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Introduction


Disclaimer 1: In terms of sexuality, I represent the class of people responsible for the vast majority of sexual wrongdoings in the world today – white, male heterosexuals. I have personally never desired to have sexual intimacy with another man, nor have I had any propositions to do so. Although I am perhaps the least sympathetic possible presenter, I want you to know that I have only been treated with respect from any gay men and women I have known. I do not think I have any reason to fear gay people. I think they are among the most intelligent, thoughtful and talented people I have known. They do not particularly repulse or threaten me. 

Disclaimer 2: I am sort of an oddball here. I am Presbyterian, and I am not a fundamentalist, but I do take the Bible to be the literal, inspired, inerrant Word of God. This is a strange conflagration of terms perhaps. 

Let me explain. I believe, to some extent in taking the Historical-Critical approach to reading the Bible and am equally as wary of what I would call “literalism.”  But I believe these things really happened, and that what really happened really matters. I am not afraid at all at bucking the dominant interpretation of the present-day church if that is warranted by Scripture, and I feel that much of the time it is. However, I also care deeply about the historical interpretation of the church and its understandings of the Bible. Navigating through those waters at times makes me feel like I don’t fit in any particular camp. Friend to all, enemy of none? Friend to none, enemy to all? 
I want to figure out what the Bible said in its original context by its original author, and then accurately apply that meaning to our present day situation. The many toes I step on do not concern me too much, though I am aware that I am stepping, perhaps even stomping on them.
That leads me to Disclaimer 3: The topic before us is homosexuality and particularly the issue of the ordination homosexual people. That is what is in the news. I am to tell you why my denomination thinks this practice is improper.
But I do not want to stand up here and sound like I’m saying that “homosexuality is what’s wrong with our society.” I think that we could also talk about many other sexual issues that would in my mind disqualify a candidate from this high office. I believe that the New Testament (especially) teaches that all departures from the norm of male/female marital union are in some sense equal.
 Though so many of those may be “heterosexual” sins, are they not equally as wrong for God’s people, especially those called to lead his people? 
I would posit the answer is yes. Any deviance from God’s ideal is something that we should take seriously. In this sense, we all stand before a righteous and holy God as people who have screwed up sexual lives. We all need to repent. I on my knees right next to my gay friends. And we all need to call the ministers of God to do so – and after they repent, we should call them to live a holy life of repentance, seeking God’s ways. Yes, there is forgiveness and cleansing, but some of these things have consequences in the real world. 
I hope to stand in the middle then between what I would call the Homosexual Agenda and the Fundamentalist Agenda. The Homosexual Agenda says, “We like it, therefore it’s right.” The Fundamentalist Agenda says, “It’s a horror, therefore it’s wrong.”  Each claims God on its side.


Is it possible to say something different, something that surpasses both rhetoric and personal experience? Is it okay because I like it and want it to be okay? Is it wrong because I don’t like it and don’t want to be confronted with people different from me? 
I desire to be a Biblical Christian. I feel like to do so means that I must both be compassionate, gentle, humble, loving, respectful and forbearing on the one hand and convicted, taking a stand for the truth, loving toughly, truth-seeking, and calling for repentance on the other hand. It’s not a flipping back and forth, but a joining together of those things that is Biblical pastoring and true love and friendship. I wish to seek the truth in this issue – truly.
But to get at starting to answer our question, it seems to me that we must begin to get at the nature of truth. This is the 
The Nature of Truth


As I’ve read, discussed and thought about this topic, I have come to realize that the deepest issue is our reading and understanding of the Bible.
 This room represents dozens of approaches. How do we view the Bible? Is it to be taken as true? Factual? Inspired by God? Written by men? Late in coming? Error free or error filled? Transcendent or bound by its culture? 
I believe we need to understand the concept of “the primacy and the finality of the Bible for faith and practice.”
 This means that Scripture is the first place to look and the last place of appeal for guidance. But this also allows for other voices to be heard in the process of interpretation and application.

What are the other options? 
Human experience is an important teacher as we interpret the Biblical data through the grids of our own lives. 
Human traditions produce a rich tapestry of patterns of worship, devotion and church governance, few of which Scripture expressly commands. 
Human reason applies principles the Bible teaches into specificity. 

All of these have the potential to contribute to our love for God and neighbor, but all of them can also be used to wield power and abuse. “Affirming the primacy and finality of biblical authority helps keep Scripture from becoming a tool in a manipulative hand, be it the right hand or the left. We will always struggle against our tendency to manipulate the Bible, and today we struggle with the absence of a universally agreeable method to find truth. We can only try, weighing opposing voices and attempting first and last to attune those voices to God’s Word.”
 Schmidt says that these forces – experience, traditions, reason and Scripture – are having a conversation with each other. But we have to approach it as a conversation between a teacher and three students. The conversation then isn’t a SYI discussion (Share Your Ignorance), but because the teacher is a good one, the students have much to learn. 

One thing we need to do as Christian people (and here I am assuming that it is to this group that I am speaking), is to commit ourselves to allowing God to define us. If we believe that we are made in His image
, and that He did not create us wrongly, and we believe that the Scriptures are divinely inspired and not the production of man, than the Scriptures and our lives should align. When they don’t, that is sin on our part. When we encounter sin on our part, we need to commit ourselves to changing and conforming to God’s ways and trusting that that ultimately will be for our good.

You have to realize that this is the only way truth will work. If you think we are the enlightened society, or that we have finally gotten the Bible interpreted rightly, then you suffer from a cultural and temporal blindness. In 50 or 100 years from now, they will look at your ideas, the things you hold as so progressive and insightful – and they will laugh at how backwards and idiotic they are. 


But truth doesn’t work that way. Truth transcends time and cultures. Does God’s word have a truth for us? Does it define us, even apart from our own experiences and reason and traditions? Will we change our experiences, reasons and traditions if we see it runs in opposition to God’s Word?


We should. In fact, I argue that we must or else we are in danger of not worshipping the true God as He has revealed Himself in Scripture, but a God of our own choosing, one whom we like much better, one whom we can control and co-opt into agreeing with us. 


Is there a truth in Scripture for us to find? That leads us to looking at the Scriptures together, although I fear that this question I’ve already asked and addressed is really the essential issue. In this discussion we are not on the same page in our understanding of God and the authoritativeness of His talking to us.


[Important thought, but one not exactly germane to this discussion: Along with a misunderstanding of the nature of truth, much of what is missing is an understanding of sin. Sin simply isn’t talked about or it is merely the sin of non-tolerance. For instance, Helminiak says that people enter heaven because “they unloaded the false concerns the burden their lives.”
 He later states that Jesus is “very clear that the only thing that matters is being a good person” and that “He was concerned about being a good person, about being good to the core.”
 This is not the Biblical message, or, at the most generous, is a misguided half-truth about it. This distorts justification by faith alone in every sense of the word.]
Scriptural Thought


We won’t have time to go into all the Scriptural arguments tonight and even if we did and even if I wished that we would, I do not feel like it would be that helpful because (as I’ve previously stated) our presuppositions about the nature of the Bible are radically different. I believe I could argue the other side’s position accurately and without any misrepresentation, and if time permitted, I would offer cogent thoughts to the otherwise.


What are the arguments for homosexuality? Let me present them, from “the other side’s” point of view. I hope that this brief section is true to their strain of thought, while being contradictory to my own.
The Bible only has a few instances of even discussing homosexuality, and these are relatively obscure. In Genesis 19 and Judges 19, the sins being condemned there are a lack of hospitality and rape. Consensual, loving homosexual relationships aren’t in view at all.  Leviticus 18 and 20 have two references, but these have to do with ancient Hebrew practices of cleanliness as part of the Holiness Code. No one would follow any of these rules today, thus we can also throw out the codes that pertained to homosexuality, which had to do with prostitution anyway.

In Romans 1, 1 Corinthians 6 and 1 Timothy 1, Paul appears to condemn homosexuality. A closer and fuller reading of the text reveals, however, that Paul is speaking against pederasty (sex between a man and a boy) and prostitution because these are degrading and unjust – modern homosexual people would agree with that. In other references, the Greek words don’t have to refer to what we now know as modern homosexuality, but male prostitutes or masturbators. 
2 Peter 2 and Jude 7 have to do with the wrong ideals of sexuality too. Just like Genesis 19 and Judges 19 (the texts which these two passages refer to), the wrong here is rape, prostitution and pederasty.

To this we should add these arguments: Love and liberation set us free from condemnation and name-calling. The Bible gives us an exodus story of liberation out of oppression and deliverance to social outcasts. The Bible doesn’t condemn homosexuality, it promotes “autonomous love between consenting equals in a committed relationship that nourishes others inside and outside the relationship.

I think this is a fair representation of the position. I would hope that those who hold this position would feel that I have attempted to convey it accurately and without misrepresentation. 
What should we say to this? How can we respond? 

I am claiming that the Biblical view of sexuality does not rest on lists of prohibited activities but on the pervasiveness and reasonableness of an affirmed activity: heterosexual marriage.
 
Genesis 1 and 2 give us the normative description of what marriage and sexuality is to be – the public, lifelong commitment of a man and woman to be exclusively for each other – economically, emotionally, socially and sexually. Genesis 1 and 2 then, while not providing explicit commands, gives us a basis for biblical commands and for subsequent reflection on the part of those who wish to construct a sexual ethic to meet changing situations.

When we look at Genesis 1 and 2, what do we find?
Reproduction is good. God calls us to multiply, to increase and subdue the earth as we fulfill our callings. 

Sex is good. Sex isn’t just for reproduction, but is for our enjoyment, recreation and fun. Paul writes that a husband and wife have mutual rights to sexual pleasure. This combats the Platonist notion that sex is morally corrupt and only a useful evil in the population of the world. This approach disembodies our existence into soul-houses and makes our bodies irrelevant. That is not Christianity.  That being said, sex isn’t the essence of humanity. People can, and have, lived lives without sex. Some better than others, but it is possible – we merely have to look to Jesus to see an example before us. Therefore, we should seek to live lives of purity when we are single, and reserve our sexual expressions for male-female marriage. Or to put it another way, we cannot say that we must have married pastors; celibate, single pastors are an important option. Naturally, these people encounter different struggles than married pastors. But that’s what they are – different. Not impossible, not unbearable. Different. 
Marriage is good. God has given us each other as a best friend, someone with whom we can share everything with. “The Lord explains that God’s original intent is to establish marriage not as a contract but as a marriage – in chemical terms a solution rather than a mixture.”
 Marriage is good for society as well. The Christian idea of marriage certainly involves our self-fulfillment, but it isn’t based upon that. Our sexuality is to be handled responsibly, for a greater good, with an obligation the wider community in mind. Again, marriage isn’t for everyone. Singleness is expressed in the Bible as a calling for some, given by God.
Male and female are necessary counterparts.
 We rejoice in our differences, which were created by God, both made in his image – neither one having it without the other in a sense. God saw that it was not good for Adam to be alone and he created not a mirror-image companion, but someone who is a her, who corresponds to him, who completes him, who helps him. This is to say that men and women are equal in worth and dignity, respect and ability, but have differing gifts and even roles.
 

I believe that the texts of Genesis, Judges, Romans, 1 Corinthians, 1 Timothy, 2 Peter and Jude than all fit into this larger framework, supporting the ideal of male/female marriage as the God-ordained place for our sexual fulfillment.

Here is a brief overview of one of the texts stated above. There is much more to say, but perhaps this will get us started:
Romans 1: Does the gospel release Gentiles from the purity code. Is homosexuality like eating bacon?

It is a huge mistake to believe that Gentiles universally accepted same-sex relations. When homosexuality was approved, it was usually limited to the social elite, who had sex with boys between twelve and seventeen, who took only the active role in intercourse and who abandoned the practice in favor of heterosexual union as they matured.
 “The Rome of Paul’s time operated for the most part by a simple brutal rule: that a free adult male ‘may satisfy his sexual desires by subjugating women and boys without distinction.’ But even Roman same-sex practice had prominent critics like Paul’s contemporaries Seneca and Plutarch. Finally – and this is highly important – sex between females was almost always and everywhere strongly condemned.”

Paul’s argument goes through a three-fold “he gave them up” approach. The first subsection (verses 24-25) refers generally to idolatry, the second (26-27) describes a specific sexual vice, and the third (28-32) gives a list of vices destructive to human relationships. Seen this way, we can understand that there is an inherent connection between idolatry and the lie about one’s crated status. Homosexuality is a lie about one’s relationship with his or her own body just as murder is a lie about one’s relationship with the life of another human body. In other words, there are many ways in which we show that we believe the lies of idolatry – homosexuality is paramount among them.
The attempt to redefine the words in the passage to mean more neutral and less comprehensive terms is also misguided. In the contexts of Paul’s other teaching in which he uses these terms (specifically, epithymias), they are speaking of sin. The words pathos and orexis also occur in such judging contexts. See 1 Thess. 4:5, Col. 3:5, Ga. 5:24, and Romans 7:5.  Orexis is Paul’s term employed to refer to the desire of males for another. We can continue, but I would refer you to Schmidt’s arguments in chapter four of his book, Straight and Narrow?

Schmidt sums it up this way: “Paul’s profound analysis of the human condition in Romans 1 finds in homosexuality an example of sexual sin that falsifies our identity as sexual beings, just as idolatry falsifies our identity as created beings. Homosexual behavior is “revolting,” not because heterosexuals find it so – they have their own dirt to deal with (2:22) – but because it epitomizes in sexual terms the revolt against God. It is sinful because it violates the plan of God, present from creation, for the union of male and female in marriage.”

Living it Out


Is homosexuality something you do or something you are? Is this like saying, “I think the Bible makes it pretty clear that light-skinned people are superior to dark-skinned people”? 

How do we define what is normal and what is a deviance from that norm?
 “Public tolerance dramatically increases when people are convinced that a desire for same-sex intimacy is biologically driven.”
 The media totally feeds into this by reporting “scientific” discoveries. This way of reporting has the powerful cumulative effect of creating the impression that science is serving the cause of civic rights against the bigotry of traditional religion. 

How pervasive is homosexuality anyway? And is it truly another viable option for our sexuality, one with no serious side effects except for cultural pressures?


The myth of the prevalence of homosexuality


In 1993, the media began to widely report that 10% of all men were gay. Where did they get that number and is it true?  When we see the prominence of homosexuality in television and movies, in the number of gay magazines that are now produced and in the general milieu of discussion over the air, aren’t we right in thinking that homosexual people are all around us?

Alfred C. Kinsey’s 1948 report has been widely quoted as having found that 10 percent of American men are exclusively homosexual throughout their lives. This would mean that there are approximately 1000 homosexual students at OU (assuming (perhaps wrongly) half of the 20,000 students at OU are men). 

This is a serious misquotation, even of Kinsey’s own data. His actual figure for lifelong and exclusive homosexual men was 4 percent, and when we realize that 25% of his sampling was from former or current inmates, we can adjust that number even lower. 
According to four surveys conducted by the U.S. National Opinion Research Center between 1970 and 1990, the number of men who had had a homosexual encounter was 6 percent, while the percentage of the population which had adopted a consistently homosexual lifestyle was between 0.6 and 0.7 percent.
 That would yield a much different number of 65 male students at OU. The National Center for Health Statistics did three separate surveys in 1990 and found that under 3 percent of men had experienced same sex relations even once in the last fifteen years. (300 male students at OU).

These facts don’t speak for or against the ordination of homosexual people. The perceived frequency or reality of infrequency is not the issue any more than albinos or ambidextrous people should or shouldn’t be ordained.
 Conversely, if we found out that 50% of all men were exclusively gay wouldn’t sway my point either, but that is the desire of the campaign to heighten the status of homosexuality. I see it as twofold – it is scientifically proven that people are simply born this way and that there are many more people than you think that are gay.  I’m not anti-science. Let’s just be honest with each other.

Applied to Ordination


Let me say this first – I think there should be civic equal rights for homosexual people.
 They should not be discriminated against in the work force and in society because of their sexual preference. (I don’t think that they should be able to get married, but perhaps an alternative institution could be formed and recognized?) 

That being said, I think it is impossible to perform and job or function “gaylessly” and would say the same for myself or any heterosexual person as well.  I don’t think people operate that way. You cannot separate your personhood into 8-5 and non 8-5 slots. They bleed into each other all the time. You are a whole person; admittedly, someone can do a task without importing everything you are into it all the time. But you are who you are. 


America is a democracy, and one built on the idea that people do wrong things all the time. People need protection from each other because they rule incorrectly and with all of their sinfulness in view.  The homosexual living in America should not be considered less than a person by the government or by the church either. The church has a lot of repenting to do in this area, if you ask me, and I in no way support any kind of violence or hatred against homosexuals.

But considering we should love our homosexual brothers and sisters is also not the same as saying that we should leave them alone in their views. And it is not the same as saying that we should ordain them. When we consider who should lead the church, we do not operate according to the courts of the United States of America, but according to the courts of the Holy Bible.
The family should be the same kind of place. In one sense we are held to a higher calling in the church, and in another it is safer to be ourselves since we have grace and forgiveness there. Men can be men and women can be women in marriage and the church. That is the ideal at least. Of course, the church has sin in its midst too. But it admits it, repents of it, seeks to change, wants to be different and to conform to God’s ideals. It isn’t defined by the culture. It stands against it when it has to.
1 Timothy 3:1-7
 sets the agenda on who can be ordained: The saying is trustworthy: If anyone aspires to the office of overseer, he desires a noble task. 2 Therefore an overseer must be above reproach, the husband of one wife, sober-minded, self-controlled, respectable, hospitable, able to teach, 3 not a drunkard, not violent but gentle, not quarrelsome, not a lover of money. 4 He must manage his own household well, with all dignity keeping his children submissive, 5 for if someone does not know how to manage his own household, how will he care for God's church? 6 He must not be a recent convert, or he may become puffed up with conceit and fall into the condemnation of the devil. 7 Moreover, he must be well thought of by outsiders, so that he may not fall into disgrace, into a snare of the devil.

This passage reveals to us the high standard of ordination, and I think we would do well to study it, commit ourselves to it and apply it in our churches and in our discussion. Paul weaves in various issues of belief, character and even people’s outside perceptions to paint a picture of the kind of person God wants to lead his people. I think Paul knew what he was talking about, and that he was aware of even the factors we talk about today.  This passage cuts out people who otherwise might be qualified to hold the position
, sometimes even in possible indirect ways (depending on how you would view the sins of the candidate’s children).


Homosexuality certainly isn’t the only issue in the church. Am I clear in stating that there are other heterosexual issues that would prevent a person from being ordained? We are not looking for sinless people to lead the church. They don’t exist. I and we must be repentant people, on our knees crying out for the grace to lead God’s people where He wishes them to go.

The Timothy passage isn’t asking for perfect people. But it looks for people who are holy, distinct, set apart. It seeks truly repentant people, those who look to the Bible alone for the definition of personhood and living in this world. In this respect, I would argue it speaks to the homosexual person. Aside from considering the various passages prohibiting this lifestyle as a viable option for God’s people, we can understand that homosexuality strikes at the core of who a person is. That shouldn’t be too debatable, for it is asserted all the time. I believe the Bible presents this as a picture of our rebellion against God that puts us at the center of redefining ourselves. We thus make our identity, our sexuality and our renderings of what those should be into idols of our lives. This cannot be. God hates idols in our lives and wants to root all of them out. 

Sexual idolatries have all the more a radical hold on our hearts and minds. Our sexuality matters so much. We truly cannot divorce our bedroom from our sanctuaries. We cannot separate our private and church lives like that. Our demonstration of who we are – a man or woman created by God to love and serve Him – must be defined by Him and Him alone. Again, I am stating that homosexuality is only one of the issues that would disqualify a candidate for office. 

I believe that homosexual people are earnest. I believe that they want to be happy. In that sense I wish them the best in their own choices. But I would call them to consider that there is a hard road possible, but what I believe is a better one.  I would ask them to struggle for purity and chastity like any single person should. And I would ask them to leave the pulpit to others – we can struggle together, but we do not all have the same calling to lead God’s people. I have not doubt that human experience, tradition and reason (however faulty and misguided) would lead some to think otherwise, but in this issue it seems clear to me that the PCA and other denominations like it are right to bar this calling to those who seek a way different that God has revealed in His word. 
APPENDIX A

Conclusions from Schmidt’s Straight and Narrow, chapter 8:

1. Scripture must be the primary and final authority for sexual morality.

While tradition, reason, experience and Scripture are all involved in the process of interpretation, only Scripture has the place of revelation among those conversation partners. The Bible, therefore, is not an equal partner, but the teacher in the conversation. We cannot overrule its message without great risk of inconsistency and arbitrariness, which are evident in many revisionist proposals concerning homosexuality.

2. Homosexual acts, according to Romans 1:26-27 (and supported by several other biblical passages), depart from the only acceptable avenue for the full expression of sexuality, which is heterosexual marriage. 

The Genesis creation story provides the primary basis for a biblical perspective on sexuality, and both Jesus and Paul quote Genesis to support their affirmation of marriage as a permanent union between husband and wife. Paul’s profound analysis of the human condition in Romans 1 maintains that homosexuality falsifies our identity as sexual beings, just as idolatry falsifies our identity as created beings. For Paul, homosexual behavior epitomizes, in sexual terms, the revolt of humanity against God. It is sinful because it violates the plan of God, present from creation, for the union of male and female in marriage.


A number of other biblical passages prohibit same-sex relations in a variety of forms, including rape, prostitution, pederasty and relationships of mutual consent. Some references are more general, and we may apply them to different practices. Revisionist attempts to isolate each text and show its dissimilarity to modern practices fail both because some texts defy such limitations and because details of practices and motivations miss the point, which is the relation of the sex act to the marital union of male and female.

3. Homosexual acts constitute an active negation of marriage, not merely a variant expression of sexuality.

Homosexual acts convey rebellion against sexual differentiation, including its physical aspect, which is fundamental to human personhood. Such acts are, in their essence, untrue or incomplete with respect to their interdependent goods of physical complementarity, procreation and responsibility to the human community. While any of these goods considered alone might provide sufficient reason to prohibit homosexual acts, in combination they justify a distinction between homosexuality and legitimate variants like childlessness and celibacy.
4. Homosexual practice involves a high probability of harmful associated phenomena: promiscuity, substance abuse, depression, suicide and pedophilia.

We may attribute some of these phenomena in part to the social stigma placed on homosexuals, but the nature of homosexuality itself is also implicated, especially with respect to promiscuity and pedophilia. In any case, the assignment of blame for these phenomena does not make them go away. They will certainly continue in the near term; and it is extremely unrealistic to expect, in the long term, ideal conditions of tolerance that might be supposed by some to eliminate any negative associated experiences.

5. Male homosexual acts involve practices that are injurious to the body and that involve a high risk of infectious disease.

Oral-genital, genital-anal and oral-anal sex are responsible for a multifaceted health crisis of major proportions among homosexual men. More than a dozen common diseases, and a score of other problems, attest the fact that AIDS is only the most publicized and deadly of a variety of afflictions. Safe-sex education has not succeeded in reducing the general health problem or the specific problem of AIDS itself, which claims an ever-increasing number of homosexual men each year. The near certainty of health problems (together with the high probability of associated harms summarized below) requires the conclusion that characteristic homosexual practices involve sin against the body, both of the individual and his partner.

6. While a homosexual orientation is probably caused for each individual by several factors in combination, at the level of action each person is morally accountable.

There is no scholarly consensus about causation. Biological, sociological, developmental, moral, behavioral, and volitional variables may all play a part in the formation of homosexual identity. Several specific factors that may contribute are in themselves pathological or morally suspect: cultural turmoil, a dysfunctional family, alienation in childhood, molestation, permissiveness or repression, aversion to the opposite sex, and contentiousness. Whatever factors, negative or neutral, alone or in combination, may explain homosexual desires and actions, they can never justify homosexual desires and actions, because causation is not a moral category.
7. Change is possible.

Scholars disagree about the degree to which a homosexual orientation might change to a heterosexual orientation. Because these disagreements are often guises for underlying moral arguments, and because there is no agreed-upon standard by which to measure altered desires, it is difficult to quantify change. Nevertheless, many secular therapists and Christian ministries witness to the possibility of substantial change, at least in behavior, for those who wish to change. Christian faith and Christian community in particular offer unique and powerful supports to people in transition.
APPENDIX B
I have included representative chapters of the Presbyterian Church in America Book of Church Order. In the main, I have copied and pasted the whole thing from chapters to give all of it here. In a few places, I omitted the stated forms to fill out. You can view this and the rest of the BCO at: www.pcanet.org/bco (and purchase your own copy!).

CHAPTER 8.

 

      The Elder.

 

8-1.           This office is one of dignity and usefulness.  The man who fills it has in Scripture different titles expressive of his various duties.  As he has the oversight of the flock of Christ, he is termed bishop or pastor.  As it is his duty to be grave and prudent, an example to the flock, and to govern well in the house and Kingdom of Christ, he is termed presbyter or elder.  As he expounds the Word, and by sound doctrine both exhorts and convinces the gainsayer, he is termed teacher.  These titles do not indicate different grades of office, but all describe one and the same office.

 

8-2.           He that fills this office should possess a competency of human learning and be blameless in life, sound in the faith and apt to teach.  He should exhibit a sobriety and holiness of life becoming the Gospel.  He should rule his own house well and should have a good report of them that are outside the Church.

 

8-3.           It belongs to the office of elder, both severally and jointly, to watch diligently over the flock committed to their charge, that no corruption of doctrine or of morals enter therein.  They must exercise government and discipline, and take oversight not only of the spiritual interests of the particular church, but also the Church generally when called thereunto.  They should visit the people at their homes, especially the sick.  They should instruct the ignorant, comfort the mourner, nourish and guard the children of the church.  They should set a worthy example to the flock entrusted to their care by their zeal to evangelize the unconverted and make disciples.  All those duties which private Christians are bound to discharge by the law of love are especially incumbent upon them by divine vocation, and are to be discharged as official duties.  They should pray with and for the people, being careful and diligent in seeking the fruit of the preached Word among the flock.

 

8-4.           As the Lord has given different gifts to men and has committed to some special gifts and callings, the Church is authorized to call and appoint some to labor as teaching elders in such works as may be needful to the Church.  When a teaching elder is called to such needful work, it shall be incumbent upon him to make full proof of his ministry by disseminating the Gospel for the edification of the Church.  He shall make a report to the Presbytery at least once each year.

 

8-5          THE BOOK OF CHURCH ORDER

 

8-5.         When a man is called to labor as a teaching elder, it belongs to his order, in addition to those functions he shares with all other elders, to feed the flock by reading, expounding and preaching the Word of God and to administer the Sacraments.  As he is sent to declare the will of God to sinners, and to beseech them to be reconciled to God through Christ, he is termed ambassador.  As he bears glad tidings of salvation to the ignorant and perishing, he is termed evangelist.  As he stands to proclaim the Gospel, he is termed preacher.  As he dispenses the manifold grace of God, and the ordinances instituted by Christ, he is termed steward of the mysteries of God.

 

8-6.           When a teaching elder is appointed to the work of an evangelist, he is commissioned to preach the Word and administer the Sacraments in foreign countries or the destitute parts of the church.  The Presbytery may by separate acts from that by which it commissioned him, entrust to the evangelist for a period of twelve months the power to organize churches, and, until there is a Session in the church so organized, to instruct, examine, ordain, and install ruling elders and deacons therein, and to receive or dismiss members.

 

8-7.           A Presbytery may, at its discretion, approve the call of a teaching elder to work with an organization outside the jurisdiction of the Presbyterian Church in America, provided that he be engaged in preaching and teaching the Word, that the Presbytery be assured he will have full freedom to maintain and teach the doctrine of our Church, and that he report at least annually on his work.  As far as possible, such a teaching elder shall be a member of the Presbytery within whose bounds he labors.

 

8-8.           As there were in the Church under the law, elders of the people for the government thereof, so in the Gospel Church, Christ has furnished others besides ministers of the Word with gifts and commission to govern when called thereunto, which are called ruling elders.

 

8-9.           Elders being of one class of office, ruling elders possess the same authority and eligibility to office in  the courts of the Church as teaching elders.  They should, moreover, cultivate zealously their own aptness to teach the Bible and should improve every opportunity of doing so.

CHAPTER 16.

 

      Church Orders -- The Doctrine of Vocation.

 

16-1.      Ordinary vocation to office in the Church is the calling of God by the Spirit, through the inward testimony of a good conscience, the manifest approbation of God's people, and the concurring judgment of a lawful court of the Church.

 

16-2.   The government of the Church is by officers gifted to represent Christ, and the right of God's people to recognize by election to office those so gifted is inalienable.  Therefore no man can be placed over a church in any office without the election, or at least the consent of that church.

 

16-3.      Upon those whom God calls to bear office in His Church He bestows suitable gifts for the discharge of their various duties.  And it is indispensable that, besides possessing the necessary gifts and abilities, natural and acquired, every one admitted to an office should be sound in the faith, and his life be according to godliness.  Wherefore every candidate for office is to be approved by the court by which he is to be ordained. 

 CHAPTER 17.

 

      Doctrine of Ordination.

 

17-1.      Those who have been called to office in the Church are to be inducted by the ordination of a court.

 

17-2.      Ordination is the authoritative admission of one duly called to an office in the Church of God, accompanied with prayer and the laying on of hands, to which it is proper to add the giving of the right hand of fellowship.

 

17-3.   As every ecclesiastical office, according to the Scriptures, is a special charge, no man shall be ordained unless it be to the performance of a definite work.

 

CHAPTER 18.

 

      Candidates for the Gospel Ministry.

 

18-1.   A candidate for the ministry is a member of the Church in full communion who, believing himself to be called to preach the Gospel, submits himself to the care and guidance of the Presbytery in his course of study and of practical training to prepare himself for this office.

 

18-2.      Every applicant for the ministry must put himself under the care of Presbytery, which should ordinarily be the Presbytery that has jurisdiction of the church of which he is a member.  The endorsement of his Session must be given to the Presbytery, consisting of testimonials regarding his Christian character and promise of usefulness in the ministry.  The endorsement should also describe the activities of ministry the applicant has participated in with brief evaluation.

      Every applicant for care shall be a member of the congregation whose session provides an endorsement for at least six months before filing his application, except in those cases deemed extraordinary by the Presbytery.

      Every applicant must file his application with the clerk of the Presbytery at least one month before the meeting of the Presbytery.  An applicant for  care may not be received under care and examined for ordination at the same meeting of the Presbytery, since he must serve a period of at least one year of internship prior to ordination (see BCO 19-7 and 21-4).  An applicant for internship is obliged to be under care and may be licensed to preach the Gospel; further, one who is not already under care may be taken under care, be licensed to preach the Gospel, and become an intern at the same meeting of Presbytery.

 

18-3.   The applicant shall appear before the Presbytery in person, and shall be examined by the Presbytery on experiential religion and on his motives for seeking the ministry.

      If the testimonials and the examination prove satisfactory, the Presbytery shall receive him under its care after the following manner:

 

            The moderator shall propose to the applicant these questions:

1.   Do you promise in reliance upon the grace of God to maintain a becoming Christian character, and to be diligent and faithful in making full preparation for the sacred ministry?

2.   Do you promise to submit yourself to the proper supervision of the Presbytery in matters that concern your preparation for the ministry?

 

      If these questions be answered in the affirmative, the moderator, or someone appointed by him, shall give the candidate a brief charge; and the proceeding shall close with prayer.  

      The name of the applicant is then to be recorded on the Presbytery's roll of candidates for the ministry.

 

18-4.   The candidate continues to be a private member of the church and subject to the jurisdiction of the Session, but as respects his preparatory training for the ministry he is under the oversight of the Presbytery.  It shall be the duty of the Presbytery to show a kindly and sympathetic interest in him, and to give him counsel and guidance in regard to his studies, his practical training, and the institutions of learning he should attend.  In no case may a candidate omit from his course of study any of the subjects prescribed in the Form of Government as tests for ordination without obtaining the consent of Presbytery (see BCO 21-4); and where such consent is given the Presbytery shall record the fact and the reasons therefor.

 

18-5.   For the development of his Christian character, for the service he can render, and for his more effective training, the candidate, when entering on his theological studies, should be authorized and encouraged by the Presbytery to conduct public worship, to expound the Scriptures to the people, and to engage in other forms of Christian work.  These forms of service should be rendered under the direction of Presbytery, and also with the sanction and under the guidance of the candidate's instructors during the time of his being under their instruction.  A candidate should not undertake to serve a church which is without a pastor as regular supply unless he has been licensed and approved for that supply by the Presbytery having jurisdiction of the church (see BCO 19-1).

 

18-6.   The Presbytery shall require every candidate for the ministry under its care to make a report to it at least once a year; and it shall secure from his instructors an annual report upon his deportment, diligence, and progress in study.

 

18-7.   The Presbytery may, upon application of the candidate, give a certificate of dismission to another Presbytery.  The candidate may be allowed to retain membership in his home church upon the request of his Session and the approval of both Presbyteries involved.  A candidate shall, at his request, be allowed to withdraw from the care of the Presbytery.  The Presbytery may also, for sufficient reasons, remove the name of the candidate from its roll of candidates; but in such a case it shall report its actions and the reasons therefor to the candidate and to the Session of his church.

 

18-8.   An applicant coming as a candidate from another denomination must present testimonials of his standing in that body and must become a member of a congregation in the Presbyterian Church in America.  He shall then fulfill the requirements of applicants listed under BCO 18-2, as well as requirements placed upon those desiring to be licensed or to become an intern as set forth in BCO 19.

  

CHAPTER 19.

 

      Licensure and Internship

 

A.  Licensure

 

19-1.   To preserve the purity of the preaching of the Gospel, no man is permitted to preach in the pulpits of the Presbyterian Church in America on a regular basis without proper licensure from the Presbytery having jurisdiction where he will preach.  An ordained teaching elder who is a member in good standing of another Presbytery of the Presbyterian Church in America may be licensed after being examined as to his views, according to the provision of BCO 13-6.  This license shall immediately become void if the minister’s own Presbytery administers against him a censure of suspension from office or the sacraments, or deposition from office, or of excommunication (in the event of such censures, the Presbytery with jurisdiction shall always notify the licensing Presbytery).  A ruling elder, a candidate for the ministry, a minister from some other denomination, or some other man may be licensed for the purpose of regularly providing the preaching of the Word upon his giving satisfaction to the Presbytery of his gifts and passing the licensure examination.  (See also BCO 22-5 and 22-6.)

 

19-2.      Examination for Licensure.

      The examination for licensure shall be as follows:

a. Give a statement of his Christian experience and inward call to preach the Gospel in written form and/or orally before the Presbytery (at the discretion of the Presbytery):

b.   Be tested with a written and/or oral examination by the Presbytery (at the discretion of the Presbytery) for his:

1. basic knowledge of Biblical doctrine as outlined in the Confession of Faith and Larger and Shorter Catechisms of the Presbyterian Church in America.

2. practical knowledge of the Bible content.

3. basic knowledge of the government of the Presbyterian Church in America as defined in The Book of Church Order.  

c.    Be examined orally before Presbytery for his views in the areas outlined in part b above.

d. Provide his written sermon on an assigned passage of Scripture embodying both explanation and application, and present orally his sermon or exhortation before Presbytery or before a committee of Presbytery.

      No Presbytery shall omit any of these parts of examination except in extraordinary cases; and whenever a Presbytery shall omit any of these parts, it shall always make a record of the reasons therefor, and of the trial parts omitted.

 

19-3.      Questions for Licensure.

      If the Presbytery be satisfied with the trials of the applicant, it shall then proceed to license him in the following manner:

      The moderator shall propose to him the following questions, namely:

 

1.   Do you believe the Scriptures of the Old and New Testaments, as originally given, to be the inerrant Word of God, the only infallible rule of faith and practice?

2.   Do you sincerely receive and adopt the Confession of Faith and the Catechisms of this Church as containing the system of doctrine taught in the Holy Scripture?

3.   Do you promise to strive for the purity, peace, unity and edification of the Church?

4.   Do you promise to submit yourself, in the Lord, to the government of this Presbytery, or of any other into the bounds of which you may be called?

 

19-4.   The applicant having answered these questions in the affirmative, the moderator shall offer a prayer suitable for the occasion, and shall address the applicant as follows:  

      

          In the name of the Lord Jesus Christ, and by that authority which He has given to the Church for its edification, we do license you to preach the Gospel in this Presbytery wherever God in His providence may call you; and for this purpose may the blessing of God rest upon you, and the Spirit of Christ fill your heart.  Amen.

 

19-6.   The license to preach the Gospel shall expire at the end of four years.  The Presbytery may, if it thinks proper, renew it without further examination.  The licentiate must apply for renewal prior to expiration.  If the license expires, the stated clerk shall report the expiration to the Presbytery and to the individual's Session, and such action shall be recorded in the minutes.  The procedures of BCO 19-2 must be followed for re-licensure and such fact shall be recorded in the minutes.  The license may be terminated at any time by a simple majority vote of the issuing Presbytery.  The Presbytery shall always record its reasons for this action in its minutes.

 
� Sources for this message/paper are: 


Thomas E. Schmidt, Straight and Narrow, Intervarsity Press: Downer’s Grove, Illinois, 1995.


John Stott, Same Sex Partnerships?, Fleming H. Revell: Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1998.


Daniel A. Helminiak, What the Bible Really Says about Homosexuality, Alamo Square Press: New Mexico, 1994, 2000.


� Here’s the fast version of my message tonight: The Presbyterian Church in America does not and will not knowingly ordain homosexuals because it understands that to be a departure of the Biblical understanding of sexual ethics, of the necessary qualifications of an elder in the church, and the resulting confessions that seek to clarify this Biblical understanding.�  In our denomination this is simply not a debate. Mind you, we’re debating all kinds of other things (which you’d probably laugh at), but this just isn’t one of them.


	Okay. Case closed. I can sit down (and probably to grand applause because of its brevity).  But I suppose I’ll fill in the gaps somewhat. Why would my denomination be this way? Is it not aware of the times in which we live? Is it mean-spirited and socially backwards?


� After citing Romans 2, Schmidt says “This shoe fits every heterosexual who reacts with disgust at a broadcast of a gay rights demonstration and then turns the channel to stare uncritically at adultery in a drama, trivialization of sex in a sitcom, fornication in a music video, and virtual prostitution in advertisements that sell by provoking sexual interest. Are these sins acceptable because they are the sins of the majority? For surely the sins of the homosexuals are, in terms of quantity, a speck in the eye next to the log of heterosexual sin. Neither is excusable, but what is most damnable according to Paul here, and according to Matthew 7:1-5, is to look for the speck without noticing the log.” p. 54.


� Interestingly, this is the same thought that Helminiak has in his book. His Chapter Two: Interpreting the Bible is an excellent example of the “other” way to read the Bible, though he presents sort of a false dilemma in the chapter. I differentiate between literal and literalism. He doesn’t. This wreaks havoc in our faith, in my opinion.


� Schmidt, p. 18. What follows is adapted from this same section.


� Ibid, p. 19.


� This is why I don’t like calling people “homosexuals” any more than I like the term “blacks.” I would say “homosexual or gay people” or “black people.” They are people. I am a “white person.” Not a part of the group of “whites” or “heterosexuals.” A small point, but important I think. Stott says it this way: “We are all human beings. That is to say, there is no phenomenon as ‘a homosexual.’ There are only people, human persons, made in the image and likeness of God, yet fallen, with all the glory and the tragedy which that paradox implies, including sexual potential and sexual problems.” Stott, p. 9.


� Helminiak, p. 32.


� Ibid, p. 70.


� And I say this with Schmidt, p. 39.


� Ibid, p. 41.


� Here we need to acknowledge that, arguing to the absurd for a second, if everyone were homosexual, then the world would stop. Thus, homosexual people are standing on the shoulders and the societies 


� Ibid, p. 43.


� This is going off of the whole “complementary argument.” This argument essentially argues from physicality (especially) but also roles.  Homosexual people haven’t found partners, they’ve found mirrors. Heterosexual partners are called not merely to fit physically into corresponding body parts, they are to open themselves in humility to the mystery of the other gender in order to know union. (Schmidt, p. 46). But who is to say which appendage belongs into which orifice? And aren’t personalities more important than physicality? I would say those questions betray a Platonist approach to life and they refuse to acknowledge that our bodies inform our beings. 


� Again, the church has failed miserably in affirming this throughout the ages. It should and needs to repent.


� These are L. William Countryman’s arguments, who develops them from Boswell.


� From E. Cantrella’s Bisexuality in the Ancient World, as quoted in Schmidt p. 65.


� Schmidt, p. 65-66, also quoting Cantrella.


� p. 85.


� Can someone be born to rape? Can someone be born a pedofile? Can someone be born a murderer? I leave off publicly asking these inflammatory questions, but the ramifications of this sort of thinking, wedded to a postmodern lack of standards and ideals is enormous.


� Schmidt, p. 27.


� Stott, p. 11.


� Thanks to Dr. Ken Stephenson, friend and professor of music theory at OU for this point.


� This is the difference between what is legal and what is moral.  The emergence of tolerance as the supreme virtue is killing our ideas of truth today. 


� See also Titus 1:5-9: “This is why I left you in Crete, so that you might put what remained in order, and appoint elders in every town as I directed you – if anyone is above reproach, the husband of one wife, and his children are believers and not open to the charge of debauchery or insubordination. For an overseer, as God’s steward, must be above reproach. He must not be arrogant or quick-tempered or a drunkard or violent or greedy for gain, but hospitable, a lover of good, self-controlled, upright, holy and disciplined. He must hold firm to the trustworthy word as taught, so that he may be able to give instruction in sound doctrine and also to rebuke those who contradict it.”


� Like women, but that is not our topic for the day.





