually procreative chemical and
hormonal processes, but in their case it is inappropriately oriented toward a reproductively incom-
patible partner.

This is not to suggest that all sex must produce babies to be socially acceptable, but that
sexuality has a self-evident norm against which all “deviance” is measured.

If conformity to the observable purpose of a design produces the best results, it stands to
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reason that greater deviance from the sexual norm causes greater problems for people and society.

The concept of deviance is readily understood in the context of manufacturing. Any given
product has been manufactured according to a design, yet no individual product item perfectly
exemplifies the design. All items are flawed to some degree. Those only slightly flawed are
acceptable for service, while at some point the degree of deviance from the design makes an item
unacceptable.

Applying similar logic, pro-family people make decisions about the acceptability of various
types of sexual behavior. For example, they conclude that sexual conduct that departs only slightly
from the procreative purpose of sexuality, such as the use of contraception by married persons who
wish to delay pregnancy or limit family size, is acceptable.

Opinions differ widely among pro-family people as to the point at which deviance from the
sexual norm becomes unacceptable, and religious beliefs factor heavily in the public debate on this
question. For example, devout Catholics reject all artificial methods of birth control, while Protes-
tants generally allow birth control of various types prior to the point of actual conception. (Some
birth control methods such as “the pill” are not true “preventive” contraceptives but in some
percentage of cases act as post-conception abortifacients.)

On the other hand, genuinely pro-family people universally reject abortion, because it
artificially ends the life of an unborn human being, who, left unmolested, would continue to mature
through all the stages of human life: birth, infancy, childhood, etc. Terminating the development of
a healthy fetus deviates so radically from the sexual norm that no rational person could conclude that
an abortion respects the design of life.

The nemesis of both environmental and pro-family advocates is the human tendency toward
contrivance or artificiality: the attempt to redesign the world without regard for the natural order.
Environmentalists bemoan mankind’s failure to preserve wildlife habitats in the face of continually
expanding human settlement. Pro-family advocates criticize the increasing dehumanization of
reproductive practices, such as the popularization of artificial insemination and the creation of
embryos for scientific research. The interests of both environmentalists and pro-family advocates
merge in their general opposition to genetic manipulation of living things.

In summary, the way to make the pro-family viewpoint understandable to students who do
not have a religious background is to first explain natural law principles as they were taught by
Aristotle and to then analogize pro-family reasoning to the logic of environmentalism.

The fact that pro-family conclusions about sexual behavior are virtually identical to those of
many religions does not make them religious. This is an important fact, since by law government
(and its agents such as teachers) may not base public policies on religion; however, nothing in the
Constitution prohibits government from basing policy on nonreligious pro-family logic.

The close parallels between religious and nonreligious pro-family arguments remain relative-
ly consistent as we look beyond personal conduct to society as a whole.

We will now reexamine some of the material presented in the prior chapter in the light of this ap-
proach, restating the Biblical perspective of family in non-religious terms, and augmenting it with additional
helpful information.

Redeeming the Rainbow 88



The Natural Family, Marriage and Family Values

The natural family is nearly as obvious an example of design as that of the heterosexual
physiology of the human body. As stated above, the natural family is one man and one woman and
their children, by birth or adoption, or the surviving remnant thereof. The following is an explana-

tion of the natural family and its importance.

WHAT IS THE NATURAL FAMILY?
It all starts with...

The Core Relationship
one man + one woman

This relationship is “natural” because it is based on the natural design of human beings.
Men and women are physically different.

This difference is inborn and clearly seen in their genetic makeup and physiology.

The physical difference is obviously connected to reproducing the species.

In addition to the external sexual difference, a woman’s internal organs and systems are

specially designed for pregnancy, birth and nursing.

While not directly related to reproduction, the physical strength and size of the man allow
him to provide the needed life support and protection for the members of his family while
the woman undergoes pregnancy and birth, and later while she nurses and physically cares
for babies and small children.

Men and women are psychologically different

The psychological differences between men and women are (and always have been) gener-

ally acknowledged by people of all cultures.

These differences tend to be complementary, that is, they allow a man and a woman to con-
tribute, equally but differently, to the accomplishment of family tasks such as child train-

1ng .
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Parent/Child: The Natural Extension of the Core Relationship

one man + one woman-+
their children by birth or adoption

This grouping is “natural” because:

Children are the natural result of the social/sexual joining of a man and a woman
(marriage).

The abﬂity to produce and care for children is part of the physical/ psychological design of

the man and the woman.

Human babies are born very helpless compared to other species: it takes a minimum of
three years for the human child to become mature enough to be at all independent of their
parents. Thus human parents have a long time to train and influence their children.

Many social and survival skills must be learned by a dependent child if he/she is to function
as a member of a human community. The child is taught by parents, but even more impor-

tantly, learns by watching two very different parents interact in complex ways.
What Happens When the Natural Family Loses Its Place in a Society

In this section, we return to the list of behaviors and character qualities promoted in the
natural family, this time with a view to the social consequences of not promoting them.

Task sharing

Reliance on each other
Unselfishness
Resource sharing
Responsibility
Commitment
Self-control
Nurturing

Historically, a few human societies have lost their sense of the importance of the natural
family. These societies have suffered grave consequences in the form of social problems such as
crime, addictive behaviors, economic woes, and increasing disorganization. In some modern
societies where the natural family has been de-valued, we are now seeing rapidly decreasing popula-
tion, accompanied by all of the problems above, with the addition of government ineffectiveness and
political chaos and strife.

In the United States, where 75% of all children still live with both parents, the natural family
enjoys continued favor. Yet there are many attacks on the idea of natural family, and the statistics
which show that it is in peril have not changed in many years: the high rates of divorce, of illegitimate
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births, of single-parent households, and of never-married couples living with their respective chil-
dren, have all remained high or increased over the last 3 or 4 decades.

If, then, the natural family does lose its important value to Americans (as many have urged
that it should), what changes can we expect for our society’s future?

Task sharing

Task sharing is called “division of labor” in a large group. Complex economies are built on
this function, which can easily be seen in any small or large business, government bureau, educational
institution, etc. It is a function which any child can observe in a mother and father, who, simply by
their physical differences, tend to break the work into parts best suited to their bodies and life cycles.
The ability to break down work and parcel it out is passed on to children in the form of assigned
chores, and acted out by them in playing house. Without early and constant exposure to task sharing,
children do not function well in a society that has a complex division of labor. In practically every
walk of life, people must have the skill of dividing work among themselves fairly and efficiently, or
large tasks cannot get done. In asociety where task sharing skills are on the decline, we would expect
to find a low level of cooperation and initiative among employees, fewer and less effective commu-
nity organizations and more of a “survivalist” mentality, in which people separate themselves from

the group rather than pooling their skills.

Mutual reliance

The best school of mutual reliance is the ability to watch people of opposite genders and
different physical abilities count on each other and combine their efforts to get routine work done or
meet special needs, or simply to “be there” for each other. From this early school, a child learns to
be prepared to expect reliable help from others and to be available to give help on both a regular and
a temporary basis. Without the practice of mutual reliance, schedules cannot be kept, personal or
group crises are not easily dealt with, and as with task sharing, large complex tasks and organization
are out of the question. People go without the sense of personal security that comes from being able
to place their confidence in others. In such a society, we would expect a low level of trust and a high
level of personal stress arising from not being able to count on others for necessary help.

Unselfishness

The natural family provides the very best opportunity to learn to put aside your own desires
in favor of someone else’s needs, or in deference to a valued relationship. When a man turns off the
game on TV to listen to his wife’s story of the day’s events, he models unselfishness to his children,
just as he also requires it of them when he asks them to share their toys with friends or siblings. In
this way, children learn that they should not expect to always be “Number One,” and that many things
in life are better and more enjoyable when you put someone else first. In a society where many
people grow up without this important understanding, we would find widespread rudeness, much

theft, unnecessary competition and conflict, poor relationship skills, and high levels of domestic
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violence, especially child abuse and neglect. Personal unhappiness would increase as the ability to
unselfishly care about others decreased.

Resource sharing

The model of marriage as a shared life entered into by two distinctly different individuals with
different needs is the first and most important one that prepares a child to share resources (things that
are also needed by others). Life in a democracy requires the sharing of many resources from material
things like water to non-material things like the power to choose representatives and policies in our
government. In any society, the absence of the ingrained habit of sharing necessary things would cause
many conflicts over needed resources, and the weaker claimants would usually lose; hoarding,
monopolizing and power-grabbing would be the norm. Power would tend to fall into the hands of
strong but unscrupulous people who would hang on to it at the expense of others.

Responsibility

Once again, the notion of responsibility is both observed and practiced by the child living in
a natural family. Parents who demonstrate responsibility towards each other and their children give
a child a sense that responsibility is a natural and essential part of daily life. This enables the child to
go on to accept responsibilities in school, or on committees or sports teams. A society with large
numbers of people who have not become used to taking responsibility would obviously be a difficult
place to live in. People would not be able to delegate tasks, find reliable people to care for their
children, trust the professionals who provide necessary, specialized services like medical care, or find
dependable employees. There would be increased neglect of children, non-payment of debts,
reckless behavior, and the breakdown of virtually every institution which depends on the responsible
behavior of the people who run it.

Commitment

Commitment is the “glue” of a successful long-term relationship, and is perfectly illustrated
by the relationship between husband and wife. In a stable family, children have the opportunity to
see the evolution of this committed relationship over the duration of their parents’ lives. They can
see the level of commitment remaining fairly constant through a number of life stages and many life
challenges. It is easy to see what happens to a child’s sense of security when the commitment
between parents is shattered by divorce: the child is forced to question whether the parents’
commitment to him/her is permanent. Furthermore, the model of commitment (which, by
definition, must be practiced over a long period of time), is cut off, and the child often observes, in
its place, scenes of distrust, conflict and animosity. In a society with low levels of commitment, we
would naturally see high levels of divorce and infidelity, difficulty in making and maintaining
friendships, and widespread anxiety and loneliness. We would expect the degraded levels of mental
and physical health that accompany lack of supportive relationships and unconditional affection. Most

people would choose sequential or multiple non-committed relationships rather than marriage, and
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children born from these relationships would fail to acquire the other social skills taught in a stable
natural family.

Self-control

Physical self-control is a mandate in a successful marriage relationship, simply because of the
usually unequal size and strength of the husband and wife. Emotional self-control is a skill which is
continually learned by husbands and wives, but one which rewards their efforts with peace and safety
in their home. It is a sad fact that parents who have poor self-control virtually ensure that their
children will lack it as well. Lack of self-control in other social contexts encourages a war-zone
mentality where people expect fights and intimidation and develop self-protection skills rather than
cooperative ones. A society in which self-control is absent is one which cannot even support the
institution of family, let alone the other institutions which are built on family-taught skills and
attitudes. Such a society would soon crumble, torn apart by violence, crime and personal and group
conflict.

Nurture

The lack of opportunity to learn nurture from a caring mother and father (who also nurture
each other) seriously handicaps the child when she/he grows up to be a parent. Inadequate nurture
is also similar to abuse in its effect on a person’s psychology: depression, a feeling of un-fulfillment,
lack of self-esteem, and relationship problems are some of the consequences. The society without
nurturers would be unable to care for those who could not care for themselves. Relationship ties
would be weak and the anxiety level would undoubtedly be high. Neighborhoods would lack
cohesion and there would be many indigent people with unmet needs. The institution of family
would be weakened over many generations, and would fail to perform its necessary functions in
socializing children and stabilizing adults.

Marriage

From the pro-family perspective, marriage is not a mere legal contract invented by govern-
ment as a means to create and regulate family units. Instead, marriage is recognized as a naturally
emerging social institution designed to protect the natural family from forces (such as the lure of
promiscuity) that would otherwise threaten it. Stated simply, marriage serves to help men and
women resist the inclination to abandon each other and/or their children during times of trial or
temptation. Marriage is thus seen as a logical extension and component of the natural family
structure.

As American society has forgotten the purpose of marriage, it has adopted policies such as “no
fault” divorce that have largely stripped marriage of its cohesive power. Nevertheless, marriage
continues to serve its purpose for those who understand and respect it.

Some couples share the essence of marriage (enduring commitment) without social or
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religious formalization (legal marriage). In the view of some pro-family thinkers, these couples have
a place within the definition of a family-friendly society. But the statistics on cohabiting couples in
general are gloomy — compared to married couples, cohabiting partners exhibit more unfaithfulness,
more domestic violence, lower income, higher depression rates, and a higher rate of divorce when
they do marry: children in cohabiting-couple households are more prone to emotional and behavioral
problems, less involved in school activities, more at risk for physical and sexual abuse, and financially
worse off than children in married two-parent households (See Section Four).

Even in the Bible, where no particular ceremony or certificate is prescribed, men and women
who live together are recognized by each other and the community as married in every sense. Even
in the creation scene in Genesis, Adam’s first reference to Eve is as “wife.”

Both the Biblical and the secular pro-family picture of marriage do, however, conflict with

2

the notion of “gay” marriage, since such a union denies the premise of marriage. “Homosexual
family” is an entirely artificial concept and a contradiction of terms. Homosexuality is itself a form
of promiscuity; marriage, by contrast, exists to protect natural families from disintegration through

promiscuous behavior.

Family Values

Family values is a broad term but is used here to describe those values which affirm the natural
family and which are imparted by it: the heterosexual norm, faithful marriage, devotion to children,
respect for the design of life. These are defined throughout this document. What remains is to
contrast family values with their antithesis: the acceptance of promiscuity.

In the non-religious pro-family lexicon, promiscuity is the choice of sexual “freedom” over
commitment to family, and includes every form of sexual deviance. Fornication (sexual relations
among uncommitted sexual partners), adultery (sexual relations in violation of a committed union)
and other types of sexual conduct, including but not limited to homosexuality, incest and pedophilia
are all forms of promiscuity.

Promiscuity in any of its forms carries serious risk of harm to oneself and others, whereas in
a faithful marriage the partners enjoy enhanced health and satisfaction, and greater security and
happiness for themselves and their children. Once again, following the design produces good results,
while violating the design produces bad results.

The cumulative effects of rampant promiscuity in a society include epidemic levels of sexually
transmitted diseases, troubled serial relationships among adults, increased criminality, substance
abuse and mental health problems among the youth, an ever-expanding yet ultimately ineffectual
social welfare system, and many other problems.

Truly family-centered communities do not suffer these types of problems to the same degree.
Family values are an antidote to the poison of promiscuity.
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Conclusion

The preceding argument can be summarized as a set of five assertions.

1) Because the pro-family position is not inherently religious in nature, it may be taught in the
classroom and adopted as a guiding philosophy by public officials without Violating the constitution.

2) The heart of pro—family thinking is empirical observation and logical deduction in the tradition of
Aristotle and of America’s Founding Fathers.

3) The key to explaining pro-family logic to young people is to analogize pro-family reasoning to that
of environmentalism and to define the natural family as the most important element in the human

eco-system.

4) The self-evident heterosexual norm, together with the needs of the natural family which develops
from the core of a heterosexual relationship, clarifies both the purpose of marriage and the danger of

promiscuity.

5) The assumption that human social success or failure hinges on rational conformity to the design of

life is vindicated by an honest appraisal of modern American culture.
Each of these assertions offers a departure point for discussion and extensive further study, yet the

concepts articulated are simple and reasonable. It remains for the pro-family advocate to use these concepts
and this material as tools to bring balance to the cultural debate.
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CHAPTER EIGHT: UNDERSTANDING “GAYSPEAK”

There is no shame in believing a lie. . .until you learn the truth.

The Homosexual Message

The disordered nature of homosexuality is self-evident; therefore any effort to normalize or
legitimize homosexuality must use lies and deception to gain public support. The homosexual appeal
for public support includes several standard falsehoods that are repeated constantly by its spokesper-
sons and presented to the public as proven facts:

“Homosexuality is innate and normal” (often called the “born that way” argument).
“Homosexuality cannot be changed.”

“Heterosexual children cannot become homosexual.”

“Homosexuals and heterosexuals are separate but equal sexual types.”

“All disapproval of homosexuality is motivated by hate and fear.”

“Homosexuality is equivalent to race, and disapproval of homosexuality is like racism.”
“Homosexuals are helpless victims who need special legal protection.”

“Toleration of homosexuals requires approval of homosexual conduct.”

“Homosexual suicides and mental health problems are caused by social disapproval.”

An essential task of pro-family advocates is to expose the falschood of these assertions.
People, especially social and political leaders, need to know the truth, and it is our job to inform
them. Fortunately, there is a wealth of authoritative documentation to support the pro-family
position on these topics; many useful resources are provided in Section Four.

Another factor that helps us articulate the pro-family position is that most of the pro-
homosexual arguments are patently illogical. They so completely fail the test of honest scrutiny that

the resort to scientific evidence is unnecessary to prove the arguments false.
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Agenda? What “Gay” Agenda?

One example of the “gay” movement’s reliance on deception is its audacious insistence that
it has no agenda. Homosexual activists and their best-trained allies ritually challenge any reference
to the “gay” agenda with an affected tone of incredulity. “What agenda?,” they exclaim, as if the
entire homosexual movement, with its hundreds of organizations and thousands of activists, all
working to achieve specific political goals, were invisible. What is most interesting about this is not
that they want to deceive people into believing that they have no agenda, but that they would insist
this is true in the face of reality.

What does it tell you about a group of people obviously organized and working to change
society, who not only pretend to have no agenda, but who also make the promotion of this self-
evident falsehood a leading tactic in their campaign? They must either be very stupid (which is
clearly not the case), or very confident that they can make the public accept the lie. They seem
convinced, just like the Nazi propagandists who advocated this tactic, that if they tell the lie long
enough and loudly enough, it will supplant the truth. Perhaps it will. Is it really any more of a lie
than the assertion (now accepted by a great many otherwise intelligent people) that homosexuali-
ty is perfectly normal behavior equivalent to normal sexual relations between husbands and
wives?

Unfortunately, most of the deceptive rhetoric used by the “gay” movement is more subtle.
If Christians are to restore respect for the truth, they must learn how to recognize and expose these
lies.

The lllogic of Pro-“Gay” Arguments

The success of the campaign to propagandize so-called “gay rights” is an amazing triumph of
rhetorical manipulation. He who defines the terms controls the debate -- and by extension, public
opinion. On this issue the terms have been defined (in many cases invented) by the talented
sophists of the “gay” movement.

Sophistry, it must be noted, is the ancient Greek art of persuasion by subtly false reasoning.
The key to overcoming sophistry is to simplify and clarify what the sophists have intentionally made
complex and vague. That process begins by defining the terms and concepts being used in the
arguments. One quickly discovers that most arguments advocating “gay rights” depend upon hidden
false assumptions and deliberately ambiguous terms. It’s all smoke and mirrors.

Among the most common terms and concepts in the “gay rights” arsenal are: homosexuality,
sexual orientation, heterosexism, diversity, multi-culturalism, inclusiveness, discrimination, homophobia and
tolerance. These words and phrases are used by “gay” sophists to frame the question of homosexu-
ality as a civil rights issue. It is a context chosen to favor homosexuals to the extent that they cast
themselves as victims and their opponents as oppressors. Yet even within this context, “gay”

arguments are easily refuted.
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What is Homosexuality?

Some people might be tempted to skip past this section because they think they understand
this term. That is the first mistake made by every victim of “gay” sophistry. Failure to clarify the
essential terms at the beginning allows one to be trapped by his or her own assumptions. It’s like
signing a contract to buy a used car without clearly identifying the car.

The definition of homosexuality is not as settled as one might think. Until 1986, homosex-
uality was almost universally defined as same-gender sexual conduct. By extension, a homosexual
was defined as anyone who engages or desires to engage in such conduct. The “gay” movement
itself embraced this definition, in which the term “homosexuality” had meaning only in relation to
same-gender sexual behavior.

After 1986, the “gay” movement began to redefine homosexuality as a normal and immuta-
ble condition equivalent to heterosexuality, a state-of-being completely independent of conduct.
Under the new definition, “straights” can choose same-gender sexual relations and “gays” can
choose opposite-gender relations without any alteration of their true “sexual orientation.”

Why the change in strategy?

1986 was the year that the United States Supreme Court, in the case of Bowers v.
Hardwick, upheld the right of states to criminalize homosexual conduct. The “gay” movement had
argued that homosexual sodomy should be viewed by the court as a fundamental privacy right no
different than marital sexual relations. The court firmly rejected that argument in 1986, though,
unfortunately, the constitutional right of states to regulate homosexual conduct was overturned in
Lawrence v. Texas in 2003.

Thwarted in its goal to legitimize homosexual conduct as a fundamental right, the “gay”
movement turned to the only other basis on which it could claim constitutional protection:
minority status as a “suspect class.” The Supreme Court recognizes minority status only for those
groups which 1) have suffered a history of discrimination, 2) are powerless to help themselves and
3) are defined by immutable characteristics.

This is the secret to understanding why the “gay” movement now denies that homosexuality
is behavior-based and instead insists that homosexuality is innate and unchangeable. It is not
science. It is a legal and political strategy.

The problem is that they can’t back up the claim. There exists no truly objective means of
determining whether a person is innately homosexual. One cannot take a blood test or DNA test
to prove that he or she is “gay.” We must depend entirely upon a person’s claim that his or her
homosexuality is innate. The taint of political self-interest alone makes such evidence wholly
untrustworthy. Self-declared homosexuals can’t even prove that they sincerely believe that their
homosexuality is innate. Instead, they argue that homosexuality must be innate because no one
would choose to be “gay” and incur the resulting social stigma. This argument is invalid, since many
people choose lifestyles that others condemn. Moreover, there are many homosexuals who freely
admit that their lifestyle is a voluntary preference. This assertion is supported by a series of recent
studies in Sweden, Denmark, Finland and the United States which reveal that the primary factors
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associated with male and female homosexuality are environmental, not genetic, and include such
conditions as a permissive social atmosphere, residence in an urban environment during one’s teen
years, separation from the same-sex parent, and for women, a college education (1).

Finally, to the consternation of “gay” propagandists, many people continue to leave homo-
sexuality and become fully heterosexual. Although effective therapies have been developed by
mental health professionals like Dr. Joseph Nicolosi, and have allowed many to change away from
unwanted homosexuality, others change spontaneously over the course of their lives (2), and still
others leave homosexuality behind through spiritual support and fellowship in groups like Exodus
(Christian), JONAH (Jewish), and Courage (Roman Catholic). An interesting development
reported on the Exodus website (www.exodus-international.org, January 2009) is the dramatic
upswing in attendance at their conferences now that homosexuality is being increasingly normal-

ized in mainstream society.

1. Hansen, Trayce, Ph.D. “Legalizing Same-Sex Marriage Will Increase Prevalence of Homosexuality:
Research Provides Significant Evidence,” reproduced on NARTH website, updated Oct. 14, 2008.

2. Satinover, Jeffrey, M.S., M.D., “The “Trojan Couch:” How the Mental Health Associations Misrepresent
Science,” p. 11, reproduced on NARTH website, accessed Jan. 2009.

On the question of choice, it must be noted that all sex but rape is voluntary and thus every
sexual act involves a conscious choice. A person’s inclination toward a form of sexual conduct may
not, for any number of reasons, be consciously chosen, but the mere existence of desire does not
justify the act. To accept otherwise would be to validate adultery and pedophilia. Society has the
right to require people to suppress harmful desires, even if it is difficult for them to do so.

In reality, the “gay” movement does not want a biological cause to be found. If science
were to identify a biological cause of homosexuality, that day would begin the “race for the cure.”
(And a great many purportedly self-accepting homosexual men and women would secretly join that
race.)

Since the “gay” movement can’t prove it, the assertion that homosexuals are born that way
remains nothing but a hypothesis -- one which provides no justification for abandoning long-
standing, experience-tested social policies. Remember, society doesn’t have to prove that homo-
sexuality is not innate. “Gay” activists are the ones attempting to change things and the burden of
proof is theirs.

Nevertheless, there is plenty of evidence that homosexuality is not innate. As mentioned
above, there is a very considerable body of testimony from men and women who once lived as
homosexuals. These ex-“gays” have renounced their former lifestyles and many have become
heterosexual in self-identification and desire, while others have stopped at the point of comfort
with their own gender and freedom from same-sex desires. The “gay” movement’s challenge to

> is the height of absurdity

b}

former homosexuals to, in essence, prove they aren’t still innately “gay

since homosexual immutability was never proven in the first place.
Why is the question of immutability so important? Because if homosexuality is not innate,

it must be acquired. And if it can be acquired, we ought not allow homosexuality to be legitimized
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to our children. If there remains any shadow of doubt as to the cause of homosexuality, we must
err on the side of protecting our children. Indeed we must actively discourage them from viewing
homosexuality as safe and normal, when in fact it is demonstrably neither safe nor normal.

It bears repeating here that normalcy is functioning according to nature or design.
Normalcy is not based on popular opinion.

In summary, the true definition of homosexuality is same-gender sexual conduct. A
homosexual is a person who defines himself or herself by the participation in or desire to participate
in such conduct. This definition is both logically and intuitively sound.

For the sake of our children and the health of our society, we must not accept the
redefinition of these terms. We must cut away the foundation of the “born that way” argument to
reveal that it is not supported by science or social reality, and that since it can’t be proved, it is
reasonable to assume that homosexuality may be acquired. Unfortunately, the “born that way”
notion is one that predates the “gay” movement’s publicity efforts. For centuries people in western
societies have assumed that their friends and relatives who exhibited effeminate homosexual traits
were born that way, since they seemed unable to change, and since it was often too painful for
families to acknowledge the circumstances (such as childhood molestation) which contributed to
their homosexuality. Thus we have to fight this conceptual battle on two fronts. We must never
allow a discussion to proceed forward if the immutability of homosexuality is assumed as a premise.
We must challenge the premise and force the logical concessions, without allowing the subject to

be changed.
Sexual Orientation

“Sexual orientation” is a highly ambiguous term loaded with hidden false assumptions.

An “orientation” describes the perspective of a subject toward an object. A sexual orienta-
tion therefore describes a person (subject) by the object toward which they are sexually attracted:
a homosexual is someone oriented toward someone of the same sex, a bisexual toward both sexes,
a pedophile toward children, a sado-masochist toward giving or receiving pain, etc..

By definition, there are an unlimited number of potential sexual orientations. The “gay”
movement, however, officially recognizes only four orientations: heterosexual, homosexual,
bisexual, and transgendered (i.e. transvestites and transsexuals). Why? Because to recognize other
orientations -- pedophilia, for example -- would draw attention to the importance of distinguishing
between orientation and conduct, when a major purpose of sexual orientation theory is to
legitimize and protect homosexual conduct by obscuring this distinction.

This is most clearly seen in anti-discrimination policies that include sexual orientation.
Government and corporate policy makers include sexual orientation in anti-discrimination policies
in order to protect freedom of thought and speech on the basis of the claim that sexual orientation
is nothing more than a state of mind. Americans rightfully cherish the First Amendment right to
think and speak freely. The practical effect of such policies, however, is to legitimize and protect
any sexual conduct associated with an orientation, and, ironically, to suppress the thought and
speech of those who object to the promotion of homosexuality. For example, under such policies

a landlord is expected to rent to homosexuals even if they admit they intend to commit sodomy on
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the property and this is his sole reason for wanting to deny their application. Similarly, employees
of an organization which embraces “gay” and lesbian clubs and activities are forbidden to organize
Christian clubs on the grounds that their pro-family beliefs might create an uncomfortable environ-
ment for homosexuals who want active approval of their lifestyle.

Why is this distinction between orientation and conduct so important? Because sexual
conduct has serious public health consequences which society has both a right and an obligation to
regulate. In contrast, there are no public health implications to sexual orientation, properly
defined. Even a pedophile’s orientation, abhorrent as it may be, is harmless to the public if he
never acts upon it. Thus homosexual orientation is exonerated as far as public regulation policy
goes.

Policy makers could stop this end run around public health considerations by adding one
sentence to existing anti-discrimination laws: “This policy shall not be construed to legitimize or
protect any sexual conduct deserving of regulation in the public interest.” The right to claim a
sexual orientation should not automatically grant a license for sexual conduct.

Another purpose of sexual orientation theory is to create a context in which homosexuality
and heterosexuality hold equal status. The notion of equivalency between homosexuality and
heterosexuality is very important to “gay” arguments. For one thing it neutralizes health and safety
arguments against the legitimization of homosexuality.

For example, it is an uncontested fact that homosexual sexual behaviors spread disease.
When reminded of this, “gay” sympathizers say, “Heterosexuals do the same things.” This isn’t a
logical defense of homosexuality per se, since two wrongs don’t make a right. However, it is an
argument for treating homosexuality equally with heterosexuality if the two were truly equivalent.
But they are not.

Unlike homosexuality, heterosexuality is immutable. To define heterosexuality as merely
sexual conduct between people of compatible genders is to suppress a fundamental truth about
what it means to be human. All human beings with the exception of hermaphrodites (people with
a congenital deformity that causes them to have both male and female genitalia) are born with a
reproductive system that is heterosexual by nature. We are either male or female. We have sexual
feelings only because of chemical and other processes that are rooted in our procreative heterosex-
ual design. Thus, a male sexual orientation toward a female (or vice versa) is self-evidently normal
and natural. By contrast, a male-to-male or female-to-female orientation is self-evidently abnor-
mal and unnatural. For homosexuality to be equivalent to heterosexuality, it would need to be
rooted in its own homosexual physiology.

In reality, homosexuality is nothing more than same-gender conduct among people who are
innately and unalterably heterosexual in form. Homosexuality is thus biologically (and to varying
degrees morally) equivalent to pedophilia, sado-masochism, bestiality and many other forms of
deviant behavior, or behavior that deviates from the normal design-based function of the human
being.

A second reason for espousing the premise of equivalency is that it allows “gay” activists to
exploit the civil rights doctrines which would not otherwise apply to them. Discrimination, in the
civil rights context, means treating equal parties unequally. If homosexuals and heterosexuals are
assumed to be equal, then it is unfair to deny homosexuals all of the benefits that heterosexuals
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enjoy. “Gay” sophists have coined the term “heterosexism” to describe favoritism towards
heterosexuals. To grasp the implications of heterosexism, simply think of it as “racism” toward
homosexuals.

An anti-discrimination policy based upon sexual orientation is always the first step in a
homosexual takeover of any organization because it locks in pro-“gay” assumptions. Following the
adoption of this policy, the organization must accept as fact that homosexuality is immutable,
equivalent to heterosexuality, and deserving of special protection without regard to moral or public
health considerations. Criticism of these positions, or even failure to affirm them, can be consid-
ered violation of the policy. Where such a policy is enacted, adoption of the rest of the homosexual
political agenda is virtually guaranteed. The conclusions are assured by the premises.

The Takeover Process

This varies slightly depending on the type of organization, but is predictable and easily
recognized.

The takeover of local governments begins in the local media (where there is never a shortage of
“gay” political activists) with a campaign to raise awareness of discrimination against legitimate minorities.
A call then goes out to form a Human Rights Commission to study the “problem” and develop community-
based solutions. The commission is then formed with quasi-governmental authority. The anti-discrimina-
tion policy comes next, often without mention of sexual orientation. That is usually added by amendment
later. Opposition is usually minimal because no one wants to be perceived as being in favor of discrimina-
tion. This is not a baseless fear. Pro-“gay” activists in both the media and the government greet any
opposition with highly-publicized accusations of racism and bigotry. Invariably, one duty of the commis-
sion is to gather, analyze and report statistics on discrimination in the community. (This is doubtless where
the concept of “hate crimes” originated as a “gay” political strategy).

The use of a reporting plan assures two favorable outcomes for homosexuals. First, they gain a
measure of legitimacy merely by being listed together with true civil rights minorities (without having to
justify their inclusion among those whose status is based on morally neutral criteria such as skin color and
ethnicity). Second, the very nature of the reporting process virtually guarantees an increase of discrimina-
tory incidents from one reporting period to the next as people gradually become aware of the system. This
appearance of a growing problem bolsters homosexuals’ demands for additional concessions to their
agenda.

The takeover of a corporation begins with the placement of an activist (usually in-the-
closet) homosexual in a hiring position. Other undisclosed “gays” are then hired to fill strategic
positions in the company. When the ability to control the process is assured, some of the activists
“come out of the closet” and form a “Gay and Lesbian Employees Association.” That group then
introduces an amendment to the company anti-discrimination policy to include “sexual orienta-
tion.”

Democratically-run organizations (including political parties, labor unions and churches)
are targeted based upon their vulnerability to takeover by a unified bloc of voting members. Mass
infiltration by activists precedes elections, after which time organizational policy (and bylaws) can
be controlled by the new activist leaders, who may or may not disclose that they are “gay.” I'have
heard it said that this was how the Metropolitan Community Church, an entirely homosexual-
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controlled religious denomination started, beginning with the takeover of the original MCC, which
was reportedly a genuine but struggling Christian church. The so-called mainstream Christian
denominations have been particularly targeted, not only because many congregations have seen
steeply declining membership in recent decades (so that fewer new “members” are needed to gain
a voting majority), but because these denominations have vast property holdings and endowment
funds which can be used for activist projects.

Every takeover is followed by consolidation of “gay” power within the organization, starting
with some form of “sensitivity training.” Sensitivity training employs proven psychological coer-
cion tactics (i.e. “brainwashing”) to indoctrinate members of the organization in pro-“gay” thinking.
By the very nature of the manipulative tactics used, few dare to openly dissent. Those who do are
duly noted by the control group and if they are considered a real threat, they are marginalized and
may in time be forced out. Sensitivity training is usually mandatory for all members of the
organization.

Once the control group has consolidated power, the organization is plundered for its
available resources. These include tangible resources such as money and property, but also
intangibles such as advertising and vendor contracts and even community goodwill. Charitable
giving, too, is exploited, as gifts and grants are diverted away from previously-favored beneficia-

)

ries like the Boy Scouts to “gay” controlled organizations. While some resources benefit the
internal control group (i.e. domestic partnership benefits and employee perks), most are focused
strategically outside of the organization to further the “gay” political agenda in the community.

All the processes described above are made possible simply by the acceptance of sexual
orientation as a theory of human sexuality.

In summary, sexual orientation is a term that is used by “gay” activists to deceive both policy
makers and the public about the nature of homosexuality. It frames the debate about homosexual-
ity in such a way that the average person is tricked into accepting “gay” presuppositions without
challenge. This is even true of those people who continue to oppose the homosexuals’ political
goals. Once the presuppositions have been accepted, especially when they become “law” in
anti-discrimination policies, resistance to rest of the “gay” agenda becomes much more difficult.

The only effective strategy is to reject and refute the false assumptions of sexual orientation
and re-frame the issues on a truthful foundation. Sexual orientation must be exposed for what it is:
a nonsensical theory about sexuality invented by “gay” political strategists to serve their own selfish
interests at the expense of the welfare of society as a whole.

Diversity

Diversity is a code word for the political doctrine of multiculturalism. By itself it means
only “the variety of things,” but as used by the homosexual movement “diversity” is a moral
statement about the way society ought to be: a harmonious social pluralism in which every culture
is honored for its contribution to the whole. Thus feel-good emotionalism is harnessed to obscure
deeply flawed reasoning.

Multiculturalism, meaning the equality of cultures in a pluralistic society, is a valid concept

if culture is defined by morally neutral criteria. Society should pursue civic equality in areas such
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as race, ethnic heritage and religion. But cultural practices are not morally neutral. Few of us would
agree that the cultures of Nazi Germany, Stalinist Russia, and Taliban-ruled Afghanistan are the
equals of American culture with respect to the deeds they have perpetrated. The “culture” of
homosexuality — a way of life rooted in the practice of sodomy — is not equal to the inherited
family-based cultures of African-Americans, Asian-Americans or Arab-Americans.

There is no comparison between a shared system of values, beliefs and traditions passed down
through generations of a group of people bound by genetic and/or religious similarities, and a set
of compulsive sexual/emotional behaviors practiced by a group of random individuals who define
themselves as a community based on this practice alone.

The equality inherent in the concept of multiculturalism cannot be extended to such a group; it is
an apples-to-oranges comparison.

The companion “gayspeak” word to diversity is inclusiveness. Churches and other institutions
that have fallen victim to “gay” sophistry openly congratulate themselves on being inclusive. This is
the same confusion we saw in the term “diversity,” only in a different form. In both cases there is
a failure to define the standard of acceptance by which people are welcomed into the circle of
inclusion. Without a standard, there can be no objectivity in the process, and any decision to
include merely represents the arbitrary will of the person or persons in charge.

In summary, the doctrine of multiculturalism promotes the equality of all diverse cultures
in our society under the code word “diversity.” The doctrine’s validity depends upon limiting the
definition of culture to morally neutral criteria. The inclusion of morally significant sexual
behavior in the definition robs multiculturalism of validity by granting legitimacy to immoral
practices. Attempting to fix the problem by excluding some cultures because of their practices (for
example cannibalism or slavery) contradicts the premise of equality of cultures. Failure to
articulate a standard by which to determine which cultures should be included compounds the
problem by vesting arbitrary authority in whomever holds power.

The effective response to a champion of “diversity” is to focus on the definition of multicul-
turalism and to demand to know the standard for inclusion.

Discrimination

Discrimination is a word whose political redefinition originated in the civil rights move-
ment. Innormal usage, discrimination is synonymous with discernment, but as used in a civil rights
context it means irrational bias against a person. “Irrational” is the hidden qualifier in the term that
distinguishes appropriate discernment from prejudice. In an enlightened society there can be no
rational basis for discrimination on criteria such as race, skin color or ethnicity. However, as with
multi-culturalism, the introduction of morally significant criteria changes the analysis of discrimi-
nation. Discrimination against harmful conduct is entirely rational, and in many cases necessary.

Discrimination is now synonymous with racial prejudice in the public mind. The “gay”
movement has exploited this association to legitimize its own claims by adding itself to the list of
minorities in anti-discrimination statutes.

In summary, discrimination has been useful to “gay” activists because the public is deeply

conditioned to associate this term only with prejudice, especially racial prejudice. The solution is
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to add the qualifier “rational” or “irrational” to discrimination whenever one uses the term. At
minimum this tactic causes the hearer to consider the significance of the qualifier. It also sets the
stage for a discussion about the standard for determining what is rational vs. irrational discrimina-

tion.
Homophobia

This term is probably the most outrageous invention of the “gay” sophists. In a way, it
shouldn’t even be considered sophistry, since it lacks any hint of subtlety. In contrast to the
cleverness of most other examples listed here, the illogic of homophobia is insultingly blatant.

Originally, homophobia was psychiatric jargon invented to describe patients’ fear of their
own homosexual inclinations. “Gay” activists simply stole the term and redefined it as “hate and/or
fear of homosexuals.”

As a rhetorical weapon, homophobia is unequaled. It serves first to define anyone who
opposes the legitimization of homosexuality as a hate-filled bigot. The universal inclusion of all
opponents as homophobic is of course not emphasized. Homosexual activists publicly associate this
label with violent “gay bashers” and hateful fanatics. When they use the term they want people to
think about the killers of Matthew Shepard, but in conventional practice they include every man,
woman and child who believes homosexuality is abnormal or wrong. The way to expose this fact
is to challenge the advocates of the “gay” position to state the difference between homophobia and
non-homophobic opposition to homosexuality. They will reveal that they accept no opposition to
their agenda as legitimate. (The “gays” outrageous mistreatment of Miss California 2009, Carrie
Prejean, for simply giving her opinion that marriage should be between a man and a woman is
illustrative of this fact).

Secondly, the term defines opposition to homosexuality as a mental illness. “Gay” activists
take special delight in this since it was scant decades ago that homosexuality was listed as a mental
disorder in the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Psychiatry (the listing was removed by the
political maneuvering of homosexual activists in a 1973 vote of the members of the American
Psychiatric Association)

Thirdly, the term can be used as the semantic equivalent of “racist,” helping the “gay”
movement further indoctrinate the public with the notion that opposition to homosexuality is
equivalent to prejudice against racial minorities.

Collectively, these strategic applications of the word “homophobia” serve to intimidate
many opponents into silence. When any expression of opposition to homosexuality draws the
accusation that one is a mentally-ill bigot equivalent to a racist, few people will venture public
opposition. Those who do will tend to be defensive, offering the disclaimer that they are not
hateful (unintentionally but implicitly validating the lie that hatefulness is the general rule).

The use of the term is in itself religious discrimination because it implicitly disparages and
declares illegitimate the religious teachings of several major world religions. Adoption of the term
by government constitutes a prima facie violation of the Establishment Clause of the First Amend-
ment, which prohibits the endorsement or inhibition of religion.

In summary, as it is used today, “homophobia” is a nonsense word used by “gay” sophists as
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a rhetorical weapon against their opponents. It lumps together all opponents as mentally-ill “gay
bashers” and in doing so declares mainstream religious doctrines to be harmful and illegitimate.
The solution is to reject the term “homophobia” itself as harmful and illegitimate. Its illegitimacy
can be exposed by making pro-“gay” advocates define the term and the distinction between
homophobia and non-homophobic opposition to homosexuality.

Tolerance

Tolerance means putting up with someone or something you don’t like in order to serve the
greater good of preserving civility. Tolerance is therefore an essential virtue in a diverse society.
In the “gay” lexicon, however, tolerance means unconditional acceptance of homosexuality.
Anyone who disapproves of homosexual conduct is labeled intolerant, even those who treat
self-defined “gays” with the utmost courtesy and respect.

Abuse of language is a dangerous thing. The misuse of the term tolerance is a good
example. For every person that gives in to political correctness to avoid being considered
intolerant, there is another whose strong disapproval of homosexuality makes him or her willing to
be considered intolerant. The latter may even begin to see intolerance as a virtue, since it appears
necessary to be intolerant to stop the legitimization of sexual perversion. This fosters a climate in
which intolerance against legitimate minorities can be more easily justified. As the “gays” have
proved, many people just don’t think clearly enough to understand why intolerance of race and
intolerance of perversion are different. This confusion serves the racists as easily as it serves the
“gays.”

To reaffirm the true meaning of tolerance in the face of “gay” sophistry, point out that
tolerance is relative. Some things deserve absolute tolerance and some things deserve zero
tolerance but most fall somewhere in between. For example, our society should have high
tolerance for freedom of speech (for example, the right to say “I'm gay”) but low tolerance for
harmful behavior (e.g. sodomy). The tolerance a thing deserves is relative to the degree of benefit

or harm that it may cause.
Conclusion

The heart of “gay” sophistry is the redefinition of homosexuality as a state of being and not
a form of sexual behavior. This allows the “gay” movement to define homosexuals as a civil rights
minority comparable to African-Americans and other groups whose minority status is based on
truly immutable characteristics. In turn, this allows the “gay” movement to inherit and exploit all
of the legal, political and social gains of the civil rights movement for its own ends.

Sexual orientation theory is the vehicle for “selling” the idea of homosexuality as normal and
immutable. It creates a context in which sexuality can be divorced from physiology. Only by
making the design and function of the human body irrelevant can “gay” strategists avoid otherwise
self-evident truths about homosexuality.

All of the terms examined in this article, as applied to homosexuals, depend for their
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validity upon the theory of sexual orientation, which in turn depends upon the redefinition of
homosexuality.

In the end, this battle is won by affirming the obvious. The truth about homosexuality is
self-evident. Self-evident truths are not taught, they are revealed. Helping people overcome “gay”
sophistry does not require teaching them new facts and figures or raising their level of intellectual
sophistication. On the contrary, it requires a clearing away of the misinformation that obscures the
simple reality of things.

Indeed, if you find yourself dependent on studies and statistics to persuade someone of the
wrongness of homosexuality and the foolhardiness of legitimizing it in society, you have already lost
the debate. Consider: a person who remains unpersuaded by a reminder of the obvious truth has
revealed himself to be an intellectual “reprobate” (in the Romans 1:28 sense of being lost to the
truth) for whom facts are ultimately meaningless. Yet if you, by retreating to secondary evidence,
grant that obvious truth is insufficient to prove your case, you voluntarily invite a debate context
which favors those who are willing to cheat, lie or ignore facts to win.

This is not to suggest that the pro-family position lacks scientific support. Indeed the great
preponderance of evidence, from the most respected research studies, affirms our conclusions.
(See Section Four).

Defeating “gay” arguments, however, depends upon asserting the plain truth about homo-
sexuality from the start. If you fail to challenge the presuppositions of the “gay” position, you will
forever be at a disadvantage in opposing the many goals of the “gay” agenda. Stand firmly on the
truth that homosexuality is an objectively disordered condition deserving of social disapproval
because it spreads disease and dysfunction. You will be aggressively attacked for this position,
because your opponents know that it is the only position from which you can successfully defeat all
of their arguments. You would take less heat if you sought some point of compromise, but you
would trade away most of your moral and persuasive authority in the process.

If you decline to stand firm on your pro-family presuppositions, the insights provided in this
booklet will not be of much value to you. But if you opt for a determined pro-family stance, they
will serve as potent weapons against every form of “gay” sophistry and, if you remain persistent,
your courageous stand for truth will ultimately be vindicated.

TEN RULES FOR DEBATING ABOUT HOMOSEXUALITY
(As applied during a hypothetical conversation).

First. Never leave unchallenged any argument in which sexual orientation the-
ory, homosexual immutability or the equivalency of heterosexuality and ho-
mosexuality is assumed (which is just about any argument you will ever have
on this issue).

“Gay” Advocate: “Can’t you see that denying gays the right to marry is discrimination. Why
shouldn’t they have the same basic rights as heterosexuals?”
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You: “I'm a little confused by your argcument. Are vou saying that yvou think homosexuality is
Yy g y ying y y
equivalent to heterosexuality?”

Second. Always make the advocates of the “gay” position define the critical
terms.

“Gay” Advocate: “Of course they are equivalent. One person is no better than another just because
of whom they happen to love.”

You: “I still don’t getit. How do you define homosexuality and heterosexuality? It’s more than a

question of romantic feelings isn’t it?”

Third. Stay on track. Sophists will always change the subject to avoid having
to admit error. The trick is to stay focused until the term in question is de-
fined. Don’t allow yourself to be baited into switching topics. Promise to ad-
dress new topics after your main question has been answered. (Also, watch out
for the “tag team” tactic in which a third party will interrupt your discussion
to help your opponent change the subject. Make these parties address your
question.)

“Gay” Advocate: “Homosexuality is just your sexual orientation. It’s the way you’re born. Some
people are straight. Some are gay. You don’t think gay people should be discriminated against just
because they have a different orientation, do you?”

You: “I'd like to answer that question after we talk about what sexual orientation is, but I'm still
not clear on what you mean by homosexuality. How do you know that it’s just the way someone
is born?

Fourth. Don’t allow your opponent to place the burden of proof upon you to
disprove one of his or her assumptions. The burden of proofis on him or her.

“Gay” Advocate. “Everybody knows that. There are lots of studies. Besides, who would choose to
be gay when there is so much hatred and homophobia against them?”

You: “Lots of people make choices that other people hate. That doesn’t prove anything. And all
the studies that I have seen have been inconclusive. Can you cite me any study that absolutely
proves that gays are born that Way?”

Fifth. Always address the aspect of conduct, which by nature is volitional.

“Gay” Advocate: “They’re out there. But gay people don’t have to prove themselves to deserve
basic rights. You don’t have to prove your heterosexuality to get your rights do you?”
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You: “Now we’re back where we started on this question of whether homosexuality is equivalent
to heterosexuality. You still haven’t defined what homosexuality is or what heterosexuality is.
Isn’t it a question of behavior?”

Sixth. Keep the discussion on what can be objectively observed and measured
and away from the subjective. Don’t be diverted into a discussion of abstrac-
tions.

“Gay” Advocate: “No, its not about behavior, its about orientation. Ialready said that. You can be
gay and celibate. Being gay is when the person you fall in love with is the same sex as you. Being
straight is when you fall in love with someone of the opposite sex. That’s it.”

You: “So where does sex come in. If orientation has nothing to do with sexual behavior, what stops
pedophiles from claiming equality with gays and straights? If they never get physical, what does it
matter if they fall in love with a child?”

Seventh. Use affirmative statements to reclaim the initiative in the discussion.
“Gay” Advocate: “Yeah, but pedophilia is illegal.”

You: “Right. The behavior is illegal, but not the thoughts and feelings. That’s why its important
to be very clear on the definition of homosexuality and heterosexuality before we decide if they’re
equal. If we’re only talking about thoughts and feelings, then perhaps they are equal, but then so
are all the other orientations you can think of. If we compare them by the types of behavior they

involve, that’s a different story.

Pedophile behavior is illegal because it harms children. Homosexual behavior is still illegal in many
countries because it spreads disease and dysfunction.”

Eighth. Make the opponent face the flaws in his or her logic.

“Gay” Advocate: “Well heterosexuals engage in the same risky behaviors as homosexuals.”
You: “So would you agree that disapproval of all harmful sexual conduct is reasonable?”
Nine. Follow the flaw to its illogical conclusion.

“Gay” Advocate: “No, I don’t think its anyone’s business what two people do in the privacy of their

own bedroom.”
You: “Allow me to summarize what you’re saying. Homosexuals and heterosexuals are only
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different as to the choice of their partner, one is same-sex, the other opposite sex, but that they are
equal in that both engage in the same types of sexual conduct. You also believe that society has no
right to regulate sexual conduct even if it threatens the public health, but you would make an
exception for pedophiles. Is that about right?”

Ten. Measure your success by the degree to which you have illuminated the
truth for those listening in to your discussion, not by the willingness of your
opponent to change his or her mind.

“Gay” Advocate: “I'm not going to let you trap me into some homophobic box. Your problem is
that you’re a bigot.”

You: “Your problem is that you don’t understand that homosexuality is very different than
heterosexuality. Heterosexuality describes the way all human beings are designed to function as
compatible opposite-sex partners. Homosexuality could only be equivalent if it was rooted in a
comparable physiological design. Instead, even when engaging in homosexual acts, a person
remains inherently and immutably heterosexual by nature. Sexual orientation is just a theoretical
model that lets you pretend that sexuality is a subjective state-of-mind and not a form of voluntary
physical conduct.

“That’s why marriage is closed to homosexuals. It is an institution designed to protect and
strengthen the natural family, which is itself rooted in the procreative heterosexual design we all
share.”

Analysis. The preceding hypothetical conversation is actually a composite of many real discus-
sions between myself and various advocates of the “gay” position. It accurately and honestly
portrays the typical comments and attitudes of “gay” defenders. What may be gleaned from this
exchange is that one can never truly come to a common understanding with a “gay” sophist, since
he or she cares only about winning and not about the truth. Yet there are many people who merely
parrot “gay” rhetoric and who are really victims of sophistry, not sophists themselves. These people
are persuadable.

The only value in arguing with a true sophist is to hone your debate skills. Usually,
however, you will have an audience. In that case, take the opportunity to educate your audience
and don’t be discouraged that your opponent refuses to see reason.

When all is said and done, the only real solution to the problems created by “gay” sophistry
is to restore a truthful standard in every institution where the sophists now hold sway. That means
that we who have learned how to defeat “gay” sophistry must actively compete for influence in
those institutions and to persuade others who share our love for the truth to do the same.
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Hope for Pro—Family Advocates

[ will address just three of the many factors which work in our favor in our campaign for
change. First, the truth is on our side.

Pro-family people often lament the enormous influence which our adversaries hold over
America’s social, cultural and educational institutions. What they fail to recognize is that our
adversaries require this level of control. The success of the “gay” agenda depends upon public
acceptance of many easily-refuted lies. To maintain this deception, pro-“gay” media must continu-
ally reinforce certain essential falsehoods, such as the assertion that science has proved a biological
cause of homosexuality. Perpetrating such deception is relatively easy if you control all the major
media, but impossible if even a single major (national) media outlet tells the truth. The rise of the
Internet as a new information source, and to a lesser extent the success of Fox News, bears this out.

This fact is significant for pro-family advocates: it means that our task is not as daunting as
we might think. We don’t need to duplicate what the left has done, we only need to ensure that
some part of the major media is forced to tell the truth. The power of the truth itself will do the
rest. An excellent illustration of this principle is found in the tactic of pro-lifers who carry large
pictures of aborted babies in public demonstrations. Every person who sees these pictures instantly
recognizes that abortion kills real babies and not just “blobs of tissue.” All of the millions of dollars
spent by abortion advocates to hide the humanity of the unborn can be undone by a single
photograph. In like manner, a full, unbiased examination of “gay” claims, such as the claim that
homosexuality is innate, would destroy their carefully constructed public image, without which the
homosexual political movement would topple like a house of cards. Be encouraged by the fact that
patient repetition of the truth, along with people’s practical experience of reality, have begun to
turn the tide on the abortion issue.

Our task is not small, but it is achievable. However, it is not enough that existing pro-family
media tell the truth, it must also be presented by a mainstream source that the secular public trusts.
In other words, our goal should not be to try to compete with the media industry; it should be to
take control of some part of it.

Second, there are more activists on our side than there are on our adversaries’ side.

When you consider that homosexuals currently make up somewhere from two to five percent of
the population, and that not every homosexual is politically active, the total number of “gay”
activists in America must be quite small relative to their power. On the other hand, pro-family
activists are relatively numerous. We just aren’t organized. The goal of pro-family advocates,
therefore, should not be to try to convert every member of the faith community into a political
activist, but to identify the existing activists and begin to work more closely together with them.
This is a much more achievable goal.

Third, the “mushy middle” of the American population will support our agenda as readily
as it now supports the homosexual agenda once we have regained control of our social (and some
media) institutions. We must remember that most people are simply unconcerned about issues
which are not directly relevant to their own daily lives. The average person generally goes along
with the prevailing social trend. This is just human nature. It was true of the colonists during the

American Revolution. It was true of the German people under Hitler. It is true of our society

Redeeming the Rainbow 112



today. This is bad news for traditional conservatives, but very good news for missionary-minded pro-family
activists. It means that we don’t need to persuade the entire population to our way of thinking: we
only need to take back control of the institutions that most influence their lives and the people will,
so to speak, persuade themselves

Helpful Tips:

Recognize “Gay”Weaknesses

“Gay” power depends upon public sympathy for homosexuals as victims of societal preju-
dice. This is why the pro-“gay” media religiously suppress all information which reflects negatively
on homosexuals and their behavior. This is also why the “gay” movement insists, and the media
confirms, that homosexuality is innate -- because fair-minded people (i.e. most people) are
reluctant to disapprove of homosexuals for engaging in behavior that they can’t control. If the
media told the truth about homosexuality, the “gay” movement, and the “gay” political agenda, the
public would not be predisposed to accept either the movement or the agenda.

The problem is how to get the public to look at the facts when we have little or no power
to change the media. The first step is to understand why the public is susceptible to “gay” deception.

Public sympathy for “gays” as victims is not grounded in logic, but in emotion. This is one
reason why more women (who tend to be interested in emotional and relationship factors) than
men embrace the “gay” cause. In fact, the some people’s attempts to bring out the more graphic
and disturbing facts about homosexuality have reinforced the idea in the minds of “gay” protectors
that pro-family advocates hate homosexuals. Long ago I stopped trying to educate pro-“gay”
sympathizers about the unpleasant particulars of “gay” behavior, because it only made them angrier.
The facts must be told, but only after a person has become willing to consider that there are two
sides to this issue.

An effective strategy is to emphasize the issue of homosexual recruitment of children. The
protection of children trumps any argument for “gays” as societal victims. Once parents and
grandparents accept that recruitment of children is possible, they become interested in seeing all
the evidence against the idea of “gay” legitimacy. This strategy is becoming increasingly powerful
as parents and grandparents witness the blatant promotion of homosexuality to their children in
public schools (often presented by homosexual activists and accompanied by suggestions that
children should experiment to determine their sexual “orientation”), and as research data from
numerous countries show that homosexual behavior and self-identification can be elicited by one’s
environment (1). (SAME REFERENCE USED ABOVE) 1. Hansen, Trayce, Ph.D. “Legalizing
Same-Sex Marriage Will Increase Prevalence of Homosexuality: Research Provides Significant

Evidence,” reproduced on NARTH website, updated Oct. 14, 2008.
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The Triangle of Tolerance

Absolute
Tolerance Examples:
Thoughts, beliefs, morally neutral criteria such as skin color
Speech
High The right to say 'I'm gay"
Tolerance or "l believe in racial segregation”

Harmless private behavior

playing unpopular music

Reasonable *§*

Tolerance Harmless public behavior
panhandling
-—
Harmful private behavior
Low
Tolerance homosexuality, using drugs
-
Harmful public
behavior:
drunk driving
Zero =S
Tolerance Violent

Crime

“Gay” apologists misrepresent the concept of tolerance to suggest that “being tolerant” requires
unconditional acceptance of all aspects of homosexual “orientation” and conduct. However, toler-
ance really means “putting up with” what we don’t like in the interest of preserving civility. The
amount of tolerance we extend depends on the amount of harm or benefit society receives from the
thing in question. For example, as the above graph shows, we have zero tolerance for violent crime,
but absolute tolerance for freedom of thought.

Applying this logic, we should extend reasonably high tolerance for people who choose to publicly
disclose their homosexual “orientation,” because the social benefit we all enjoy from freedom of
speech outweighs the harm of their disclosure. But conversely, the negative public health and moral
ramifications of “gay” sex outweigh any supposed social benefit associated with sexual “freedom.”
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SECTION THREE:

PRACTICAL ACTIONS
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Chapter 9: Not ATheocracy:
A Christian-Stewarded Secular Society

When President John Adams, signer of both the Declaration of Independence and the
Constitution, voicing the common belief of the Founding Fathers, said, “Our Constitution was made
only for a moral and religious people. It is wholly inadequate to the government of any other,” what
did he mean?

What the Founders feared was the sort of arbitrary exercise of power shown recently by
judges, first in Massachusetts and then other states, who have invented “marriage” rights for
homosexuals. A handful of jurists took it upon themselves to create homosexual “marriage” in
disregard of the clear will of millions-strong majorities, and in contradiction to the presumed
legislative intent of the framers of their respective state constitutions. They felt entitled to do this
because a few decades ago our nation abandoned the biblical moral code which had guided the
Founders and many subsequent generations of Americans. And, since there is no longer any external,
objective standard for interpreting the existing laws, the only basis for deciding right and wrong is
the subjective opinions of the judges themselves. This is precisely the rule-by-elites that our national
and state constitutions were designed to prevent.

Legislators and executive officials are still somewhat restrained by our electoral process, but
the judges (at least the ones who rule as the “final courts of appeal”) have become a new class of
quasi-monarchs, accountable only to themselves. The marriage cases show that we can’t even count
on stare decisis or “settled law” (meaning the philosophy that judges are bound to follow prior case
precedents), to restrain judges any more. There is no rational legal thread that could tie these
marriage-killing rulings to the implicit logic of their respective state constitutions.

There is a short-term solution to this problem in the checks and balances provisions of our
political system (which, incidentally, are rooted in Isaiah 33:22). Judges aren’t supposed to make
laws, and when they try to do so, the other two branches of government have the power to stop
them: by simply ignoring the rulings. That’s not likely to happen because most leaders in the other
two branches are as lacking in sound moral reasoning as the judges. The long-term solution is thus
the only true way out of this mess -- Christians, in numbers far larger than we’ve seen recently, must
return to the political process and restore the biblical consensus that our Founders rightly deemed
essential to our national survival. Indeed, that was the founders’ genius: the creation not of a
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theocracy, but of a Christian-stewarded secular society.

The premise of pro-family activism, and our motivation to press on through ever-increasing
challenges, is our belief in God and His Word. Our agenda is the Great Commission (Matthew
28:19): to Christianize the world -- not to satisfy a human desire for power and control, but because
God’s order brings blessing to all who embrace it and it is our duty to love our neighbors enough to
want to bless them. Central to His order is marriage and the natural family, and the health of these
institutions serves as a sort-of “canary in the mineshaft” for civilizations. Canaries were once used by
miners as poison-gas detectors. If the canary died, the miners knew they were in serious danger and
must take immediate action to save themselves.

Our canary is nearly dead. The once universally respected and cherished institutions of
marriage and the natural family have been poisoned by the new moral order of sexual “freedom.” To
be sure, many individuals still hold traditional views, but society as a whole (as represented by those
in government, media, education and business whom we allow to hold the seats of power) has
rejected God’s design. If God’s Word is true, the inevitable consequence of this rejection is His
wrath -- unless we turn back (repent).

Today the main point of conflict between Christians and “gay” activists is indeed marriage,
and all the hopes of the pro-family movement seem to rest on preserving the official definition as the
union of one man and one woman. Yet, even though this is an important goal, it is a very small part
of the larger question: which of the two contradictory value systems will society embrace? To “save”
marriage, yet accept homosexual relationships as normal and healthy, is to abandon God’s standards
for human sexuality and society, and by extension, to trade Christian civilization for humanism
and/or occultism. Alarmingly, either from apathy or by rejection of the concept of Christian civic
responsibility, much of the church seems willing to make this trade.

It’s up to those of us who are not willing to abandon Christian civilization to show the way
forward by devising and implementing new plans and tactics which are not oriented toward respond-
ing to the initiatives of our opponents, but focused pro-actively on re-Christianizing our society.

[ will offer six suggestions in this chapter:

First: Redefine Ourselves and Our Task

What we need is a new sense of identity and purpose that frees us from the
liberal/ conservative political context and allows us to be pursue new and pro-active ideas. Ibelieve
our new model should be based on the missionary societies of yesteryear.

America has, realistically, become a mission field, and the strategies and tactics we should
follow are those used traditionally by missionaries: identifying mission target areas, establishing
missions in them, growing a movement of local believers, infiltrating and steering local centers of
influence, educating the local society about the superiority of the biblical world-view, and establish-
ing social service institutions that meet the needs of the local people while simultaneously teaching
biblical values.

The sports and military metaphors we have used in the past to define ourselves as conservative
and liberal contestants on a roughly even playing field no longer fit as neatly as they used to. We have
lost most of the ground we started with in the 1950’s and the contests are now (mostly) not between
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Christian conservatives and humanistic liberals but between the Republican and Democrat political
parties, both of which (relative to the standards of the past) have moved dramatically to the left and
away from biblical Christianity.

Importantly, the work of a missionary is broader than that of a conservative activist, and more
in keeping with the broader needs of this “post-Christian” society. The society we’re trying to save
from disintegration no longer understands the biblical presuppositions that our grandparents took for
granted, and which are necessary for its survival. Our primary emphasis should shift from fighting
against social evils to providing social blessings. This is not to say we should abandon the fight against
evil. That fight must continue. However, while we work to put out the fires raging in the
community (the work of cultural arsonists), we must work even harder on a campaign of fire
prevention or the rest of our work will eventually prove to have been done in vain. This issue is
addressed more extensively below.

Personally, I refer to myself less and less as a conservative, and more and more as a
missionary. My goals are not those of any political party, nor, necessarily, even of the big Christian
pro-family ministries (though I often support their specific pro-family projects). My goal is to
transform my own mission field and to encourage like-minded believers to do the same in theirs. I
believe this is the most reasonable and hopeful course of action we can pursue under the circumstances.

Significantly, the “post-Christian” mission field is very different and much harder to transform
than the pre-Christian one. Anyone who has ever served in a third world mission will tell you that
the average person in their mission field is usually quite willing to listen to the message of the Gospel.
At the very least, it is an interesting idea to them. In a post-Christian society, however, the people
are often openly hostile to Christianity, and many of them have been trained in anti-Christian
rhetoric.

A society is post-Christian specifically because enemies of the Gospel have worked to make it so.
Meanwhile, the Christians whose responsibility it is to counter the anti-Christians in such societies
have, for various reasons, allowed the de-Christianization to occur, and may therefore be defensive
or hostile to those who come onto the scene with missionary intentions. Still, when Kingdom-
minded Christians begin to think of themselves as missionaries, their own creative gifts and the

guidance of the Holy Spirit can make them effective and successful in any context.
Second: Work Locally

Given the advanced state of moral decline in our nation, and our position of relative weakness
compared to our cultural adversaries, we must face the unpleasant prospect that our efforts to restore
a Judeo-Christian or natural law moral consensus in America may fail. Prudence dictates that our
strategy must allow for this contingency, and provide as much protection for our own families and
communities as possible in the event that we cannot return such protections to the nation as a whole.

Keeping a local focus allows us to enact our pro-family agenda in our own local communities
first, which in turn helps to shield us from the effects of continuing disintegration in the larger
society. It also allows us to prove by example the superiority of the family-centered community
model. Others will be inspired to follow our lead once we begin to produce genuinely pro-family

communities
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While we focus on our local communities, however, we cannot ignore the state, national and
international battlefront. It all comes down to prioritizing our battles and allocating our limited time,
energy and finances accordingly.

Although many of the attacks upon the Judeo-Christian ethic come from outside our local
communities, the impact of these attacks can be blunted by our efforts at the local level. For example,
anti-family attitudes promoted to our children by national television and entertainment media can be
countered by a strong pro-family message in schools, libraries and community-based organizations.
Such institutions are largely controlled by local boards of directors elected at the local level.

Typically today, these boards are dominated by our cultural adversaries, even in relatively
conservative communities, but only because pro-family people are not organized and motivated to
compete for them. These and all other local political offices can and should be held by pro-family
citizens.

The pro-active missionary approach of working to re-Christianize society has its greatest
potential for influence at the local level. Coordinated efforts by our friend