
March 1, 2015 

 

To: Members of Session, New Hope Presbyterian Church 

RE:  Input on Marriage, Homosexuality, and Biblical Interpretation 

 

Session has requested input regarding its current “discussion” and “study” evaluating the recent 

amendments to the Book of Confessions and Book of Order in connection with the status of the 

homosexuals for ordination  and the treatment of homosexual partner relationships in our 

community including the performance of same sex marriages (hereinafter SSM) on Church 

property. Such unions are acceptable now to the PC (USA) so long as the jurisdiction in which the 

church is located allows such unions.  Colorado, by and through a series of legal cases, is now a 

jurisdiction that will legally recognize SSM. 

I undertake this offer of input with full knowledge that these discussions are serious for the 

survival of the Church. . It is with full recognition of the emotional and spiritual damage these 

discussions bring if the issues are out of focus and not prudently framed in scope, relevance and 

impact. I will not be naïve about this issue within our church. It appears from your letter that 

this conversation has been ongoing for some time. Moreover, your language suggests that you 

have already made a decision.  This call for input is appreciated, but given with full awareness 

that you only have a few people on Session to convert to the obvious outcome; namely allowing 

homosexual clergy and SSM. 

I appreciate the struggle undertaken by Session in attempting to formulate a position for the 

Church consistent with the mission statement of “Find a Home, build a life, and make a 

difference.” However, I am saddened that nowhere in your letter is reference made or even a 

hint of the true mission of the Church and why we exist at all. Our Book of Confessions provides 

that the Confessions have a social and political as well as theological and ecclesiastical 

significance.” (Book of Confession, p.xiii).  We are called to make clear who we are, what we 

believe, and what we resolve to do. (Ibid.) Strictly speaking we are calling to confess not what 



we believe in, but whom. Rather than start in the middle, I encourage Session to start at the 

beginning. 

It is the basic tenet of the Church that Jesus is Lord, the resurrected Christ who brought salvation 

to a broken and sin-filled world and everlasting life to any who confess this truth. We are given 

grace, hope and healing only through this confession and no other. The Book of Order, to which 

the Confessions are subordinate, also makes clear that we are subject only to the authority of 

Christ, the Word of God, as Scriptures bear witness to him. (Book of Order, G-20200)  

It is against this backdrop and frame that I offer that our only mission in this world is our 

primary responsibility to bring people to relationship in Christ. (Matthew 28:19) This is our Great 

Commission. 

You are correct that our mission statement is a description of what “kind of place” we want to 

be. But it is not the skeleton of tenets upon which the Church is formed. It is rather a part of the 

sinew and meat that builds and provides the strength of the Church. It is not our foundation.  If 

we define our beliefs through a Mission Statement rather than Scripture, we are not consistent 

with our framework and Constitution of the Book of Order. We become a conduit for social 

workers, secularists, humanists, psychologists, and activists who seek to define the Church in a 

continuous movement of behaviors which heretofore have been declared by Christ as immoral.  

Despite the current amendments to the Book of Order and the Confessions, there is no place 

within the Book of Order or the Book of Confession declaring that homosexual behavior is 

acceptable. Nor is there a provision declaring it unacceptable. Nonetheless, this is the function 

of the acceptance of Scripture as the true and infallible Word of God, brought to life in Christ 

and in whom we seek redemption and salvation. Scripture is consistently clear. Homosexual 

behavior is a sin.  Why then are we seeking to bless and sanctify activities that are immoral? 

What did Jesus teach of Marriage? 

Jesus taught that marriage  

1. Is a serious covenant joined and created by God (Matt. 19:3-6, Gen. 2:21-25); 

2. Is a lifelong commitment between one man and one woman (Matt. 19: 8); 



3. Was sanctified by God in such a union at creation (Gen. 2: 21-25);  

4. Is such a holy covenant that Jesus was allowed to perform a miracle at a wedding (John 

2:1-11). 

As Christians, then, we are given an intentional set of moral standards from which to recognize 

the marriage relationship. From the inception of the statutes in America to legalize marriage, it 

has been the religious tradition which has propelled the legal requirements of the marriage 

relationship and the determination of when it is irretrievably broken. Rightly or wrongly, the 

beginnings of jurisprudence and law making in America began with people of faith, of religion. 

The laws were created from the experiences of these leaders, without specific reference to a 

particular denomination. The statutes resulted in certain requirements to be met and if not met, 

defined situations (adultery, criminal battery and assault, mental and physical cruelty, etc.) that 

became grounds for legally terminating this holy and state-recognized union. We have countless 

other laws, civil and criminal that spring from the Ten Commandments. Evidence of people of 

faith drafting the rules for an orderly society is abundant and not accidental. Nor are these laws 

flawed simply because people with a strong moral compass through faith drafted them. We 

must ask the question of why did the State put such importance on making the marriage 

relationship legal? 

The primary purpose of all laws is to make for an orderly society. No society can prosper and 

promote the general welfare and continuation of mankind without order. There are enough 

examples of this in our world today of whole societies of lawless chaos. But why regulate secular 

marriage? Would not the bonds created in the Church be enough? At one time such holy bonds 

would have sufficed. The Church at one time would have been the only institution by which all 

people measured their conduct.  However, the procreation of children and protection of women 

and children soon became the subject of many topics including  physical welfare, mental safety, 

rights of inheritance, legitimacy in claims to property, freedom from interference in the marital 

relationship, etc. Lawmakers found the various religious denominations lacking in their ability to 

reach accord to uniformly govern and interpret such issues especially in light of the secular 

requirement of the Constitution of the United States that there be no one religion recognized 

nor promoted by the government. 



 For the man and woman who married outside a church or had declared they were of their own 

accord “married”, the church had no standing to enforce a right and correct a wrong. Women 

and children were not protected and spousal abuse could not be prevented.   Separation of the 

church from the state was invoked and statutes declaring the legal status of marriage were 

necessary. Civil and criminal statutes establishing the relationship and defining acceptable 

behavior within and outside of the relationship were enacted and violation of these statutes 

would bring various degrees of consequence and punishment. 

Accordingly, the marriage relationship within the Church now stands separate and distinct from 

the marriage relationship in civil and criminal statutory definitions.  Thus, for people to be 

considered legally married, they must be recognized by the State. It is no longer necessary to 

have a union recognized by a Church. Equally true, legal divorce comes by statute without the 

necessity of Church decree or involvement.  (Some denominations still require certain conditions 

other than statutory requirements be fulfilled so that a remarriage by a divorce’ can be 

recognized by the denomination.) 

Why then are we considering such a serious alteration to the meaning of Scripture and to our 

beliefs and to Christ’s teaching? What makes this issue so urgent? Because we have a current 

disturbance and disagreement among difference states and in different courts hardly seems 

enough for the Congregation led by Session to embark on this course. On which other social 

issues will the Congregation be asked to declare the Word of God currently irrelevant? 

 The question is not whether same sex marriages should be performed in our sanctuary. The 

question is whether our Congregation through the leadership of Session will declare that that 

they have found new meaning in Scripture to allow for SSM. I realize that there is a great fear of 

being perceived as bigots toward our brothers and sisters who are homosexual Christians.  If 

homosexual behaviors among consenting adults were still a crime defined by state and federal 

statutes, would we have this discussion?   Sometimes it is far more comfortable for us to hide 

behind the wide skirts of the secular law. We will then not be considered intolerant or exclusive. 

For years the Church has been knocked about by allegations of intolerance and exclusion by 

those who would like a more “user-friendly” less judgmental Church.  Jesus never said following 



Him was easy. Indeed, He called us to take up a Cross. We are called to declare who we are, 

what we believe, and what we are resolved to do! At this point “what we are resolved to do” 

seems to be to simply declare that the Bible is a mere teaching tool to be interpreted according 

to the current fashion and societal movement and not by what God has truly spoken.  I guess 

Jesus was just a nice teacher and a basically good guy. 

There are those who will argue that we are thereby declaring our homosexual brothers and 

sisters forbidden from membership in the community of faith. This argument fails to recognize 

that it is not the state of the sinner that Jesus addresses when he says “Go, and sin no more.” It 

is the actions and behaviors of any sinner. For those who do not view the Scripture as clearly 

making homosexual conduct a sin, this is not a problem.  They will also likely not find any moral 

apprehension or abhorrence with pedastery or molestation. Will we also see a movement to 

provide no age limitation for consent to marriage?  Can I marry my brother? Sister? Cousin? The 

issue today is not about denying a group of individuals something that another group has.  

Quite to the contrary. 

The right to marry is not granted nor protected by the Constitution of the U.S.  The recognition 

and regulation of marriage is clearly a state’s rights issue. If this regulation is found to be a 

disparate treatment of two equally situated groups without a rational basis or a compelling 

state interest, then it is discriminatory.  

 The denial of the right to marry a person of the same sex is not the denial of the right to marry 

available to everyone else. . The claim of a Constitutional right to marry someone of the same 

sex is the claim of a new right. There is nothing to bar the homosexual from marrying. There is 

no defect or lack of legal qualification for the homosexual to marry. Never has been.  The denial 

to marry a member of the same sex applies equally to the heterosexual as the homosexual. It is 

a law not unlike that barring one from marrying one’s sister. Such unions are denied to all 

people regardless of their sexual identity. This new claim is therefore a demand to change and 

redefine marriage that has been adopted by a whole society. Another argument is that the law 

limiting marriage to a man and a woman is “unconstitutional sexual discrimination” based on 

gender classification. We must not be drawn into this fallacious argument.  To be 



unconstitutional, such gender classifications must be inherently discriminatory and the state 

cannot demonstrate why there is no compelling state interest in preserving the classification.  

The limitation does not put men and women in different classes and it does not give one class a 

benefit that the other does not receive. In the prohibition of same sex marriage, men and 

women are treated the same. They can marry, just not people of the same sex. This denial is 

applied to all people regardless of sex, color, race, creed or sexual orientation.   

The issues are (1) to what extent the Church will allow the definitions of legal marriage by the 

State to dictate what we believe, how we worship and how we are led by the Holy Spirit in 

interpreting the Word of God and (2) how can we recognize SSM and yet be true to the tenets of 

the church?  This approach is not without concerns.  

 Are we allowing the State now to define who is and is not a church? A denomination? A 

community of faith? And where will this refinement if undertaken stop?  Perhaps not until all 

churches are gone and all that remains branch units for social programs. Our primary mission 

will not be leading people to faith in Christ and living after his example in connect with God.  We 

will then have become true instruments of Caesar not of Christ. 

Do we now know what we believe or in whom we believe and what He taught?  

I realize that perhaps this is what Session is trying to do; i.e., determine what we believe. 

However, the request for input on a conversation about a most controversial issue with no clear 

declarations of what we believe is not in my opinion sufficient.   Our Mission Statement is lovely, 

but it is not a statement of beliefs.  It is a statement of what we do to implement our beliefs in 

our community. It is a slippery guide for interpreting the truth of Scripture. 

 

A FINAL CAVEAT 

  Irrespective of the issue before us, if we are not courageous enough to define our beliefs based 

on the infallibility of the Word, the absence of definition will be provided by the state. Because 

we enjoy many benefits and protections granted by the government because we are a religious 

group, do not take this status lightly. It is about more that tax-exempt status.  Make no mistake, 



government can and will quash any church they deem not a church. They will destroy any faith 

they deem not a faith.  No court will protect us from lawmakers and the agencies that pass laws 

and enact regulations that seek to set forth criteria in lists of behaviors, qualifications and 

activities by which a ‘real’ church is evidenced and therefore acceptable.  It is true at this point 

that the IRS has been watching for churches who go too far in declaring positions on social and 

political issues.  (If you think this is an extreme statement, just google the IRS requirements for a 

church.) Then we will be defined not by God, but by Caesar.  What will you do when Caesar 

demands you deny Christ? It appears we are embarking on this path with willful naiveté’.  

 

Thank you for your time and consideration in reading and considering this. I pray that the 

wisdom of God as expressed in the Holy Word led by the fire of the Holy Spirit will lead you to a 

conclusion that preserves and protects the Church. I fear it may be too late for New Hope. 

 

Jeanne Dassel 

Paul Dassel 

 

 


