How Bad 1s This Conversion
Therapy Thing?

As pro-LGBT (lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender) voices
and values grow louder and more insistent in the culture, what
about those people of faith who experience same-sex attraction
and don’t want it? What are they supposed to do with feelings
and desires at odds with their faith? How are they supposed to
learn to reconcile their faith and their sexuality?

The cultural
narrative has
become, “LGBT

represents normal,
healthy variations
in human sexuality,
so everyone should
support and
celebrate all forms of sexual diversity. And if you don’t,
we're going to punish you, shame you, and squelch your voice.”

Part of the punishing and shaming includes outrage over
“Conversion Therapy.” A growing number of states outlaw it.
What makes it so bad and why are people so angry about it?

What is Conversion Therapy?

Conversion Therapy is usually defined as therapy designed to
change a person’s sexual orientation. But is that what it
really 1is? Therapy 1is a shortened form of the word
“psychotherapy,” which means the treatment given by a licensed
mental health professional such as a psychologist or
psychiatrist, a social worker, or a licensed counselor. So
Conversion Therapy isn’t therapy without a professional
counselor of some kind, with the goal of changing someone’s
sexual orientation.{1l} But do a Google search for
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organizations being labelled as doing (or even promoting)
Conversion Therapy—-which will include a number of churches—and
you’'ll find neither element happening.

Conversion Therapy 1is the current buzzword that instantly
communicates something that smears hate, shame, judgment and
probable suicidality in those who undergo it, forced or not.
It is not acceptable to say there’s anything wrong or
unhealthy about any form of “sexual diversity.” Those that
do—for example, anyone who holds to a biblical, traditional
view of marriage and sexuality—are labeled as haters, bigots,
prudes, outdated . . . and wrong.

Anne Paulk, director of Restored Hope Network, describes it as
“an ideological term used by the GLBTQ activist community and
their supporters who seek to link compassionate spiritual care
and talk therapy with horrible, clearly disreputable
practices.”{2}

These “disreputable practices” include stories of some
extremists who used torture, pain and punishment to try and
exorcise homosexuality from people. Most notably and recently,
the movie Boy Erased purports to show the true story of a
teenage boy whose parents sent him to a strict camp that left
heartbreaking wounds on his soul. (It should also be noted
that the producers took a number of creative liberties to
produce the most dramatic moments of the film, none of which
actually happened per the book.) The cultural narrative Llumps
extremists with all those engaged in helping those with
unwanted homosexuality, painting them all with a broad brush
of condemnation.

Helping Those Who Want the Help

A number of ministries and churches actively seek to help
those who don’t want their same-sex feelings or their
discomfort with their gender. Or, even if they don’t fight
against their feelings, they want to live lives honoring to



God despite their desires, which means not giving into them.
These ministries and organizations neither offer nor promise
conversion of homosexual attractions into heterosexual ones.
That would be like offering to make someone stop loving
chocolate and start loving kale. Not gonna happen, right?

But they can teach what God’s word says about sexuality,
discipleship, and living a life pleasing to God. They can help
people (note: choose to, not be forced to) submit every area
of their lives to the lordship of Jesus Christ, including
sexuality. There are many who define and identify themselves
by their sexuality; God’s word calls us to define and identify
ourselves by our relationship to Him.

Human sexuality is a complex, many-layered issue comprised of
a lifetime of experiences, perceptions, habits, and ways of
thinking. There’s nothing simple about it. It has also, for
every one of us, been impacted by the Fall and the pervading
presence of sin.

But Is Change Even Possible?

Ever hear the pejoratively-used phrase “Pray away the gay”?
That’'s as effective as praying away fat. A prayer like,
“Please Jesus make me stop wanting people/things/food I
shouldn’t” has never worked because He doesn’t have a magic
wand. He says to all those who want to be His disciples, “If
anyone wishes to come after Me, he must deny himself, and take
up his cross and follow Me” (Matthew 16:24). That means saying
no to ourselves and to our flesh, the part of us that operates
independently of God. The apostle Paul instructs us in Romans
12:2 to “be transformed by the renewing of your mind. "
Cooperating with God to renew our mind means submitting our
thoughts and habits to Him, “taking every thought captive to
the obedience of Christ” (2 Corinthians 10:5). The call to
surrender every part of us, including our sexuality, as the
way to obey and honor God, is a difficult one, and it takes
community. It takes the support of other Christ-followers to



walk alongside us, pray for us, speak God’s truth to us,
encourage us, challenge us, restore us when we stumble and
fall, and help us keep going.

Change is not only possible, it is the mark of things that are
alive. And it is the fruit of the gospel. Lasting change comes
not from human effort but from supernatural transformation as
we surrender to the work of God in our lives. We experience
change as we are transformed into the image of Christ (2
Corinthians 3:18). Christlikeness produces change in how we
think, what we believe, how we see ourselves and others, our
behavior, and finally-like the caboose on a train-our
feelings. But there’s no point in trying to change the
feelings apart from the rest of the process.

Discipleship is often what’'s happening in ministries and
churches that are smeared with the label of “Conversion
Therapy,” being lied about and attacked by people who can’t
abide any position other than their own.

Next time you see the term “Conversion Therapy,” know that
it's not about shutting down bad therapists. It’s about
shutting up people who agree with God about sexuality.

1. I am indebted to the amazing Joe Dallas for his crazy-great
analysis and tender compassion concerning this issue,
particularly this article: joedallas.com/2018/11/13/dances-
with-snakes/

2.
www.wnd.com/2019/02/ex-gay-leader-jesus-still-transforms-lives
/

This blog post originally appeared at
blogs.bible.org/engage/sue bohlin/how bad is this conversion t
herapy thing
on February 19, 2019.
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Ominous Ruling from the UK

March 14, 2011

A landmark ruling in the U.K. will have a major impact on the
future of foster care and adoption in that country. The High
Court suggested that Christians with traditional beliefs on
sexual ethics are unsuitable as foster care parents. And they
went on to argue that gay rights trump religious beliefs and
freedom of conscience.

A key lawyer in the case was Paul Diamond, a prominent
Christian barrister in England. I have had him on my radio
program on two occasions to talk about how ideas in the U.K.
often make it to the U.S. He has noticed that our legal system
is going down the same path as England and has wanted to warn
us about this trend. What happens in the U.K. doesn’t stay in
the U.K. It crosses the Atlantic to our nation. Many justices
are interested in trends in international law and work to
implement those ideas in our opinions. And when the Supreme
Court takes a break over the summer, many of the justices go
over to Europe to study and lecture.

This current case has ominous implications for Christians in
England and could eventually have an impact in this country. A
married couple (Eunice and Owen Johns) applied to be foster
care parents in 2007. The Derby City Council blocked their
application because the Johns were not willing to promote the
practice of homosexuality to a young child. Both parties asked
the High Court to rule on whether they could be foster
parents.

The High Court Judges upheld an Equalities and Human Rights
submission that children that might be in the care of the
couple risk being “infected” (their word) by Christian moral
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beliefs. That stated that Christian beliefs on sexual ethics
may be “inimical” to children. In other words, these Christian
beliefs are harmful to children.

While it is true that this ruling merely applies to this
particular couple, it signals that other Christians who hold
to orthodox Christian views on sex, marriage, and family are
likely to face difficulties in the future. This ruling will
likely be applied to any Christian wanting to be a foster
parent or adopt a child. And it is possible that some day in
the future we may see a similar ruling in America. I'm Kerby
Anderson, and that’s my point of view.

Christian Discernment

We are confronted with ethical choices and moral complexity.
We must apply biblical principles to these social and
political issues. And we must avoid the pitfalls and logical
fallacies that so often accompany these issues.

This article is also available in Spanish.

Turn on a television or open a newspaper. You are immediately
presented with a myriad of ethical issues. Daily we are
confronted with ethical choices and moral complexity. Society
is awash in controversial issues: abortion, euthanasia,
cloning, race, drug abuse, homosexuality, gambling,
pornography, and capital punishment. Life may have been
simpler in a previous age, but now the rise of technology and
the fall of ethical consensus have brought us to a society
full of moral dilemmas.

Never has society needed biblical perspectives more to
evaluate contemporary moral issues. And yet Christians seem
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less equipped to address these topics from a biblical
perspective. The Barna Research Group conducted a national
survey of adults and concluded that only four percent of
adults have a biblical worldview as the basis of their
decision-making. The survey also discovered that nine percent
of born again Christians have such a perspective on life.{1}

It is worth noting that what George Barna defines as a
biblical worldview would be considered by most people to be
basic Christian doctrine. It doesn’t even include aspects of a
biblical perspective on social and political issues.

0Of even greater concern 1is the fact that most Christians do
not base their beliefs on an absolute moral foundation.
Biblical ethics rests on the belief in absolute truth. Yet
surveys show that a minority of born again adults (forty-four
percent) and an even smaller proportion of born again
teenagers (nine percent) are certain of the existence of
absolute moral truth.{2} By a three-to-one margin adults say
truth is always relative to the person and their situation.
This perspective is even more lopsided among teenagers who
overwhelmingly believe moral truth depends on the
circumstances.{3}

Social scientists as well as pollsters have been warning that
American society 1is becoming more and more dominated by moral
anarchy. Writing in the early 1990s, James Patterson and Peter
Kim said in The Day America Told the Truth that there was no
moral authority in America. “We choose which laws of God we
believe in. There is absolutely no moral consensus in this
country as there was in the 1950s, when all our institutions
commanded more respect.”{4} Essentially we live in a world of
moral anarchy.

So how do we begin to apply a Christian worldview to the
complex social and political issues of the day? And how do we
avoid falling for the latest fad or cultural trend that blows
in the wind? The following are some key principles to apply



and some dangerous pitfalls to avoid.

Biblical Principles

A key biblical principle that applies to the area of bioethics
is the sanctity of human life. Such verses as Psalm 139:13-16
show that God’'s care and concern extend to the womb. Other
verses such as Jeremiah 1:5, Judges 13:7-8, Psalm 51:5 and
Exodus 21:22-25 give additional perspective and framework to
this principle. These principles can be applied to issues
ranging from abortion to stem cell research to infanticide.

A related biblical principle involves the equality of human
beings. The Bible teaches that God has made “of one blood all
nations of men” (Acts 17:26). The Bible also teaches that it
is wrong for a Christian to have feelings of superiority
(Philippians 2). Believers are told not to make class
distinctions between various people (James 2). Paul teaches
the spiritual equality of all people in Christ (Galatians
3:28; Colossians 3:11). These principles apply to racial
relations and our view of government.

A third principle is a biblical perspective on marriage.
Marriage is God'’s plan and provides intimate companionship for
life (Genesis 2:18). Marriage provides a context for the
procreation and nurture of children (Ephesians 6:1-2). And
finally, marriage provides a godly outlet for sexual desire (1
Corinthians 7:2). These principles can be applied to such
diverse issues as artificial reproduction (which often
introduces a third party into the pregnancy) and cohabitation
(living together).

Another biblical principle involves sexual ethics. The Bible
teaches that sex is to be within the bounds of marriage, as a
man and the woman become one flesh (Ephesians 5:31). Paul
teaches that we should “avoid sexual immorality” and learn to
control our own body in a way that is “holy and honorable” (1



Thessalonians 4:3-5). He admonishes us to flee sexual
immorality (1 Corinthians 6:18). These principles apply to
such issues as premarital sex, adultery, and homosexuality.

A final principle concerns government and our obedience to
civil authority. Government is ordained by God (Rom.13:1-7).
We are to render service and obedience to the government
(Matt. 22:21) and submit to civil authority (1 Pet. 2:13-17).
Even though we are to obey government, there may be certain
times when we might be forced to obey God rather than men
(Acts 5:29). These principles apply to issues such as war,
civil disobedience, politics, and government.

Biblical Discernment

So how do we sort out what is true and what is false? This is
a difficult proposition in a world awash in data. It
underscores the need for Christians to develop discernment.
This is a word that appears fairly often in the Bible (1
Samuel 25:32-33; 1 Kings 3:10-11; 4:29; Psalm 119:66; Proverbs
2:3; Daniel 2:14; Philippians 1:9 [NASB]). And with so many
facts, claims, and opinions being tossed about, we all need to
be able to sort through what is true and what is false.

Colossians 2:8 says, “See to it that no one takes you captive
through philosophy and empty deception, according to the
tradition of men, according to the elementary principles of
the world, rather than according to Christ.” We need to
develop discernment so that we are not taken captive by false
ideas. Here are some things to watch for:

1. Equivocation — the use of vague terms. Someone can start
off using language we think we understand and then veer off
into a new meaning. Most of us are well aware of the fact that
religious cults are often guilty of this. A cult member might
say that he believes in salvation by grace. But what he really
means is that you have to join his cult and work your way



toward salvation. Make people define the vague terms they use.

This tactic is used frequently in bioethics. Proponents of
embryonic stem cell research often will not acknowledge the
distinction between adult stem cells and embryonic stem cells.
Those trying to legalize cloning will refer to it as “somatic
cell nuclear transfer.” Unless you have a scientific
background, you will not know that it is essentially the same
thing.

2. Card stacking — the selective use of evidence. Don’t jump
on the latest bandwagon and intellectual fad without checking
the evidence. Many advocates are guilty of listing all the
points in their favor while ignoring the serious points
against 1it.

The major biology textbooks used in high school and college
never provide students with evidence against evolution.
Jonathan Wells, in his book Icons of Evolution, shows that the
examples that are used in most textbooks are either wrong or
misleading.{5} Some of the examples are known frauds (such as
the Haeckel embryos) and continue to show up in textbooks
decades after they were shown to be fraudulent.

Another example would be the Y2K fears. Anyone who was
concerned about the potential catastrophe in 2000 need only
read any of the technical computer journals in the 1990s to
see that no computer expert was predicting what the Y2K fear
mongers were predicting at the time.

3. Appeal to authority — relying on authority to the exclusion
of logic and evidence. Just because an expert says it, that
doesn’t necessarily make it true. We live in a culture that
worships experts, but not all experts are right. Hiram’s Law
says: “If you consult enough experts, you can confirm any
opinion.”

Those who argue that global warming is caused by human



activity often say that “the debate in the scientific
community is over.” But an Internet search of critics of the
theories behind global warming will show that there are many
scientists with credentials in climatology or meteorology who
have questions about the theory. It is not accurate to say
that the debate is over when the debate still seems to be
taking place.

4. Ad hominem — Latin for “against the man.” People using this
tactic attack the person instead of dealing with the validity
of their argument. Often the soundness of an argument 1is
inversely proportional to the amount of ad hominem rhetoric.
If there is evidence for the position, proponents usually
argue the merits of the position. When evidence is lacking,
they attack the critics.

Christians who want public libraries to filter pornography
from minors are accused of censorship. Citizens who want to
define marriage as between one man and one woman are called
bigots. Scientists who criticize evolution are subjected to
withering attacks on their character and scientific
credentials. Scientists who question global warming are
compared to holocaust deniers.

5. Straw man argument — making your opponent’s argument seem
so ridiculous that it is easy to attack and knock down.
Liberal commentators say that evangelical Christians want to
implement a religious theocracy in America. That'’s not true.
But the hyperbole works to marginalize Christian activists who
believe they have a responsibility to speak to social and
political issues within society.

Those who stand for moral principles in the area of bioethics
often see this tactic used against them. They hear from
proponents of physician assisted suicide that pro-life
advocates don’t care about the suffering of the terminally
ill. Proponents of embryonic stem cell research level the same
charge by saying that pro-life people don’t care that these



new medical technologies could alleviate the suffering of many
with intractable diseases. Nothing could be further from the
truth.

6. Sidestepping — dodging the issue by changing the subject.
Politicians do this in press conferences by not answering the
question asked by the reporter, but instead answering a
gquestion they wish someone had asked. Professors sometimes do
that when a student points out an inconsistency or a leap in
logic.

Ask a proponent of abortion whether the fetus is human and you
are likely to see this tactic in action. He or she might start
talking about a woman’s right to choose or the right of women
to control their own bodies. Perhaps you will hear a discourse
on the need to tolerate various viewpoints in a pluralistic
society. But you probably won’t get a straight answer to an
important question.

7. Red herring — going off on a tangent (from the practice of
luring hunting dogs off the trail with the scent of a herring
fish). Proponents of embryonic stem cell research rarely will
talk about the morality of destroying human embryos. Instead
they will go off on a tangent and talk about the various
diseases that could be treated and the thousands of people who
could be helped with the research.

Be on the alert when someone in a debate changes the subject.
They may want to argue their points on more familiar ground,
or they may know they cannot win their argument on the
relevant issue at hand.

In conclusion, we have discussed some of the key biblical
principles we should apply to our consideration and debate
about social and political issues. We have talked about the
sanctity of human life and the equality of human beings. We
have discussed a biblical perspective on marriage and on
sexual ethics. And we have also talked about a biblical



perspective on government and civil authority.

We have also spent some time talking about the importance of
developing biblical discernment and looked at many of the
logical fallacies that are frequently used in arguing against
a biblical perspective on many of the social and political
issues of our day.

Every day, it seems, we are confronted with ethical choices
and moral complexity. As Christians it 1is important to
consider these biblical principles and consistently apply them
to these issues. It is also important that we develop
discernment and learn to recognize these tactics. We are
called to develop discernment as we tear down false arguments
raised up against the knowledge of God. By doing this we will
learn to take every thought captive to the obedience to Christ
(2 Corinthians 10:4-5).
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