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STATEMENT OF FAITH 
We Believe: 
In the Trinity: the Father, the Son and the Holy Spirit.  
Jesus Christ is True God and True Man.  The Holy 
Spirit is a Divine Person.  The Old and New 
Testaments are inspired by God.  All have sinned 
and come short of the Glory of God and are in need 
of salvation.  Salvation has been provided through 
Jesus Christ for all men.  It is the will of God that 
every believer be filled with the Holy Spirit.  Healing 
is available to every believer only when it is God’s 
will to act.  Ultimate healing is at the resurrection of 
the body.  The Church consists of all those who 
have received the Biblical Jesus Christ as their 
personal Lord and Savior.  There shall be a bodily 
resurrection of the just and the unjust.  In the 
personal, visible, imminent return of Jesus Christ.  In 
water baptism, and observance of the Lord's Supper. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
   The Progressives 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Places where we have sent free Christian literature for the last 48 years: 
 

U.S.A.- every state 
American Samoa 
Argentina, S. America  
Australia 
Belgian Congo, Africa 
Belgium 
Belize, C. America 
Benin W. Africa  
Botswana, Africa  
Brazil, S.  America 
Bulgaria 
Burma 
Cambodia  
Cameroon, W. Africa  
Canada 
Chad, Africa  
China    
Colombia.  S.  America 
Cuba 
Denmark 
Ecuador, S. America 
Egypt 
England 
Ethiopia, E. Africa 

 

France 
Finland 
Germany 
Ghana, W. Africa 
Greece 
Greenland 
Guam 
Guinea, Africa 
Guyana, S. America 
Haiti 
Hong Kong, China 
Hungary 
Iceland 
India 
Indonesia 
Ireland 
Israel 
Italy 
Ivory Coast, W. Africa 
Jamaica, W. Indies 
Japan 
Kenya, E. Africa 
Kuwait 

 

Liberia, W. Africa 
Madagascar  
Malawi, Africa 
Malaysia  
Mexico 
Micronesia  
Mozambique, Africa 
Myanmar  
Namibia, S. Africa 
Nepal 
Netherlands 
New Zealand 
Niger, Central Africa 
Nigeria, W. Africa 
Norway 
Pakistan  
Panama  
Philippines 
Poland 
Portugal  
Puerto Rico 
Republic of Congo, Africa 
Republic of S. Africa 

 

Rwanda, Africa 
Romania 
Russia 
Scotland 
Sierra Leone, W. Africa 
Singapore 
South Korea 
Spain 
Sri-Lanka 
Sweden 
Switzerland 
Taiwan 
Tanzania, E. Africa 
Thailand 
Tibet 
Togo, W.  Africa 
Trinidad, W. Indies 
Uganda, Africa 
Ukraine 
Zambia, Africa 
Zimbabwe-Rhodesia, 
  S. Africa 
 

Free literature goes out constantly  

R E A D  T H I S  
F I R S T  

If this is the first free newsletter you have received 
from us and you do not want to receive any more-Do 
Nothing-you will not receive another. However, if 
you would like to continue receiving our newsletter 
you must contact us by e-mail or letter to keep 
receiving it. We will not send you any letters 
begging for money.  Thank you.  Tom Adcock, 
President, Jesus People Ministry. Mailing address: 
4338 3rd Ave. Sacramento, CA 95817   
Website:  www.jesuspeopleinfo.org 
E-mail:  jesuspeoplemin@sbcglobal.net   

Volume 48- Issue 1 (published seasonally)  This 
newsletter is published by Jesus People Information 
Center, 4338 3rd. Ave. Sacramento, CA 95817, a 
non-profit Christian evangelistic organization 
engaged in foreign missions, nationwide prison 
ministry, street evangelism.  Subscriptions are free 
on request.  This ministry is completely supported 
by individual, tax-deductible, free-will donations 
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I Love Homosexuals, and I'm Frustrated 
 
As I’m writing this, the indefinite suspension of 
Duck Dynasty patriarch Phil Robertson by A&E 
over remarks he made that were offensive to 
homosexuals is making headlines. The incident has 
ignited a nationwide debate regarding 
homosexuality, and naturally, lots of people are 
taking sides and expressing their opinions. 
 
With this article, I hope to make a small contribution 
to the understanding of folks on both sides of the 
issue, whom I will refer to, for simplicity’s sake, as 
homosexuals and their dissenters. (I realize, of 
course, that there is a variance of opinions on both 
sides, but I intend to stick with the fundamental 
differences.) 
 
It is interesting (although often unrealized) that both 
sides are taking their positions on moral grounds. 
For that reason, both sides owe each other respect. 
I’m sorry to say that, in my observation, it appears 
that homosexuals seem more apt to take the higher 
ground in this regard. It is their dissenters who 
appear to me to be more apt to spew vitriolic 
remarks that only fuel the sense of hatred that 
homosexuals so often feel from their detractors. 
 
It isn’t easy for homosexuals (or anyone, for that 
matter) to consider the moral arguments of people 
who assume a moral superiority in their 
conversation. For that reason, may I encourage 
dissenters to avoid being the person who points out 
the speck in the eyes of others while having a log 
sticking out of their own. Of course, there are plenty 
of homosexuals whose commentary is equally 
denigrating towards their dissenters, and they too, 
should ask themselves if they are speaking as they 
would want to be spoken to. 
 
A&E’s Moral Decision 
 
I'm afraid that many dissenters fail to understand 
that A&E's decision to suspend an actor was a moral 
decision, and from their moral framework, they have 
only done what is right. The executives at A&E, like 
so many others, believe that homosexuality is 
biologically determined, not self determined. Thus to 
them it is a discrimination issue. Saying that 
homosexuality is morally wrong is to them like 
saying that being born with red hair is morally 
wrong. 

Dissenters, how would you feel if people spoke of 
you in denigrating terms because of your hair color? 
Put yourself in the shoes of homosexuals who 
believe---right or wrong---that their inclination 
towards homosexuality is just as inherent as your 
inclination towards heterosexuality. How would you 
feel for being denigrated for your heterosexual 
inclination? (Incidentally, I can't say that I've ever 
heard any homosexuals denigrate people for their 
heterosexuality.) 
 
I'm saying this in hopes of helping dissenters gain a 
little more respect and compassion for homosexuals. 
Make no mistake about it…they feel like a 
discriminated minority in a sea of ignorant people, 
people who don't even want to try to understand 
them. 
 
Along these same lines, dissenters should discard 
common stereotypes about homosexuals. They are 
not heterosexual people who, in the midst of their 
already-deviant and vile lives, one day decided to 
engage in a homosexual relationship. More likely, 
they found themselves at some point in their lives 
possessing some attraction to members of the same 
sex, an attraction that they initially resisted but 
gradually succumbed to. They sincerely believe that 
they can't change their homosexual tendency. And 
they are offended when people put them in the same 
category as those who desire to have sex with 
children or animals, as those things are morally 
repulsive to them. Similarly, many are offended 
when they are stereotyped as being recklessly 
promiscuous, pointing out that homosexual 
marriages demonstrate a desire for loving and 
committed relationships. 
 
If you personally know any homosexuals, you know 
that they are more often than not kind, caring, 
intelligent, sincere, hard-working people. If you 
have been engaged in the culture of Christendom for 
any length of time, you may have even found 
yourself wondering why homosexuals at times 
appear to be more Christian than some professing 
Christians. 
 
I would ask forgiveness, on behalf of all dissenters, 
from the homosexual community for how we've 
mistreated them, but I know that acting as a proxy in 
such cases is essentially meaningless. Offenders 
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need to personally seek forgiveness from those 
they've offended. So please allow me to at this point 
to ask forgiveness for my own past offenses 
committed against homosexuals in this regard. I am 
truly sorry. 
 
Questions From Which We Can't Escape 
 
Now, let me address those on the homosexual side in 
hopes of helping them understand those of us who so 
often sadly act like their enemies. 
 
We are not convinced that your homosexuality is 
purely genetic. This is not to say that we question 
your sincere belief that your homosexuality is 
something that is your natural tendency. It is just to 
say that we wonder if there wasn't some 
environmental contribution to the cause of your 
homosexuality. That being said, if there was some 
environmental contribution, and if that 
environmental contribution was beyond your 
control, we sympathize with you completely. Had 
we found ourselves in the same inescapable 
environment as you, we might also be homosexual. 
We also acknowledge that whether the cause was 
genetic, an inescapable environment, or a 
combination of both, it makes no difference to you, 
as those factors don't change the fact that you have 
found yourself possessing homosexual attraction. 
 
That being said, we are asking for your honesty. We 
ask that you don't say that "science has proven that 
there is a gay gene" or, "scientific data shows that 
homosexuality is biological" when those "facts" 
simply are not true. And we also ask that you give us 
better answers to the questions we have about the 
genetic claims of some homosexuals. 
 
For example, if homosexuality is genetic, why hasn't 
it died out over the thousands of years of human 
history? How do homosexuals manage to pass on 
their gene pool to successive generations? 
 
Why have homosexual populations increased and 
decreased in various geographical regions and at 
various times in history? 
 
Why are there so many cases of identical twins (who 
carry identical chromosomes) in which one is 
homosexual and the other is not?  
 
Why do some, who apparently possess a 
homosexual orientation, later possess a heterosexual 

orientation (such as Michael Glatze, the founding 
editor of Young Gay America magazine, and former 
lesbian activist Charlene Cothran, longtime 
publisher of Venus magazine, and singer-songwriter 
Dennis Jernigan)?  [Many other testimonies could be 
cited.] 
 
Why do certain familial, cultural, geographical and 
educational factors tend to result in higher 
incidences of homosexuality? 
 
All of these questions make us wonder if genetics is 
really the reason for homosexuality. Might it also be, 
at least in part, environmental? (And again, 
regarding inescapable environments, it is 
acknowledged that they, like genetics, are beyond 
the control of the individual.) 
 
But this leads to a larger question on our part. We 
also wonder if at least part of the reason for your 
homosexuality is your own choice, because many of 
us think we can actually identify with you to some 
degree. For example, most heterosexual men find 
that marriage doesn't put a stop to their being 
sexually attracted to other women, an attraction that 
they know they must suppress as an act of love 
towards their wives, and if their religion deems 
adultery to be a sin, an attraction they must suppress 
as an act of love towards their God. 
 
That is, we [who are true Christians] possess what 
we consider to be immoral sexual tendencies, but we 
resist them, and we don't use our natural tendency to 
desire sex with multiple women as an excuse for 
having sex with multiple women. In fact, even if we 
yield to the temptation to have sex with someone to 
whom we are not married, or yield to lesser forms of 
the same sin, namely, pornography, we know it is 
wrong, and we normally don't try to justify it on the 
basis of our natural tendency. 
 
Thus, we question those who defend the moral 
legitimacy of homosexuality purely on the basis that 
one finds himself or herself possessing homosexual 
tendencies. We can all say, "I was born this way," 
and by that, attempt to justify many things that are 
universally held to be morally wrong. Murderers 
could say, "I've found that I was born with a natural 
inclination to hate my enemies, and so who can 
blame me for killing them?" Pedophiles could say, "I 
find myself sexually attracted to children, so what 
right does anyone have to condemn me for molesting 
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them?" Homophobes could say, "As far back as I 
remember, I've hated homosexuals. I must be 
genetically disposed to that trait, and so I'm not 
personally responsible." Who would accept such 
justifications? No one [with a sound mind]. 
 
We also question if personal choice has something to 
do with certain environments that are conducive to 
homosexuality. Again, if one is raised in an abusive 
home that is conducive to homosexuality, that is one 
thing. But if one decides to attend a college where 
homosexuality is promoted as acceptable or 
desirable, that is another thing. The fact is, 
homosexuality is more prominent among those who 
are more educated. (Women with college educations 
are eight times more likely than women with a high 
school education to identify themselves as lesbians.) 
Could that point to an environmental factor? It is 
undeniable that we are influenced by those to whom 
we give our ears. 
 
All of this is to say, dissenters question the 
foundation of the moral argument of homosexuals 
and their advocates. Certainly, if homosexuality is 
genetic, like red hair, then they are absolutely correct 
in condemning those who find moral fault with 
homosexuals. However, if homosexuality is not 
purely genetic, and personal choice plays a part, then 
the foundation of the homosexual moral 
argument crumbles. 
 
The Larger Issue 
 
Homosexuals also need to understand that many 
dissenters, like myself, hold the Bible to be the 
moral measuring rod of all human activity, and for 
good reason. In the Bible, the world's all-time best 
seller, we find four accounts of the life and teachings 
of Jesus, a person who claimed to be God's Son and 
whose miracles gave credence to His claim. How 
many historical individuals do you know of whom it 
is recorded that multitudes of people witnessed 
many miraculous acts performed through them, such 
as raising the dead, walking on water, opening the 
eyes of the blind and multiplying food? We don't 
believe that those accounts are fables, but that they 
are accurate historical records written by authors 
who were His contemporaries, and who in some 
cases were firsthand eyewitnesses. 
Jesus predicted His untimely death and resurrection, 
and then pulled it off, an amazing feat. His disciples 
saw Him many times after His resurrection, and they 

saw Him ascend to heaven. They believed He was, 
as He claimed, the One appointed by God to 
ultimately judge every person after their death. 
Jesus' friends and associates would not have 
forfeited their lives on His behalf, as so many did, 
had they not actually believed He was the Son of 
God and not actually seen Him alive on numerous 
occasions after He was crucified. People don't 
sacrifice their lives to defend [what they know is] a 
hoax.  Jesus is obviously not someone who should 
be ignored. [John 16:7-15] 
 
The same Bible that tells us everything we know 
about Jesus also contains God's thoughts about 
homosexuality, which He condemns as being 
morally wrong. Our Bibles contain passages in 
which God Himself is purportedly speaking, and He 
says things such as: 
 

You shall not lie with a male as one lies with a 
female; it is an abomination (Lev. 18:22). 
 
If there is a man who lies with a male as those 
who lie with a woman, both of them have 
committed a detestable act; they shall surely be 
put to death. Their bloodguiltiness is upon them 
(Lev. 20:13). 

 
These verses are contained in passages that also 
condemn various forms of incest, adultery and 
bestiality. It is Bible verses like these that undergird 
our suspicion that homosexuality involves individual 
choice, just like incest, adultery and bestiality, 
otherwise God would be unjust to condemn it. 
 
In the New Testament, our Bibles contain passages 
like these two found in 1 Timothy and Romans: 
 

Realizing the fact that the law is not made for a 
righteous man, but for those who are lawless and 
rebellious, for the ungodly and sinners, for the 
unholy and profane, for those who kill their 
fathers or mothers, for murderers and immoral 
men and homosexuals and kidnappers and liars 
and perjurers, and whatever else is contrary to 
sound teaching (1 Timothy 1:9-10) 
 
For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven 
against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of 
men, who suppress the truth in unrighteousness, 
because that which is known about God is 
evident within them; for God made it evident to 
them. For since the creation of the world His 
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invisible attributes, His eternal power and divine 
nature, have been clearly seen, being understood 
through what has been made, so that they are 
without excuse. For even though they knew 
God, they did not honor Him as God, or give 
thanks; but they became futile in their 
speculations, and their foolish heart was 
darkened. Professing to be wise, they became 
fools, and exchanged the glory of the 
incorruptible God for an image in the form of 
corruptible man and of birds and four-footed 
animals and crawling creatures. 

 
Therefore God gave them over in the lusts of 
their hearts to impurity, that their bodies might 
be dishonored among them. For they exchanged 
the truth of God for a lie, and worshiped and 
served the creation rather than the Creator, who 
is blessed forever. Amen. 
 
For this reason God gave them over to degrading 
passions; for their women exchanged the natural 
function for that which is unnatural, and in the 
same way also the men abandoned the natural 
function of the woman and burned in their desire 
toward one another, men with men committing 
indecent acts and receiving in their own persons 
the due penalty of their error.  

 
And just as they did not see fit to acknowledge 
God any longer, God gave them over to a 
depraved mind, to do those things which are not 
proper, being filled with all unrighteousness, 
wickedness, greed, evil; full of envy, murder, 
strife, deceit, malice; they are gossips, 
slanderers, haters of God, insolent, arrogant, 
boastful, inventors of evil, disobedient to 
parents, without understanding, untrustworthy, 
unloving, unmerciful; and, although they know 
the ordinance of God, that those who practice 
such things are worthy of death, they not only do 
the same, but also give hearty approval to those 
who practice them (Romans 1:18-32). 

 
Those passages of Scripture, and others like them, 
seem to be clear regarding homosexuality. When 
homosexuals and their advocates argue that such 
passages can be interpreted differently, so as not to 
condemn homosexuality, we wonder how that is 
possible.  [Every verse in the Bible about 
homosexuality is negative.] 
 

Not only do both the Old and New Testaments 
condemn homosexuality, so does the Koran. Since 
all three Abrahamic religions (Judaism, Christianity 
and Islam) claim communication from God, it would 
be a formidable task to persuade their believing 
adherents, which represent 55% of the world's 
population, to embrace homosexuality as being 
morally acceptable in His sight. (I do realize that not 
all professing Jews, Christians and Muslims believe 
that homosexuality is morally wrong. But those who 
adhere to their religion's scriptures certainly do.) 
 
Homosexuals and their advocates need to understand 
that, if they are going to change the predominant 
view among Christians that homosexuality is 
morally wrong, they will have to go far beyond 
arguments about genetics and epigenetics. They 
must destroy our trust in the entire Bible and our 
faith in Jesus. They will need to prove to us that 
what the Bible says about homosexuality actually 
does not reflect God's view, which is tantamount to 
destroying our faith. And that is a formidable task. 
In fact, it is an impossible task. 
 
Because of that, my advice to homosexuals is to 
learn to live with us. We [Bible believing Christians] 
can relate to you in more ways than just the fact that 
we also find ourselves possessing sexual impulses 
that deviate from what God has said is acceptable. 
We also sometimes feel like a discriminated-against 
minority who cannot be tolerated by those who 
preach tolerance, and judged by those who tell us we 
should not judge. 
 
I'm Frustrated... 
 
Finally, those of us who are trying to be sincere 
followers of Jesus are frustrated. Because of 
unChristian actions of some who profess to be 
Christians, we feel that we are mischaracterized as 
bigots and homosexual haters. Yet many of us, like 
Phil Robertson of Duck Dynasty fame, see ourselves 
as equal or greater sinners and true lovers of 
homosexuals. However, we are now former captives 
to our sin, because we've been set free supernaturally 
by a God who loves us. In his now-infamous 
interview with GQ magazine, Phil Robertson 
paraphrased a passage in the sixth chapter of 1 
Corinthians that reflects those exact sentiments: 
 

Or do you not know that the unrighteous shall 
not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be 
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deceived; neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor 
adulterers, nor effeminate, nor homosexuals, nor 
thieves, nor the covetous, nor drunkards, nor 
revilers, nor swindlers, shall inherit the kingdom 
of God. And such were some of you; but you 
were washed, but you were sanctified, but you 
were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus 
Christ, and in the Spirit of our God (1 
Corinthians 6:9-11). 

 
Those of us who were once fornicators, adulterers, 
thieves or drunkards hardly have a right to "throw 
the first stone" or claim moral superiority over 
homosexuals, since we, too, can find ourselves in 
Paul's list. Here's the only difference now: we 
believed, admitted our sin, bowed our knee to the 
One before whom we must all one day give an 
account, repented, and God delivered us. And that is 
good news we'd like everyone to know. We're like 
people who've escaped through a secret passage 
from a hellish prison, but our family members are 
still inside. Imagine our frustration when we send 
them a message that identifies the escape route, but 
they reply, "You are bigots!" 
 
Apparently, among the souls in the church in 
Corinth were people who formerly were 
homosexuals, but who no longer were when Paul 
wrote to them. And those of us who believe he 
wasn't lying are subsequently filled with hope that 
there is no hopeless case. Some of us (like myself) 
personally know people who were formerly 
homosexual but who are now heterosexual, and are 
even married and parents of beautiful children. 
Nothing is impossible to our God of love and mercy. 
 
While homosexuals and their advocates have no 
choice but to claim that homosexual orientation is 
irreversible (since it is allegedly genetic or in some 
way biological), we have what we think is a better, 
more loving message for them: You don't have to be 
homosexual any longer. And the message gets better 
than that: You can also be set free from anything 
else that holds you captive. And the message gets 
even better: You can inherit God's kingdom and 
eternal life. 
 
We hope and pray that you will understand that we 
can't think of a more loving thing to do than to try to 
communicate that good news to you, even if it 
means being misunderstood or sometimes hated. 
And so we can't keep quiet. Speaking up is worth the 

risk, because you are worth it. And our God 
commands that we take that risk, following His 
example. He died for the people who mocked and 
spit upon Him, and we marvel at that, knowing that 
we were at one time among the mockers. 
 
Genuine followers of Christ love you and care about 
you. And so does God. But we believe that His 
kingdom and eternal life await only those who turn 
from sin and bow their knee to Him in genuine, 
obedient faith. We don't believe that just claiming to 
be a Christian, or simply "accepting Jesus as your 
personal Savior" without repenting of one's sins 
results in any salvation or transformation. Jesus is 
the King of kings and Lord of lords. One day He 
will rule the world. The only way to be ready for that 
day is to start obeying Him. 
 
So that is my best attempt to bring some better 
understanding between homosexuals and their 
dissenters. I welcome respectful feedback from both 
sides (but hate mail goes right into the trash where it 
belongs). Thanks for reading --- David Servant  
 
You can contact me at: 
information@heavensfamily.org  
Website:  www.heavensfamily.org 
 
Book Offers: 
HOMOSEXUALITY-Contemporary Claims 
Examined in the Light of the Bible and Other 
Ancient Literature and Law   by James B. DeYoung. 
383 pages  $25.00 
 
The Bible and Homosexual Practice (Texts and 
Hermeneutics) by Robert A. J. Gagnon.  All 
Biblical, philosophical, arguments are addressed. 
(520 pages)  $45.00 
 
The Gay Gospel?  How pro-gay advocates misread 
the Bible by Joe Dallas (264 pages)  $17.00 
 
Send check or money order for books to: 
Jesus People Information Center 
4338 3rd Ave.  
Sacramento, CA 95817-3014 
 
If we say that we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, 
and the truth is not in us.  If we confess our sins, He 
is faithful and just to forgive us our sins and to 
cleanse us from all unrighteousness.   
 I John 1:8-9 
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Jesus People, 
I got your newsletter…  I agree A.O.C, E. Warren 
and Bernie Sanders are tax & spend democrats 
promising everyone something for nothing… 
Vickie Sanders, Stanley, NC 
 
Hello my name is Reyna Duenas.  I am an atheist 
and wondering why you sent lies to my home… 
F*ck you, you F**king pigs. 
[duenasreyna1@gmail.com] 
 
Editor:  “These people” never state their arguments,  
just “yell” their intolerant hatred! 
 
Folks, 
I’m happy to see you getting so much Christian 
books into prisons. Of course Jesus told us to do just 
that… 
Richard Oliver, Modesto, CA 
 
Jesus People, 
I need Bible stories in Spanish language… 
Gilberto Acevedo,  
Valley State Prison, Chowchilla, CA 
 
Editor:  We send Spanish and English Bibles into 
prisons. 
 
Jesus People, 
I gave out free tapes you sent me and I have read the 
free books.  I love Jesus People… 
Elias Melendez, Jr., Bakersfield, CA 
 
Jesus People, 
Enclosed is $25 donation.  Keep sending me your 
newsletter.  The articles are inspiring and address 
many current issues like the decline of morality and 
the laxity of our churches to remain true to scripture. 
Nancy Clark, San Bernardino, CA 
 
Jesus People, 
I have been charged with murder and I am 
innocent… 
Charles Lawrence, Sr. 
State Prison, Pendleton, IN 
 
Editor:  All claims of injustice are referred to the 
“The Innocence Project”.

Dear Brother Tom, 
I’m still teaching men on the yard here.  Thank you 
for the recent Bible Commentary you sent me… 
Robert Vaughn, State Prison, San Diego, CA 
 
Jesus People Ministry, 
I would like to thank you for the free literature you 
sent me.  I have read all of it twice.  I have a new 
address… 
David Williams, 
Suwannee Correction Inst., Live Oak, FL 
 
Hello again, 
After examining the California Prison System 8 
years ago, the Los Angeles Times wrote “a tour of 
the dark and desolate world of maimed lives and 
vanished hope, survival, mere survival, until their 
release is the ambition of most prisoners.  Fear is 
pervasive through the system”  Things have not 
changed…. 
Ellis Chen 
State Prison, Vacaville, CA 
 
Jesus People, 
I see your address on many books being read by 
other men in here… I would like to receive some as 
I believe you have to really repent and really believe 
to be saved… 
Steven Good, 
State Prison, Tehachapi, CA 
 
Jesus People, 
I would please like the following 3 books in Spanish 
to read… 
Angel Garcia 
State Prison, Chowchilla, CA 
 
Jesus People,  
I would like your following Spanish tracts and these 
books if possible… 
Jessica Contreras 
State Prison, Chowchilla, CA 
 
Jesus People… 
Can I get more orders of the free book “Who Can Be 
Saved?” and the free DVDs you give out… 
Geraldine Kent, Lorain, OH 

WE GET LETTERSWe Do Not Have 
A Pen Pal Program Thousands of them – Here are a few recent ones 
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Hi Tom, 
Thanks for the free newsletter and books. And thank 
you for your testimony and for doing God’s work… 
David & Gina Bonde, Modesto, CA 
 
Dear Sir, 
Please send me the free book “The One True 
God”… 
Frank Annese, East Meadow, NY 
 
Dear Members in Christ, 
I’m writing to become one of your Bible students.  
I’m new in Christ and want to live in the way of the 
Lord… 
Larry Clifton, State Prison, Hagerstown, MD 
 
Hello,  
Another inmate here told me to write you.  I want a 
Holy Bible for myself… 
Everette Scarberry, 
State Prison, Columbia, NC 
 
Hello, 
I’m requesting a Bible study from you that is more 
than spiritual milk… 
Nelson Acevedo 
State Prison, Blythe, CA 
 
Dear Jesus People, 
Thank you for all the books you have sent me.  They 
speak powerfully about the word of God.  We have 2 
problems here. Both Roman Catholics and Jehovah’s 
Witnesses are claiming that people must join them to 
be a Christian… 
Joseph Neff 
State Prison, Bellefonte, PA 
 
Dear Thomas Adcock, 
It’s been a long while since I wrote you and got 3 
Christian books.  Can you give me the 2 following 
books to read… 
Jerry Ray King 
Holman Corr. Facility, Atmore, AL 
 
Jesus People, 
I go to Protestant Church in here.  I want some 
information about Jehovah’s Witnesses and how to 
witness to them… 
Reginald Rey 
State Prison, Chowchilla, CA 

Don’t send any more of your newsletters to me.  
You narrow minded, right wing, racist nut.  You and 
the orange idiot in the white house are low life dumb 
Nazis… 
William Amundsen, Modesto, CA 
 
Jesus People 
Please continue to send me your newsletter.   
Tania Brown 
Granite Bay, CA 
 
Jesus People, 
I just received my first copy of your newsletter. 
Please continue to send them to me. 
Thomas Cavalieri 
Huntington Beach, CA 
 
Jesus People, 
Please send me your free newsletter. 
Armen Gostanian 
La Mesa, CA 
 
Dear Tom Adcock, 
I got a free newsletter from you and would like to 
keep receiving them. 
Eric Azragoza 
Huntington Beach, CA 
 
Hi, 
Thank you for the newsletter and the tracts you have 
sent me.  I am witnessing for Christ here… 
Maurice Vernon 
High Desert Prison, Susanville, CA 
 
Good day to you. 
I have read your free magazine.  I am a minister and 
wish to receive more of your writings… 
Pastor James 
MFM Church, Ogun State, Nigeria, West Africa 
 
I received your newsletter recently and would like to 
keep receiving them. 
Tammy Kaempffe, Roseville, CA 
 
Dear Jesus People, 
Can you send me the words to the song “The Old 
Rugged Cross” and Bible studies… 
John James 
State Prison, San Diego, CA 
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Greetings,  
I received your newsletter and want to continue to 
receive it.  This newsletter is a helpful resource to 
keep abreast of the past and current elements of the 
changing religious and social environment. 
Freda Glover, Modesto, CA 
 
Hi, I got a newsletter from you and I love it.  Put me 
on your mailing list… 
Catherine Heyne, Modesto, CA 
 
J.P. 
Thanks for sending me one of your newsletters.  I 
would love to keep receiving them for myself and to 
share with my friends. 
David Lawrence, Modesto, CA 
 
Hello, 
I am writing for any and all Bible studies and free 
books you offer.  I am a member of the “Spirit of 
Hope Metropolitan Community Church”… 
Brian Shuck 
Federal Prison, Tucson, AZ 
 
Tom Adcock, 
Yes, I want to continue to receive your newsletters 
and thank you for the free books you sent.  Do you 
have a book on the Sabbath Day?  There are some in 
here saying we must keep the Saturday Sabbath. 
Jonathan Trujillo 
Cal. Men’s Colony Prison, San Luis Obispo, CA 
 
Editor: Book on Sabbath Day sent. 
 
Jesus People, 
Thank you for the free newsletter.  Keep sending 
it… Print more articles how the democrats are 
damaging our country. 
Guida Rueger, La Mesa, CA 
 
Hi, I’m writing for a large print Bible.  I have been 
in here for 43 years and my eyes are bad… 
Lester Craft 
Johnston Corr. Inst., Smithfield, NC 
 
Jesus People, 
Keep sending me your newsletter.  I have been down 
28 years… 
David Berkowitz 
Shawangunk Correctional Facility, Wallkill, NY 

Thank you for sending me your newsletter.  It is well 
written and spot-on… 
Riley Gibson, Roseville, CA 
 
Hello, 
I would like to get your newsletters.  I enjoyed 
reading one. 
Richard Jones, 
Huntington Beach, CA 
 
Good Morning, 
Can you send me the following books on these Bible 
subjects: …. 
Troy Root 
Mansfield Corr. Inst., Mansfield, OH 
 
J.P. 
I’m writing to please send me Christian books to 
read… 
Jason Connelly, State Prison, Bellefonte, PA 
 
Tom Adcock, 
My whole family loved your newsletter.  Keep 
sending us the Jesus People Newsletter. 
Nadia Doran, Cameron Park, CA 
 
Please keep me on your mailing list for further 
newsletters. 
Robert VanBuskirk, Modesto, CA 
 
Hi, I would like you guys to send me more Jesus 
People Newsletters in the mail. 
Josiah Omelas, Modesto, CA 
 
Jesus People, 
I am writing you to tell you God saved my life – 
literally.  I am 50 years old and an outlaw biker all 
my life.  Seven months ago I wrecked my 
motorcycle and broke my neck, shoulder and leg.  I 
was in a coma 17 days.  While I was in that coma 
God came to me and I promised him I would stop all 
the bad things I had done… 
Raymond Cantley 
Corr. Training Facility, Soledad, CA 
 
Jesus People, 
Hope all is well with you… Can you please send me 
your books on Islam and Jehovah’s Witnesses? 
J Smith 
State Prison, Crescent City, CA
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And the letters keep 
coming, every day. 

Jesus People, 
Thank you for books and newsletters.  Keep 
newsletters coming. 
Michael Haeoste 
Prison, Avenal, CA 
 
Tom Adcock, 
I live with my son who received your free newsletter 
for the 1st time.   Please keep sending them to me.  I 
am a Christian too… 
Rosemary Alonzo, Merced, CA 
 
Hello, 
I would like a Bible and any of your Christian 
books… 
Stephanie Marshall,  
State Prison, Corona, CA 
 
Greeting, 
I wrote you many years ago when I was at USP. 
Tucson.  I found your literature to be very sound.  
Please put me back on your mailing list. 
James Mattocks Jr. 
Federal Corr. Institute, Fairton, NJ 
 
Hello, 
I was wondering if you could send me a Bible… 
Diane Aguliar  
State Prison, Corona, CA 
 
Hello, 
I need Spanish Christian books… 
Etienne Juarez 
Mule Creek State Prison, Ione, CA 
 
Hi, 
I want your Jesus People Newsletter.  I used to travel 
from L.A. to Orange County to Calvary Chapel back 
in 1976… 
Jeffrey Fecht 
Mule Creek Prison, Ione, CA 
 
Dear Tom, 
Keep sending newsletters.  Here is a check for 4 of 
your offers in newsletter…. 
Will Janca, Van Cleave, MS 
 
Thank you for your ministry newsletter.  It has been 
a blessing to me over the years.  I pray a blessing 
upon the Jesus People newsletter… $50 donation 
enclosed.  
Pastor Ernest Fink, City Harvest Family Church, 
Albany, NY

Anyone who wishes to financially help us to send 
out 30,000 copies of our newsletter to the general 
public can be assured 100% of their donations will 
go to printing and mailing them out.  No one here 
receives a salary and any overhead is covered by 
donations by my wife and I.  I want to print 100,000 
copies per issue.  Want to help? 
 
It costs $11,500 to print and mail out 30,000 copies.  
Naturally I’m lucky to get even $300 in donation for 
each of these issues.  The “general public” is not 
interested in the real Jesus Christ.  Only in a ‘God’ 
of their own creation.  I was saved at age 27 in 1969.  
Immediately began witnessing for Jesus.  I started 
this 501 (c)  Christian ministry in 1975.  Our goal is 
to save souls.  All social and political problems will 
be solved when Jesus reigns in the hearts of men and 
women.  We have given away free millions of 
Christian tracts, hundreds of thousands of free 
newsletters, books and Bibles.  I’m 78 years old now 
but will fight the anti-Christian lies of politics, 
academia, entertainment and media until I die. No 
matter if anyone helps me or not. 
   Tom Adcock 
 
 

 www.jesuspeopleinfo.org 

 
 

Bulk Orders of this newsletter available:
12 copies $10 donation 
25 copies $18 donation 
50 copies $30 donation 
Send check or money order to Jesus 
People Information Center 
4338 3rd Ave, Sacramento, CA 95817 
along with your request and mailing 
address. 
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 RESOURCE LIST 
Send check or money order for the correct amount to:  Jesus People  
 Information Center, 4338 3rd Ave, Sacramento, CA 95817. 
 (We DO NOT accept Credit Cards)               FREE Shipping within the United States 

 Suggested Minimum Donation

Three Christian movies on one DVD: 1. Jesus; 2. Magdalena; 3. Jesus (for children) DVD has 8 
different language options to choose from. 

FREE 

Who Will Be Saved  (a 133 page book) FREE 
DVD in “God’s Courtroom” FREE 
The One True God! by Jean Carlson who was a Jehovah’s witness for many years. Then she met 
Jesus and wrote this book. 

FREE 

What Does the Bible Teach about the Future?  
Pop Prophecy by Tal Brooke. Exposing the Errors of Dispensational School of Prophecy (229 pgs) $15.00 
The Day and The Hour  by Francis Gumerlock. Twenty centuries of false prophecy documented.  
(354 pgs) Mostly by claiming the word “thousand” in the Bible is literal. 

$20.00 

The Apocalypse Code  by Hank Hanegraaff. (300 pgs) (35% off) $15.00 
Revelation – Four Views: A Parallel Commentary  by Steve Gregg. (528 pgs) $28.00 
The Meaning of the Millennium  by Robert Clouse.  Four views compared. (223 pgs) (25% off) $12.95 
A Fundamental Wesleyan Commentary on the Book of Revelation  by Vic Reasoner. (592 pgs) $25.00 
Christian Zionism – Road Map to Armageddon??  by Stephen Sizer. (298 pgs) $29.00 
Israel 1948-Countdown to Nowhere  by Don Preston.  (66 pgs) $7.00 
More Than Conquerors-An Interpretation of the Book of Revelation by William Hendriksen. 
Martyn Lloyd Jones, for one, agrees that the “progressive parallelism” view explained in this book 
is the correct away to interpret the book of Revelation.  (216 pages) 

$21.00 

Christian Apologetics  
The New American Standard Bible (A word for word translation) Available in Spanish or English $10.00 
Does God Believe in Atheists?  by John Blanchard. An excellent book. (655 pgs) $29.95 
He Walked Among Us  by Josh McDowell. (365 pgs) (30% off) $11.00 
New Evidence That Demands a Verdict  by Josh McDowell. (780 pgs) $29.00 
Speaking in Other Tongues–A Scholarly Defense  Deluxe hardbound edition, 840 pages (45% off) $15.00 
When Skeptics Ask  by Norman Geisler. (348 pgs)  (25% off) $15.00 
Mere Christianity  by C. S. Lewis. Large Print Edition (190 pgs) $10.00 
Can You Be Gay and Christian?  By Jewish Christian Dr. Michael Brown (286 pgs) $17.00 
A Queer Thing Happened to America  by Jewish Christian Dr. Michael Brown. Refuting all the 
claims and arguments of the LGBTQ movement. (691 pgs)  

$27.95 

Jesus Among Other Gods  by Ravi Zacharias. (195 pgs) $16.00 
Jesus Among Secular Gods  by Ravi Zacharias. (248 pgs)  (20% off) $19.00 
Beyond Opinion  by Ravi Zacharias. (360 pgs) $16.00 
The New Age is Lying to You  by Eldon Winker. New Age philosophy exposed (223 pgs) 25% off $10.00 
Europe’s Last Stand – A Warning to America!  2 DVDs (288 min) The documentary which shows 
the Islamization of Europe due to “open borders” and apostate Christianity. (50% off) 

$10.00 

Muslim by Hank Hanegraaff. Hardcover.  Exposing Islam  (293 pages)  40% off $15.00 
Godforsaken by Dinesh D’Souza.  If God is good why does He allow natural disasters and moral 
evil?  Hardcover (274 pages) 40% off 

$15.00 

A much larger list available on our website: www.jesuspeopleinfo.org  
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Early Christians on Abortion and Infanticide 
 
The term "exposing infants" refers to the 
practice of abandoning infant children along 
roadsides, leaving them either to die of 
exposure or to be taken by someone, usually to 
be raised as a slave or a prostitute.  
 
If men fight and hurt a woman with child, so 
that she gives birth prematurely… [and] if any 
lasting harm follows, then you shall give life 
for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for 
hand, foot for foot. Exod. 21.22.23. 
 
You shall not kill the child by obtaining an 
abortion. Nor, again, shall you destroy him 
after he is born. Barnabas (c. 70-130, E) 1.148. 
 
You shall not murder a child by abortion nor 
kill one who has been born. Didache (c.80-
140, E), 1.377. 
 
We say that those women who use drugs to 
bring on abortion commit murder. And we also 
say they will have to give an account to God 
for the abortion. So on what basis could we 
commit murder? For it does not belong to the 
same person to regard the very fetus in the 
womb as a created being (and therefore an 
object of God’s care)—yet, when he passed 
into life, to kill him. We also teach that it is 
wrong to expose an infant. For those who 
expose them are guilty of child murder. 
Athenagoras (c. 175, E) 2.147. 
 
Although keeping parrots and curlews, the 
[pagans] do not adopt the orphan child. Rather, 
they expose children who are born at home. 
Yet, they take up young birds. So they prefer 
irrational creatures to rational ones! Clement 
of Alexandria (c. 195, E) 2.279. 
 
What cause is there for the exposure of a 
child? The man who did not desire to beget 
children had no right to marry at all. He 
certainly does not have the right to become the 

murderer of his children, because of licentious 
indulgence. Clement of Alexandria (c. 195, E), 
2.368. 
 
In our case, murder is once for all forbidden. 
Therefore, we may not destroy even the fetus 
in the womb, while as yet the human being 
derives blood from other parts of the body for 
its sustenance. To hinder a birth is merely a 
speedier way to kill a human. It does not 
matter whether you take away a life that has 
been born, or destroy one that is not yet born. 
Tertullian (c. 197, W), 3.25. 
 
First of all, you [pagan] expose your children, 
so that they may be taken by any 
compassionate passer-by, to whom they are 
quite unknown! Tertullian (c. 197, W) 3.26. 
 
Among surgeons’ tools there is a certain 
instrument that is formed with a nicely-
adjusted flexible frame for first of all opening 
the uterus and then keeping it open. It also has 
a circular blade, by means of which the limbs 
within the womb are dissected with careful, 
but unflinching care. Its last appendage is a 
blunted or covered hook, by which the entire 
fetus is extracted by a violent delivery. There 
is also a copper needle or spike, by which the 
actual death is brought about in this 
treacherous robbery of life. From its 
infanticide function, they give it the name, 
"killer of the infant"—which infant, of course, 
had once been alive. Tertullian (c210, W), 
3.206. 
 
Indeed, the Law of Moses punishes with 
appropriate penalties the person who causes 
abortion. For there already exists the 
beginning stages of a human being. And even 
at this stage, [the fetus] is already 
acknowledged with having the condition of 
life and death, since he is already susceptible 
to both. Tertullian (c. 210, W), 3.218. 
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Are you to dissolve the conception by aid of 
drugs? I believe it is no more lawful to hurt a 
child in process of birth, than to hurt one who 
is already born. Tertullian (c. 212, W), 4.57. 
 
I behold a certain ceremony and circumstance 
of adultery. On the one hand, idolatry precedes 
it and leads the way. On the other hand, 
murder follows in company. . . . Witness the 
midwives, too! How many adulterous 
conceptions are slaughtered! Tertullian (c. 
212, W), 4.78. 
 
There are some women who, by drinking 
medical preparations, extinguish the source of 
the future man in their very bowels. So they 
commit murder before they bring forth. And 
these things assuredly come down from the 
teaching of your gods. Mark Minucius Felix 
(c. 200, W), 4.192. 
 
Women who were reputed believers began to 
resort to drugs for producing sterility. They 
also girded themselves around, so as to expel 
what was being conceived. For they did not 
wish to have a child by either a slave or by any 
common fellow—out of concern for their 
family and their excessive wealth. See what a 
great impiety the lawless one has advanced! 
He teaches adultery and murder at the same 
time! Hippolytus (c. 225, W), 5.131. 
 
The womb of his wife was hit by a blow of his 
heel. And, in the miscarriage that soon 
followed, the offspring was brought forth, the 
fruit of a father’s murder. Cyprian (c. 250, W), 
5.326. 
 
I cannot find language to even speak of the 
infants who were burned to the same Saturn! 
Lactantius (c. 304-313, W) 7.35. 
 
[Speaking of pagans:] They either strangle the 
sons born from themselves, or if they are too 
"pious," they expose them. Lactantius (c. 304-
313, W), 7.144, 145. 

Let no one imagine that to strangle newborn 
children is allowable. For this is the greatest 
impiety! God breathes into their souls for life, 
not for death. Men… deprive souls that are 
still innocent and simple, of the light that they 
themselves have not given…. Or can those 
persons be considered innocent who expose 
their own offspring as prey for dogs? As far as 
their participation is concerned, they have 
killed them in a more cruel manner than if they 
had strangled them!… Therefore, if anyone is 
unable to bring up children because of poverty, 
it is better to abstain from marriage than to 
mar the work of God with wicked hands. 
Lactantius (c. 304-313, W), 7.187. 
 
You shall not slay your child by causing 
abortion, nor kill the baby that is born. For 
"everything that is shaped and has received a 
soul is from God, if it is slain, shall be 
avenged, as being unjustly destroyed". 
Apostolic Constitutions (compiled c. 390, E), 
7.466. 
 
1. From the Ante-Nicene Fathers, 10 
hardcover volumes. All the Christian writings 
of the first four centuries after Christ. 
Available online or contact us for current 
price. 
 
2. A Dictionary of Early Christian 
Beliefs. A reference guide to topics discussed 
by early church fathers. Hardcover (704 pages) 
$29.00 
 
3. A Dictionary of Early Christian 
Biography. Hardcover. 1,028 pages. A 
reference guide to over 800 Christian men and 
women, heretics and sects of the first six 
centuries after Christ. $33.00 
 
For these books send check or money order 
made out to Jesus People as a tax-deductible 
donation to Jesus People Info Center  
4338 3rd Ave., Sacramento, CA 95817 
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Is Homosexuality Genetic? 
The Gay Gene? 

By Jeffrey Satinover, M.D. 
 
On July 15, 1993 National Public Radio (NPR) made 
a dramatic announcement on stations across the 
country: Was a team of scientists at the National 
Institutes of Health on the trail of a gene that causes 
homosexuality? Their report would be published the 
next day in Science, one of the two most prestigious 
scientific research journals in the world.1 
 The discussion that followed explained for the 
listening public the implications of these findings for 
social attitudes toward homosexuality and for public 
policy concerning it. Science was on the verge of 
proving what many had long argued: that 
homosexuality in innate, genetic and therefore 
unchangeable—a normal and commonplace variant of 
human nature. In the light of these findings, surely 
only the bigoted or ignorant could condemn it in any 
way. 
 Shortly after the announcement, amidst a well-
orchestrated blizzard of press discussions, there 
ensued the watershed legal battle over "Proposition 2" 
in Colorado. (This popularly enacted legislation 
precluded making sexual orientation the basis of 
"privileged class" minority status, a status conferred 
previously only on the basis of immutable factors such 
as race.) 
 Among the many crucial issues raised by the 
legislation was the question as to whether 
homosexuality was indeed normal, innate and 
unchangeable. One prominent researcher testified to 
the court, "I am 99.5% certain that homosexuality is 
genetic." But this personal opinion was widely 
misunderstood as "homosexuality is 99.5% genetic," 
implying that research had demonstrated this. 
Certainly, that was the message promulgated by 
NPR's report on the recent research, and by all the 
discussions that followed. In a few weeks, Newsweek 
would emblazon across its cover the phrase that would 
stick in the public mind as the final truth about 
homosexuality: "Gay Gene?" 
 Of course, just near the end of the NPR 
discussion, certain necessary caveats were fleetingly 
added. But only an expert knew what they meant—
that the research actually showed nothing whatever in 
the way of what was being discussed. The vast 
majority of listeners would think that homosexuality 
had been all but conclusively proven to be "genetic." 

But the real question is whether or not there is such a 
"gay gene." 
 In fact, there is not, and the research being 
promoted as proving that there is provides no 
supporting evidence. How can this be? In order to 
understand what is really going on, one needs to 
understand some little-known features of the emerging 
study of behavioral genetics (much subtler than the 
genetics of simple, "Mendelian" traits such as eye 
color). 
 When it comes to questions of the genetics of any 
behavior—homosexuality included—all of the 
following statements are likely to be at least roughly 
true: 
 
1. Such and such a behavior "is genetic", 
2. There are no genes that produce the behavior; 
3. The genes associated with the behavior are found 

on such and such a chromosome; 
4. The behavior is significantly heritable; 
5. The behavior is not inherited. 
 
The scientific distinctions that make these seeming 
contradictions perfectly reasonable and consistent 
seem completely misunderstood by the media who 
report on them. 
 For Example, in response to the "gay gene" 
research, the Wall Street Journal headlined their 
report (which appeared the next day), "Research 
Points Toward a Gay Gene."2  A subheading of the 
Journal article stated, "Normal Variation"—Leaving 
the casual reader with the impression that the research 
lead to this conclusion. It did not, nor could it have. 
The subhead alluded to nothing more than the chief 
researcher's personal, unsubstantiated opinion that 
homosexuality, as he put it, "is a normal variant of 
human behavior." Even the New York Times, in its 
more moderate front-page article, "Report Suggests 
Homosexuality is Linked to Genes," noted that other 
researchers warned against over-interpreting the work, 
"or taking it to mean anything as simplistic as that the 
'gay gene' had been found." 
 At the end of the Wall Street Journal article, at the 
bottom of the last paragraph on the last page deep 
within the paper, a prominent geneticist was quoted 
for his reactions to the research. He observed that "the 
gene…maybe involved in something other than sexual 
behavior. For example, it may be that the supposed 
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gene is only 'associated' with homosexuality, rather 
than a 'cause' of it." 
 This rather cryptic comment would be most 
difficult to understand without the needed scientific 
background. Yet it is the most critical distinction in 
the entire article; indeed, it renders the findings almost 
entirely worthless. Why bury and fail to explain what 
it means? Perhaps the motives were innocent, but in 
fact, the belief that homosexuality is "biological" or 
"genetic" causes people to develop more positive 
attitudes toward it. They need not have the foggiest 
understanding that what "biological" or "genetic" 
really mean in order to change their view: 
 
 105 volunteer[s]…were exposed to one of 
three…conditions…[T]he experimental group read a 
summary…emphasizing a biological component of 
homosexual orientation….[O]ne control group read a 
summary…focusing on the absence of hormonal 
differences between homosexual and heterosexual 
men. [A]nother control group w[as] not exposed to 
either article….As predicted, subjects in the 
experimental group had significant lower3 scores 
[more positive attitudes toward homosexuals] than 
subjects in the control groups.4  
 

 And: 
 

 Analysis indicated that subjects who believed that 
homosexuals are "born that way" held significantly 
more positive attitudes toward homosexuals than 
subjects who believed that homosexuals "choose to be 
that way" and/or "learn to be that way."5 
 
What was actually going in the study the media was 
trumpeting? Dean Hamer and his colleagues had 
performed a kind of behavioral genetics study now 
becoming widespread—the so-called "linkage study." 
Researchers identify a behavioral trait that runs in a 
family and then look to see whether there is a 
chromosomal variant in the genetic material of that 
family, and if that variant is more frequent in the 
family members who have the trait. 
 To the uninitiated, a positive finding 
("correlation" or "association" of a genetic structure 
with a behavioral trait) is taken to mean that the trait 
"is genetic"—that is, inherited. 
 In fact, it means absolutely nothing of the sort, 
and it should be emphasized that there is virtually no 
human trait without innumerable such correlations. 
We will see shortly just how this is can be so. The 
most important take-home messages will be these: 

(1) All the research that has been done on 
homosexuality has been selectively trumpeted 
through the press in carefully crafted form in 
order to shape public opinion—hence public 
policy—in predictable ways. The research 
itself means almost nothing. 

(2) The research projects that would truly mean 
something are scarcely being done because 
they would all explicitly or tacitly lead to but 
one end highly undesirable to activists: a 
method or methods for preventing 
homosexuality or changing it with ever-
increasing efficacy; and to one conclusion: 
homosexuality per se is not inherited. 

(3) Most of the research has been hastily and 
often sloppily done—but this point is a 
distraction. Even were it superb, the findings 
would still mean almost nothing. 

(4) To whatever extent this research has been 
good enough to generate valid conclusions at 
all, these conclusions are precisely the 
opposite of what is claimed in the press. 

 
Before we talk about specifics, here is what serious 
scientists think about the recent behavior-caused-by-
genes research. From Science, 1994: 
 
Time and time again, scientists have claimed that 
particular genes or chromosomal regions are 
associated with behavioral traits, only to withdraw 
their findings when they were not replicated. 
"Unfortunately," says Yale's [Dr. Joel] Gelernter, "it's 
hard to come up with many" findings linking specific 
genes to complex human behaviors that have been 
replicated. "…All were announced with great fanfare; 
all were greeted unskeptically in the popular press; all 
are now in disrepute."6 
 
 A scientist at Washington University School of 
Medicine calculated what would be required for such 
a replication. He: 
 
…projected that if the trait [in question] was 50% 
heritable…detecting [just] one of [its] genes would 
require studying 175 families—that is, almost 2000 
people.7 Replicati[on] would require studying 781 
families—another 8000 people….[E]ach additional 
gene (for a polygenic trait), researchers would 
need…the whole business again. "Suddenly you're 
talking about tens of thousands of people and years of 
work and millions of dollars."8 
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Nothing even remotely close to this has been done 
with respect to homosexuality. 
 
 Using arguable-at-best methods, two American 
activists recently published studies showing that if one 
of a pair of identical twins is homosexual, the odds 
that the other one is, too, are less than 50% (the study 
examined a few dozens of pairs). On this basis, they 
argue that "homosexuality is genetic." British 
researchers generated comparable results in a similar 
study. Their conclusion? The surprisingly low odds 
that both twins were homosexual: 
 
…confirmed that genetic factors are insufficient 
explanation for the development of sexual 
orientation.9 
 
Two Columbia University researchers (who have 
published the most comprehensive research summary 
on the subject to date) note the unexpectedly: 
 
…large proportion of monozygotic twins who [did not 
share] homosexuality despite sharing not only their 
genes but also their prenatal and familial 
environments.10 The…[50% odds]…for 
homosexuality among the identical twins could be 
entirely accounted for by the increased similarity of 
their developmental experiences. In our opinion, the 
major finding of that study is that 48 percent of 
identical twins who were reared together [and where 
at least one was homosexual] were discordant for 
sexual orientation.11 
 
 Two other genetics researchers (one heads one of 
the largest genetics departments in the country, the 
other is at Harvard) comment: 
 
…recent studies seeking a genetic basis for 
homosexuality suggest that…we may be in for a new 
molecular phrenology, rather than true scientific 
progress and insight into behavior. 
 
While the authors interpreted their findings as 
evidence for a genetic basis for homosexuality, we 
think that the data in fact proved strong evidence for 
the influence of the environment.12 
 
 The author of the lead article on genes and 
behavior in a special issue of Science notes: 
 
…the growing understanding that the interaction of 
genes and environment is much more complicated 
than the simple "violence genes" and "intelligence 
genes" touted in the popular press. Indeed, renewed 

appreciation of environmental factors is one of the 
chief effects of the increased belief in genetics' effects 
on behavior [my emphasis]. The same data that show 
the effects of genes also point to the enormous 
influence of non-genetic factors.13 
 
The director of the Center for Developmental and 
Health Genetics at Pennsylvania State University 
comments: 
 
Research into heritability is the best demonstration I 
know of the importance of the environment. 
 
(Note the term "heritability;" we will be returning to it 
in detail as it lies at the heart of much confusion). 
 
 With regard to the work announced by NPR, 
genetics researchers from Yale, Columbia and 
Louisiana State Universities noted that: 
 
 Much of the discussion of this finding [of a 
purported gene locus homosexuality] has focused on 
its social and political ramifications. [But] 
inconsistencies…suggest that this finding should be 
interpreted cautiously… 
 The results are not consistent with any genetic 
model….neither of these differences [between 
homosexuality in maternal versus paternal uncles or 
cousins] is statistically significant…small sample 
sizes make these data compatible with a range 
for…hypotheses. 
 [T]he…data…present no consistent support for 
the…results.14 
 
 By contrast to their public policy statements, the 
researchers responded carefully as follows: 
 
We did not say that [the chromosome segment under 
study] "underlies" sexuality, only that it contributes to 
it in some families. Nor have we said that [it] 
represents a "major" gene, only that its influence is 
statistically detectable in the population that we 
studied.15 
 
Ignoring possible flaws in the research, have the 
researchers actually pointed to this more modest claim 
with any degree of certainty? In fact, they have not—
as they themselves acknowledge, but in language that 
will surely evade general understanding—and that 
will continue to be avoided by the press: 
 
…the question of the appropriate significance level to 
apply to a non-Mendelian trait such as sexual 
orientation is problematic.16 
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English translation: "It is not possible to know what 
the findings mean, if anything, since sexual 
orientation cannot possibly be inherited the way eye-
color is." Thus, to their fellow scientists, the 
researchers properly acknowledge what every serious 
researcher knows, but the public does not. 
 
 Complex behavioral traits are the product of 
multiple genetic and environmental antecedents, with 
'environment' meaning not only the social 
environment but also such factors as the 'flux of 
hormones during development, whether you were 
lying on your right or left side in the womb and a 
whole parade of other things'…the relationships 
among genes and environment probably have a 
somewhat different effect on someone in Salt Lake 
City than if that person were growing up in New York 
City.17 
 
English translation: "You're more likely to become 
gay growing up in Manhattan than in Utah among 
Mormons and Christian fundamentalists, even if 
everything else is the same, including genes." 
 Unfortunately, anyone who is so disposed can 
readily offer the public partial truths which are 
seriously misleading. This is so only in part because 
of an easily led or poorly educated press. The major 
reason is really that the ideas being cooked beyond 
recognition once they leave the labs are inherently 
complex, even if originally formulated and presented 
properly. There are no "lite," sound-bite versions of 
behavioral genetics that are not fundamentally in error 
in one way or another. 
 Nonetheless, if one grasps at least some of the 
basics, in simple form, it will be possible to see 
exactly why the current research into homosexuality 
means so little—and will continue to mean little even 
should the quality of the research methods improve—
so long as it remains driven by political, rather than 
scientific objectives. 
 
There are really only two major principles that need to 
be carefully assimilated in order to see through public 
relations distortions to the actual meaning of recent 
research. They are as follows: 
 
 1.  Heritable does not mean inherited. 
 2.  Meaningful genetics research identifies and 
then focuses on traits that are directly inherited. One 
prominent genetics research (discussing a matter 
unrelated to homosexuality, but equally frustrated 

with the bad science reporting) flatly calls the 
question of heritability "trivial". 
 
  Heritable Does Not Mean Inherited 
 
 Heritability studies can be done on almost any 
human trait—physical, behavioral, emotional, etc.—
and will show positive results. That is, almost every 
human characteristic you can think of is in significant 
measure heritable (thus discussing it is 'trivial"). But 
few human behavioral traits are directly inherited the 
way simple physiological traits are (e.g., eye color). 
Inherited means "determined directly by genes," with 
little or no way of changing the trait by choice, or by 
preventing it, or by modifying the environment in 
which the trait has emerged (or is more likely to 
emerge). 
 
 Here is a simple hypothetical example, but it is 
100% plausible. It tracks the kinds of studies that have 
been done with innumerable other traits, including 
homosexuality. (But only in the area of homosexuality 
has the meaning of such studies been so badly 
distorted). 
 Suppose that for political reasons you want to 
demonstrate that there is a "basketball gene" that 
"makes" people become basketball players ("BBPs"). 
(Please suspend your immediate, correct 
understanding that the idea is absurd.) To make your 
case you would use the same methods as with 
homosexuality. These methods fall into three 
categories, and represent important forms of 
preliminary research when investigating any trait: (1) 
twin studies; (2) brain dissections; (3) gene 'linkage" 
studies. 
 
Twin Studies 
 The basic idea in twin studies is to show that the 
more genetically similar are two people, the more 
likely it is that they will share the trait you are 
studying. So, you create a study set of pairs of people, 
divided into categories according to how genetically 
similar they are, as follows: 
 
 Pair Type Degree of similarity 
  (% same genes) 
 
 Identical Twins 100% 
 Fraternal Twins 60% 
 Non-Twin Siblings 50% 
 Unrelated People <5% 
 
The most similar are identical twins, the next most 
similar are fraternal twins (who are on average as 
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different as non-twin brothers or sisters, but no more 
so), the least similar are unrelated people. 
 Then you identify those pairs of twins in which at 
least one is a BBP. It will not be difficult to show that 
if one such identical twin is a BBP, his brother (or his 
sister) more frequently will be, too, than would a non-
identical twin or a non-twin sibling or a non-sibling. 
You would create groups of such different kinds of 
pairs to make the comparison in a large number of 
cases. (One set of identical twin pairs, one set of non-
identical twin pairs, one set of non-twin siblings, and 
so on.) 
 From the "concordance rate" in each set (the 
percentage of pairs in each set in which either both are 
BBPs or both are not. Pairs in which one was and the 
other was not would be called "discordant for BBP") 
you would calculate a "heritability" rate. (Perhaps you 
have an armchair guess as to how many identical 
twin-pairs either both play or both do not play 
basketball. Probably a good deal more than half, the 
concordance rate for homosexuality in such twin-
pairs.) 
 You respond to the reporter from Sports 
Illustrations that, "Our research demonstrates that 
BBP is very strongly heritable," and you would be 
right. But the article that comes out that month reads 
something slightly different, but completely wrong. 
"…Recent research shows that BBP is probably 
inherited. A number of outside researchers examined 
the work and found it substantially accurate and well-
performed. They cautioned against arriving at hasty 
conclusions, however," No one notices the difference. 
 
Brain Dissections 
 Second, your colleagues perform a series of 
autopsies on the brains of some dead people who 
appear to have been BBPs. (Old jerseys, high-top 
sneakers and Knicks ticket-stubs were found among 
their possessions, for example.) They do the same 
with a group of dead non-players (no sneakers, jerseys 
or tickets.) They report that, on average, "certain parts 
of the brain long thought to be involved with BBP are 
much larger in the group of BBPs than in the 
controls." Certain national renowned newspapers in 
the Northeast pick up on the story and editorialize, "It 
will be very difficult for anyone except poorly 
educated yokels who believe in Santa Claus, the 
Tooth-Fairy and God to argue that BBP is not inborn. 
For not only has it been proven to run in families, 
even the brains of basketball players are different."18 
 In a pretense of balance, some of these papers 
interview diehard believers in the old view—yokels 

who still think that one must decide to play basketball, 
and play it for a long time, before you really can be 
considered "a BBP." One of them is quoted as 
claiming that, "maybe if you do something long 
enough your brain changes as you get better at it, and 
that part of the brain gets bigger." (Remarkably 
enough, this surmise seems obvious to the old-time 
believer.) The reporter does not merely report the 
comment, however, he also hints that it is especially 
idiotic—typical of diehards and yokels—since 
everyone knows the brain does not change. 
 Of course, you yourself are well aware that among 
neuroscientists it is extremely old news that the brain 
indeed changes, quite dramatically, in just the way the 
old diehard guessed: those parts responsible for an 
activity get much bigger over time (and there are 
definitely parts that are more utilized in BBP). You 
will not lie about it if asked (since you will not be), 
but neither will you go out of your way to confirm the 
truth. 
 
Gene "Linkage" Studies 
 Now for the coup de grâce. You find a couple of 
families of BBPs and compare them to some families 
of non BBPs. You have a hunch that of innumerable 
genes of every imaginable sort likely to be 
"associated" or "linked" to BBP (you never use the 
word "causing" because you do not need to—no one 
knows the difference), there are some genes on, say 
the X-Chromosome. After a few false starts, sure 
enough, you find what you are looking for: among the 
BBP families one particular chromosomal variant 
(cluster of genes) is more commonly found (though 
not always) than among the non-players. 
 Now, sympathizers at National People's Radio 
were long ago quietly informed of your research, since 
they want people to come around to certain beliefs, 
too. So, as soon as your work hits the press, they are 
on the air: "Researchers are hot on the trail of the 
'Basketball Gene!' In an article to be published 
tomorrow in Sports Science…" Learned-sounding 
commentators pontificate in soft, accentless, perfectly 
articulated and faintly condescending tones about the 
enormous public policy implications of this superb 
piece of science-in-the-service-of-humankind. Two 
weeks later, there it is again, at a jaunty angle across 
the cover of the major national newsweekly: 
"Basketball Gene." 
 
Now what is wrong with this scenario? It is simple: of 
course BBP is heritable ("has a non-zero heritability" 
to use the words of homosexuality researchers). That 
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is because many physiological traits—muscle 
strength, speed, agility, reflex speed, height, etc.—are 
themselves directly inherited, and they make it more 
or less likely that one can, and will want to, and will 
successfully, and will therefore continue to want to, 
and will in fact continue to, play basketball. In short, 
because of intermediate inherited traits associated 
with BBP (none of which are BBP), it shows 
significant heritability. (The genetic association, of 
course, is in no way necessary or predetermined, and 
is highly culturally conditioned: there were no BBPs 
at all in, say, ancient Greece, yet the same genes were 
there.) 
 BBP also shows a strong biological 
representation in the brain, both at birth (i.e., nervous 
system factors contributing to reflex speed) and 
especially later (e.g., the parts of the cortex that are 
cultivated and become responsible for the movements 
of basketball, as in the huge increases in finger-related 
brain tissue among blind people who learn Braille). 
 And the specific genes that run in families that are 
responsible for height, athleticism, etc. can surely be 
found and they will be statistically linked to BBP. 
And if one identical twin decides to play basketball, 
the unusually strong emotional bond between such 
siblings will make it even more likely that his twin 
will too. (The fact of their genetic identity, not their 
specific genes, are here influencing an outcome above 
and beyond the indirect contributions from any 
specific genes.) 
 The basic problem is this: BBP is "influenced" 
(made more or less an easy and enjoyable thing to do) 
by the presence or absence of other associated traits. 
For BBP we can readily guess what they are and so 
immediately see that the "genetic" component of BBP 
has nothing to do with the game itself but with these 
associated (facilitating) traits. What are these traits? 
Height, athleticism, bone structure, reflexes, muscle 
refresh rate, and so on. So evident are the specifics of 
this association that no serious researcher will waste 
his time looking into the genetics of BBP proper; he 
will concentrate on the obvious intermediate traits—
height, athleticism and so on. 
 The same is true for homosexuality, except (a) the 
more important, intermediate traits with which it is 
associated are mostly unknown and suspected ones are 
harder to confirm, and (b) the research agenda is being 
distorted by the political requirement that no such 
associated traits be discovered and that homosexuality 
be falsely presented as directly inherited. 
 
Meaningful Genetics Research Identifies and 

Focuses on Traits That Are Directly Inherited 
 
 Research into merely heritable traits is useful only 
in generating hypotheses about what the directly 
inherited traits might be. Here is what this means: Let 
us imagine that it was not immediately evident to us 
that the heritable aspects of BBP were intermediate 
traits such as height. A good researcher would not be 
at all tempted to conclude from the studies we 
described that BBP itself was inherited. He would 
conclude however that, indeed, there must be some 
inherited traits that facilitate BBP, and it would be 
those as-yet-unknown traits that were producing the 
"non-zero heritability" results. If he could identify the 
traits correctly, he would find that the heritability 
results, when he redirected his genetics research, 
would increase dramatically. 
 In other words, studying the genetics of BBP is 
really a crude way of unwittingly studying the 
genetics of height and athleticism, etc. If he selects his 
population on the basis of the indirect trait (BBP), 
when it is other traits that are really inherited, the 
researcher's results will be "fuzzed up" by the 
inevitable proportion of BBPs who lack these traits, or 
have them in lesser degree (e.g., a small number of 
shortish BBPs). But if he correctly identifies the traits 
in question, his next round of studies will "divide the 
herd" more efficiently, corralling his subjects not by 
BBP (or "sexual orientation"), but by height. Of 
course, there will be more BBPs among the tall 
subjects than among the short, but that is incidental. 
He will seek out other tall people who are not BBPs, 
and in his new study, the heritability factor (height) 
will be even more concentrated. 
 How might he guess at what the most important 
traits are, and then try to confirm his guess, so he 
could investigate the genetics of these traits? Very 
simply: he looks, does the best he can to name what 
he sees, and tries not to run afoul of the currently 
fashionable taboos enforced by the thought-police! He 
will probably have no trouble studying height, but he 
might run into difficulties should he suspect that 
athleticism (or even height) has a racial association. 
(More people of Nordic stock, being taller, become 
basketball players than do people of Appenzeller 
Swiss stock, being short. Perhaps other such 
groupings might occur to a researcher.) 
 In the case of homosexuality, the inherited traits 
that are more common among homosexuals (and that 
produce "non-zero heritability" in studies) might 
include such qualities as greater than average 
tendency to anxiety, shyness, sensitivity, intelligence, 
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aesthetic abilities and so on. (Of course, these traits 
may themselves be further reducible to a variety of 
mutually influencing, associated genetic and non-
genetic factors.) The brain changes that are more 
prevalent among homosexuals, the tendency of 
homosexuality to run in families (and to vary with 
degree of genetic similarity within families) and the 
presence of associated chromosomal markings are all 
certainly due to as yet unresearched and therefore not-
yet-identified intermediate traits. There is no evidence 
that homosexuality itself is inherited. 
 Like height and BBP, these traits—intelligence, 
say, or anxiety—are surely widely distributed in the 
population at large and densely present therefore in 
groups that are properly selected to have them. If 
researchers had divided their populations by shyness 
or aesthetic sensibility, and ignored the 
homosexual/non-homosexual division, they might 
well have found even strong chromosomal linkages as 
well as brain changes and twin concordance rates. 
 
   Conclusion 
 
Here, then is a final summary, in the form of a 
dialogue. 
 
Isn't homosexuality heritable? 
 Yes, significantly. 
 
So it is inherited? 
 No, it is not. 
 
I'm confused.  Isn't there a "genetic component" to 
homosexuality? 
 Yes, but "component" is just a loose way of 
indicating genetic associations and linkages. This will 
not make sense unless you understand what, and how 
little, "linkage" and "association" really means. 
 
What about all the evidence that shows that 
homosexuality "is genetic”? 
 There is not any, and none of the research itself 
claims there is; only the press and, sadly, certain 
researchers do—when speaking in sound bites to the 
public. 
 
But isn't homosexuality "biologically in the brain"? 
 Of course it is. So is just about everything else. I'll 
bet people who pray regularly have certain enlarged 
portions of their brains! 
 
So doesn't that mean that homosexuality is 
"innate"? 

 No more than prayer is. The brain changes with 
use or nonuse as much as muscles do—a good deal 
more, in fact. We just do not usually see it happening. 
 
But doesn't homosexuality run in families? 
 Yes. 
 
So you get it from your parents, right? 
 You get viruses from your parents, too, and some 
bad habits. Not everything that is familial is innate or 
genetic. 
 
But it just seems to make sense.  From the people I 
know there's a type—it's got to be inherited—that 
runs in families and a lot of these people are gay, 
right? 
 That is what associated traits are—but what 
exactly is the associated trait—or traits—you are 
detecting? If there is one thing the research confirms, 
it is that it is not "gayness" itself. That is why these 
traits are sometimes in evidence at a very early age, 
long before sexuality is shaped. 
 
So what are these traits? 
 An important question, indeed. Science is being 
seriously obstructed in its effort to answer that 
questions. If we were allowed—encouraged—to 
answer it, we would soon develop better ideas on what 
homosexuality is and how to change, or better, 
prevent it. We would know who was at greater risk for 
becoming homosexual and what environments—
family or societal—foster it. As one prominent gay 
activist researcher implied, all genetic things being 
equal, it is a whole lot easier to become "gay" in New 
York than in Utah. So who do you think would benefit 
most from that kind of research? 
 
Well, what traits do you guess are "associated" as 
you put it, with homosexuality? 
 May I speculate, perhaps wildly? That is how 
scientific hypotheses are first generated. The 
important thing is not to avoid ideas that prove wrong, 
just not to cling to them if they do. 
 
Okay, go ahead, speculate. 
 Intelligence, anxiety, sensitivity, aesthetic 
abilities, taste. You know all the stereotypes. 
 
But where do these traits come from?  Aren't they 
inherited? 
 We do not know yet. Some may be. Or rather, we 
do not know how much is inherited, and which 
elements are direct and which merely further 
associated and linked with other yet more fundamental 
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traits. But you are getting the picture. That is how the 
research ought to proceed. It is not necessarily that the 
traits that facilitate homosexuality are themselves bad; 
perhaps many are gifts. Athleticism is a generally 
good thing, and we think highly of people who satisfy 
their athletic impulses as, say, outstanding BBPs. Not 
so the fellow who merely becomes a thug. 
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THE GREAT LIE 
 
 A single thought has danced as a whirling 
dervish across history, seducing millions in its 
path.  Indeed this very thought seduced the highest 
created intelligence in the universe.  It was also 
great enough to cause the fall of the entire human 
race.  It has invaded culture after culture, each 
time captivating the hearts and minds of the 
people.  People find it infinitely desirable and 
beautiful, its promises irresistible.  This thought 
seems to answer our greatest hopes and longings, 
our deepest struggles with our identity in the 
cosmos, and our quest for ultimate meaning.  It is 
the Great Lie.  It is the foundation stone for 
Hinduism, Buddhism, Sufism, Jainism, Sikhism, 
Taoism, the Kabbala, the Greek Hermetic, 
Eleusinian and Gnostic beliefs, Neoplatonism, all 
the occult creeds from Theosophy and the 
Masonic orders to the Rosicrucians, as well as too 
many cults to mention.  It is the central foundation 
stone of the New Age movement. 
 The tenets of the Great Lie have been chanted 
on the banks of the Ganges since time 
immemorial.  Weather-beaten sages have uttered 

secret syllables and mantras in caves to invoke its 
powers.  Modern meditators have sought to plumb 
its secret depths as they have gathered in intimate 
meetings from MIT to Esalen, from Greenwich 
Village to Marin County [Calif.], from the west 
bank of the Seine to Cambridge, England. 
 The Great Lie is quite simply the belief that 
man is God, that his true identity is the immortal 
self that is ageless and eternal, and that as God, he 
will never die!  Death is merely a veil through 
which we pass—it is not real.  Sin and depravity 
are, therefore, illusions since this inner divinity is 
at man’s core.  Sins and imperfections are passing 
blemishes clouding the effulgence of the eternal 
Atma (as I believed the years that I was on the 
mystical path and doing yoga in India).  The 
outward drama of the world can be used to beckon 
us back to our ultimate self if we know the secret 
wisdom. 
 
By Tal Brooke, President of Spiritual Counterfeits 
Project, www.scp-inc.org 
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