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When I originally conceived of the Sticky Topics series, this was the question that I most 
wanted (and didn’t want) to address in the series.  Since I was putting together my 
preaching calendar in November, I didn’t really have any way of knowing how things 
would play out from a political and social point of view in the six months since. 
 
The recent North Carolina vote on a ban for gay marriage refocused the cultural 
spotlight on a question that has come up more often over the last several years and 
which is creating challenges for the church to effectively respond to these questions 
about human sexuality.  The North Carolina vote touched off a firestorm of political and 
social rhetoric, and President Obama’s declaration of support for gay marriage added 
more fuel to the already raging fire.   
 
In that context we can’t seem to have a conversation about human sexuality.  There’s  
too much raw emotion involved on both sides of the question, which means that we end 
up having bits and pieces of a shouting match in which one person hopes that by yelling 
louder he will win the argument.  On the one side, you get the Westboro Baptist crowd, 
parading around with their signs saying things like “God hates Fags”, or the North 
Carolina pastor who said in his sermon that he wanted to put all the homosexuals inside 
an electrified fence.  On the other hand you have a nationally known speaker on the 
topic of bullying ripping into Christians who believe the “BS” in the Bible, and then when 
they walked out of the High School auditorium in which he was delivering his speech 
described them as pansies.  Those are caricatures – exaggerating the worst tendencies 
of a few to paint people with a broad brush.   
 
It actually breaks my heart that we can’t have a conversation about such an important 
topic without resorting to name-calling, broad generalizations, and hateful speech flying 
in both directions.  At the same time, it seems like there is no middle ground between 
the caricatures on either side.  So whether I’m foolish, reckless, or just plain stupid, I 
thought we should at least try to get away from the rhetoric about sexuality in general 
and move towards some kind of conversation in the church.   
 
It’s an important topic for us to wrestle with.  The response of our church and any 
church to all people, regardless of sexual labels matters, but it seems to me that we are 
often wrestling with just the one label, and doing so in a vacuum of sorts.  I’d suggest 
that we need to talk about homosexuality within the whole question of human sexuality.   
 
In order to do that we need to start at the beginning of the story with the account of 
creation in Genesis 1 and 2.  In Genesis 1:27, at the end of the first part of the 
creation narrative there is a statement about the conclusion of God’s creative process:  
“So God created human beings in his own image, in the image of God he created them; 
male and female he created them.”  We’re likely to skip over that as the obvious, but I 
think that would be a mistake, because there’s something very important wrapped up in 
that little package.  The man and the woman are created in the image of God – the 
man and the woman together represent the image of God. 
 



In chapter 2 the man, without the woman, is seen as the only thing in the creation that 
is “not good” – God recognizes it was not good for the man to be alone.  The creation of 
the woman from the man is for the purpose of both companionship and completion of 
the created order.  Adam describes the woman as bone of his bone and flesh of his 
flesh, and then the writer of the creation account adds these words in 2:24-25:  “For 
this reason a man will leave his father and mother and be united to his wife, and they 
will become one flesh.  The man and his wife were both naked and they felt no shame.” 
 
From the beginning God initiates a rhythm and order to the entire creation, including to 
the human relationship.  In that male and female relationship there was the presence of 
wholeness and completeness in God’s creation design.  The comment about their lack of 
shame in their nakedness with one another is instructive – there is nothing there of 
which to be ashamed.  There’s only God’s good creation in perfect unity. 
 
But chapter three of Genesis introduces the possibility of a contradiction to God’s 
created order.  Adam and Eve choose to break the rhythm of the created order when 
they act in disobedience to God’s command.  In their disobedience they introduced 
fracture, sin, and brokenness into the entire created order.  In a direct contrast (3:7) 
meant to draw our attention, the writer tells us that when they had eaten, they suddenly 
noticed one another’s nakedness and felt shame.  In the beginning their nakedness was 
an expression of God’s goodness and the complementary nature of creation, now it as a 
difference to be hidden with shame.  Thinking to be enlightened, their hearts are 
darkened and the human experience becomes a broken image of what it was meant to 
be.  Included in that broken human experience is our human sexuality.  What was good 
before the fall becomes broken and a potential a source of pain, shame, guilt and abuse. 
 
We think that we’re more enlightened than Adam and Eve, imagining ourselves to have 
overcome those premodern curses of the stigmas of sex and sexuality.  More recently in 
American culture we have started to talk about ourselves as having a “sexual identity”.  
Never mind the fact that your grandparents never thought about themselves as having a 
sexual identity, we just assume that everyone has one.  But it’s a relatively recent 
phenomenon for human beings to create a category for themselves or others based 
entirely on who we want to have sex with.  If someone has a desire for sexual 
relationship with another person of the same sex, they are given the identity that goes 
with that:  homosexual, gay, lesbian, queer, etc.  And if your sexual desire is towards 
the opposite sex you’re a heterosexual, or straight person.  If you happen to have 
conflicting sexual desires for both men and women you might be considered bisexual or 
transgendered.  But all of these are relatively recent cultural labels. 
 
That’s not to say that there haven’t been people who experienced same sex attraction 
for a long time, but the idea of an identity that is wrapped up in that attraction is fairly 
new.  The dominant American culture has bought into this distinction, and as the church 
has tried to enter into dialogue (or arguments) over these questions, we have also 
bought into the same framework.  So for instance when it comes to talking about 
homosexuality we say that we will “love the sinner, but hate the sin”.  All the while we 
identify a person by the sin which we associate so strongly with their identity. 
 



It’s no wonder that when that phrase is used people look at us with some confusion.  
We argue within the same framework of sexual identity, and miss the opportunity to 
express something more fundamental about each person.  We don’t often talk about the 
creation narrative, instead we point to the 6 or 7 biblical references to homosexuality 
and attempt to change people’s identity based on changing their behavior.  But what if 
we embraced a more biblical identity and put our sexual desires into that framework?  
What if we adopted the label of “broken human beings” as our primary identity? 
 
In Matthew 15:19-20 Jesus addresses this issue of our identity as broken human 
beings.  He tells his disciples that our hearts are the center of all kinds of thoughts and 
actions that are inconsistent with the way God created the world.  The list, which would 
not be considered an exhaustive list, mentions sexual immorality – a catchall phrase that 
describes the whole range of human sexual brokenness.  All sexual activity outside of 
the marriage relationship is in view for Jesus with this phrase.  Sex outside of the 
covenant relationship depicted in the creation account, before the fall, is not an 
expression of “healthy sexuality” but of broken sexuality.   
 
The heart is always at issue for Jesus and his followers, which is why Jesus applies the 
command not to commit adultery to the lustful way that a man looks at a woman, 
turning her into an object for the fulfillment of his sexual desire.  So as a man, my lust 
towards another woman – whether at the gym, or on the computer screen, or the 
television screen – is fundamentally no different from another man’s sexual desire for 
another man.  It’s as possible for a man or woman within a committed heterosexual 
marriage to objectify their spouse as it is for anyone else outside of that covenant to do 
so.  In any case, we have taken a broken human being and turned that person into an 
object for our sexual desire and fulfillment.  But as a follower of Jesus I also am invited 
to follow God’s design for sex in my life, calling me to express holiness in my sexuality.  
This is not just a moral statement, but a theological statement that my sexual desires 
are meant to be seen within the context of my relationship to God.   
 
Sexual holiness for everyone who claims to be a follower of Jesus is about submitting 
our sexual desires underneath our desire to be like Christ and to be one with him.  
When that’s the case, our sexual desires are being reframed.  Rather than a restrictive 
command to “not” when it comes to sex outside of marriage, we start to see that in 
Christ he opens up to us the redemption of ourselves, even in our broken experience of 
sexuality.  It’s not that God wants to be the sexual killjoy, but that he wants to redeem 
the experience of sex within the redemption that Jesus provides for all of creation.  For 
all of our talk about healthy sexuality, it doesn’t seem to be getting better, does it? 
 
In that sense, sex is about much more than just personal fulfillment.  God is after more 
than just your fulfillment – he is after your sanctification, your holiness, your pursuit of 
his glory in every aspect of your life.  He is after the redemption of the entire human 
experience, including our sexuality. 
 
Which at last brings us to one of those Scriptural references we talked about earlier 
where one of Jesus’ earliest followers, Paul, writes to the church in Rome and touches 
on the issue of human sexuality, and homosexuality in particular.  We should be careful 
to say here that, as with any of the teaching of the New Testament, this is primarily 



directed at followers of Jesus, and his point is not to expect people outside of faith to 
act like they are following Jesus.  At the same time, God intends for his redeemed 
community to hold out to the world at large the ideal for human life, including sexuality. 
 
Let’s read from 1:21-32 because if you read the whole passage, rather than just a few 
verses out of context, you will find Paul making an argument about our “broken human” 
identity.  We human beings have a tendency to worship the created things over the 
creator, displacing our affection for the creator onto what he has created, and allowing 
our desires for those created things to overwhelm our desire for God.  We are idolaters, 
constantly exalting ourselves and others to a place of much higher importance than God 
and we are just as guilty of this in the church as others are outside of the church.   
 
But notice how Paul finishes the list of things that are broken within humanity, because 
it’s not just our sexual desires, but others as well.  Contrary to the rhetoric that elevates 
homosexuality to the top of the “sin list”, Paul places it in the middle of the discussion 
about idolatry and our “broken human” identity.  And yet here it is, in a description of 
broken human behavior, challenging both our desire on one hand to elevate it above all 
other sin, and the other hand which seeks to brush past it as nothing to bother with.  If 
we’re going to take the Scriptures seriously, then we can’t take either of those 
approaches.  It is here described as something that is against God’s design for sex, so 
we can’t single it out from other sexual sins, and we can’t ignore it either. 
 
The primary challenge to Christian teaching about homosexuality comes from the point 
of view of biology.  While there’s a significant amount of research that has been done on 
that very topic, most of it has proved inconclusive.  You will still hear, however, that 
homosexuality is not a learned behavior, but rather an inclination to same sex attraction 
that is a trait just like the color of one’s skin.  Most research on homosexuality now 
describes the probability that there are many factors which can lead to a person 
identifying themselves as having same sex desires, or even a same sex orientation (long 
standing pattern of same sex desire), including biology.  
 
But even a partial biological cause for an orientation towards same sex behavior and 
desire wouldn’t negate what the scriptures teach about sexuality.  That’s true regardless 
of one’s sexual desire or orientation.  If I have a biological orientation towards having 
sex with multiple women who are not my wife, most of us would not say that I am free 
to indulge my sexual desires.  When we focus on the “cause” of homosexuality, we have 
missed the point.  It is not an identifying marker that either can or cannot be changed, 
it is a piece of every one of us in need of God’s redemptive activity through Christ. 
 
It is a mistake to buy into the idea that same sex attraction, orientation and identity are 
all one and the same.  There are people who experience same sex attraction but never 
identify themselves with the labels.  The question for the church is whether or not we 
can get past the labels and start treating people with grace and dignity.  I’m convinced 
that by collapsing all of these together, the church is not giving the person who wrestles 
with same sex desire any other alternative – they either have to pray the desires away, 
or they have to embrace the gay identity.  What if we could offer a different story to tell 
of a person who experiences same sex attractions, but submits those to Christ’s work of 
shaping his character to reflect God’s glory?   



 
The goal of God’s redemption is not the elimination of sexual desire, but that sexual 
desire would come under our desire for Christ.  In that context celibacy can be a 
completely valid expression of submission to Christ – not just denial of sexual desire, but 
of total fulfillment in Christ.  The end result of our entire life is to be delivered up for 
God’s glory through Christ who has redeemed us for his praise.  The goal for us in the 
church should not be that we “re-orient” a homosexual person, but that we re-orient our 
entire lives towards Christ and his glory, and allow that vision and desire to swallow up 
every other desire. 
 
Everything I have said today has been primarily geared towards a person who is 
following Jesus.  We in the church need to have this discussion in a way that allows us 
to be both gracious and truthful.  I hope that if you are not a follower of Jesus and 
you’ve listened closely today you have heard those two clearly.  When we talk to people 
who are not following Jesus, the goal is never to start by addressing particular sins, and 
homosexuality is one that we stumble over quite quickly.  Rather the goal is to address 
the gospel, the redemption of broken human beings through Christ, which changes not 
only our sexual identity, but our human identity so that what we have in common is 
Christ overwhelming our brokenness, no matter what label the world puts on it. 


