DEVELOR, DEFEND, MINISTER

For Christians the attempted nor-
malization of homosexuality in our culture
is certainly among the most profound
moral issues of the late twentieth cen-
tury. Despite the fact that virtually all
societies throughout history have con-
demned homosexuality, gay activists
continue to make remarkable progress
in convincing Americans, even Chris-
tians, to abandon efforts to resist their
demands.

Recent incidents — including the
popular claim that Christians who op-
pose homosexuality have fueled an at-
mosphere of hate against gays — sug-
gest that even the most reasonable dis-
cussion of the issue may now be deemed
bigoted by gay activists and their sup-
porters.

AFA Journal wants to counter that
perception by offering to our readers
“Homosexuality: Current Thinking and
Biblical Guidelines.” Unlike our regu-
lar news reporting, this special supple-
ment deals with the issue at a funda-
mental, even theological, level. We hope
it helps readers develop and defend a
Christian response, and encourages
greater ministry to homosexuals.

Author Ed Welch is Director of
Counseling at Christian Counseling and
Educational Foundation (1803 East
Willow Grove Ave., Glendale, Pennsyl-
vania 19038, phone: 215-884-7676) He
has also written numerous articles and
four books, including his most recent,
Blame it on the Brain (P&R Publishing,
1998). He is married, the father of two
daughters, and an elder in his church.

Several other short sidebars, illus-
trations and a resource list complement
Welch’s article. The author or source
of each is noted.

During the coming year AFA Journal
plans to offer in depth features dealing
with the implications of the gay agenda
in education, government, media and
entertainment, the institution of mar-
riage and family, and business. Taken
together with this special supplement,
we hope these articles will sum up the
current state of the issue from a Christian
perspective. All the articles will be avail-
able at www.afa.net as they are pub-
lished in the AFA Journal.
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Holy Bible

The American Psychiatric Association’s removal of homosexuality from its list of disorders
has arguably done more than any other single event to change society’s attitudes about homosexuality.

HOMOSEXUALITY

Current thinking & biblical guidelines

Homosexuality!is the hot issue of the
1990s. Only the very naive can avoid this
volatile social issue and personal concern.
Even more than abortion, it will confront
the church throughout this generation. Po-
litical sanctions will be imposed on insti-
tutions that refuse to hire homosexuals;
homosexuals will probably have their“place
at the table” with civil recognition of same-
sex marriages;? under the heading of “plu-
ralism,” all forms of sexual expression will
be considered equally valid; those who
contract AIDS through homosexual contact
will still be role models; church leaders
will continue to be “outed;” more denomi-
nations will revise their exegesis of bibli-
cal passages to allow for homosexual re-
lationships;® and people who otherwise
take the Bible seriously will leave churches
that call homosexuality “sin.” Certainly,
throughout its history the Church has faced
persecution and criticism from the world,
but at no time has the Church so frequently
been denounced as “evil” for upholding
what appear to be biblical principles.

So get ready. Don’t rely on your bibli-
cal study on homosexuality from a decade
ago. Don't assume that being familiar with
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some of the criticisms of recent biologi-
cal research on homosexuality means that
you are prepared. Today new interpreta-
tions of Scripture and sophisticated medical
studies are challenging us to think more
clearly. People smarter than ourselves are
becoming persuaded that committed ho-
mosexual relationships are biblically per-
missible. In response either we must re-
pent and say that we have misinterpreted
Scripture or we must offer a position that
is compassionate, biblically sound, and able
to account for the observations of current
research. Also, if we maintain that homo-
sexuality is sin, then we must not only defend
that position, but we must develop a strategy
where we pursue homosexuals to urge them
to repentance.

Defense can be accomplished through
careful, prayerful study of the issues. Pursuit,
however, is not easy. The difficulty in ap-
proaching the homosexual community is
that most conversations are over long before
a Bible is opened. Therefore, the church
must give attention not only to what is
said but also to how it is said.

BY EDWARD T. WELCH



With repentant and humble spirits, we pursue those who

practice homosexuality, and we do it without a hint of self-

The how of biblical dialogue

The how of biblical dialogue begins with
personal repentance. Before confronting
sin in others, we begin by seeing the sin
resident in our own lives. Following the
guidelines in Matthew 7:1-5, the biblical
exhortation is to allow the Spirit to ex-
pose our own hearts until we see that our
sin is on a grander scale than that of the
homosexual. Proper application of this
biblical principle can be quite disarming
to someone looking for a fight, since it is
difficult to argue with someone who is spiri-
tually humble. Yet, sadly, although the theory
is clear, the practice is difficult and un-
common.

Many Christians can acknowledge that
they are sinners, but they don’t see their
sin in quite the same category as homo-
sexuality. Homosexuality, being a sin
“against nature,”is perceived to be abnormal
even among sins. Heterosexuals are often
mystified by same-sex attractions. Chris-
tians can see in their hearts the seed of
most other sins, but many cannot even
imagine being tempted by homosexual-
ity. Yet Scripture never singles out homo-
sexuality for special disapproval. It comes
from the same heart that generates greed,
envy, strife, disobedience to parents, and
gossip (Romans 1:29-32).

With repentant and humble spirits, we
pursue those who practice homosexual-
ity, and we do it without a hint of self-
righteousness. Scripture condemns such
aspirit of judgment, and homosexuals will
be quick to detect it.

This personal repentance, however, is
only the beginning of preparation for dia-
logue. Because of our solidarity with those
who call themselves Christians, there are
corporate sins in which we share. Has the
church been, at times, self-righteous in its
attitude toward homosexuals? Is there
“homophobia” in some of our congrega-
tions, fear, or even hatred? Do we tend to
think of homosexuality as worse than the

gossip and private idolatries that are ram-
pant in the church? Has the church been
unwelcoming to unbelieving but spiritu-
ally searching homosexuals? The answer
to these questions is certainly “Yes.” More
specifically, the answer is, “Yes, we have
sinned.”*

But what if you personally have not
sinned against a homosexual? Perhaps you
have never even met someone involved in
ahomosexual lifestyle. Is corporate repen-
tance appropriate even then? According
to Daniel and Nehemiah, although we may
not be personally guilty for some sins, there
isa unity we have with others in the church.
Because of that unity we share in the sins
of other Christians, and it is appropriate
to confess them.

O Lord, the great and awesome God,

who keeps His covenant of love with

allwho love Him and obey His com-
mands, we have sinned and done
wrong. We have been wicked and
rebelled; we have turned away from
your commands and laws. We have
not listened to your servants the

prophets. Daniel 9:4-6.

This is one starting point in speaking
with homosexuals: allow others to point
out your institutional sins. You ask how
the church has sinned against homosexu-
als. Then, if you find even a kernel of truth
in what is said, you ask forgiveness, and
you invite homosexuals in the name of
Jesus to talk with you further.

With discussion perhaps possible, get
ready to embark on a most challenging
dialogue. You will be going to a place where
assumptions give different meaning to
words, and strategies for Biblical interpre-
tation seem completely foreign. In fact, it
might be helpful to understand homosexu-
alsas a unique “people group,” to use mis-
sions parlance. Homosexuals have their
own identity, culture, socialization pro-
cess, and epistemology. What might seem
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righteousness.
Scripture condemns
such a spirit of
judgment, and
homosexuals will be

quick to detect it.

biblically straightforward to many Chris-
tians might be understood very differently
by a homosexual. Conversations are not
a matter of simply opening the Bible and
reading passages on homosexuality. Fun-
damental words such as “sin” may mean
one thing to you but something else to
homosexuals. For you it means disobedi-
ence before the Lord; for the homosexual
it may mean not harming other people.
You appeal to the Bible as the adjudica-
tor in all discussion; the homosexual may
appeal to feelings and certain assumed
personal and political rights. Such
presuppositional differences are bound to
lead to misunderstanding unless we are
prepared and attentive.

At the outset of any discussion, the
church must be clear that, although it can
err in its interpretation of the Bible and
is happy to be corrected, it stands under
the Word of God. It cannot give away any
ground on the authority of Scripture.
Admittedly, God’s Word is not always easy
to apply; but with the Holy Spirit as the
interpreter, we should expect unity among
those who truly want to know what God
says about this important subject. The goal
is discovering “Thus says the Lord.”> Our
presuppositions are not rooted in
emotivism; rather, they are found in the
teaching of Scripture.



The biblical data

Even with the different grids through
which we see, itis fairly easy to agree with
homosexuals on one point: the Bible is
unambiguous and consistent in its pro-
hibitions of homosexuality. At every men-
tion it is condemned as sin.

m Do not lie with a man as one lies
with a woman (Leviticus 18:22).

m If aman lies with a man as one lies
with a woman, both of them have
done what is detestable. They must
be put to death; their blood will be
on their own head (Leviticus 20:13).

m While they were enjoying themselves,
some of the wicked men of the city
surrounded the house... The owner
of the house went outside and said
to them, “No, my friends, don’t be
so vile. Since this man is my guest,
don’t do this disgraceful thing”
(Judges 19:22,23).

m Because of this [idolatry] God gave
them over to shameful lusts. Even
their women exchanged natural
relations for unnatural ones. In the
same way the men also abandoned
natural relations with women and
were inflamed with lust for one
another (Romans 1:26,27).

m Do not be deceived: Neither the sexu-
ally immoral nor idolaters nor adul-
terers nor male prostitutes nor ho-
mosexual offenders (arsenokoitai)
...will inherit the Kingdom of God
(1 Corinthians 6:9,10).

m Law is made not for the righteous
but for law-breakers and rebels, the
ungodly and sinful,...for adulterers
and perverts (arsenokoitai)...(1
Timothy 1:9).

m Sodom and Gomorrah and the sur-
rounding towns gave themselves to
sexual immorality and perversion.
They serve as an example of those
who suffer the punishment of eternal
fire (Jude 7).

Some students of Scripture prefer to
hear the prohibition against homosexu-
ality from Jesus’s own words as a way to
make the case more conclusive. Jesus did
not speak against homosexuality specifi-
cally, but there are many sexual behaviors
that Jesus did not address specifically, such
as incest, bestiality, and rape. That doesn’t
mean they were permissible. Jesus upheld

the Old Testament law. Furthermore, he
indicated that the only alternative to het-
erosexual marriage was celibacy (Matthew
19:10).

Yet the response of most homosexuals
to these passages tends to be, “What does
this have to do with me?” It is as if you
are speaking to a group of twentieth cen-
tury pastors about how to distinguish
between clean and unclean animals. The
passages are considered irrelevant. This
is because the homosexual hermeneutic
suggests that these verses speak only to
those who participate in “unnatural,” non
committed sexual relationships. The pro-
hibitions allegedly do not apply to com-
mitted, loving relationships.

The reasoning goes like this: The Bible
does not speak about “ natural” homo-
sexuality. It addresses only“unnatural” cultic
male prostitution or “unnatural” homo-
sexuality that was practiced by heterosexu-
ally-oriented people.? The Bible does not
speak specifically to people who are ori-
ented toward homosexuality. Therefore,
in order to develop a biblical theology of
homosexuality, other, more relevant Scrip-
ture must be examined. These relevant texts
can be found in teaching about hetero-
sexual relationships. The biblical principle
is that sexual behavior is the privilege of
committed, loving relationships. For het-
erosexuals, sexual relationships occur only
in the context of marriage. For homosexuals,
lacking the legal sanction of marriage, sexual
relationships should occur only when there
is some kind of love for or loyalty to the
same-sex partner. Casual homosexual or
heterosexual relationships are wrong, but
sex within marriage or a marriage-like re-
lationship is good.

There are variations on this logic. For
example, some suggest that homosexual-
ity is prohibited in the Old and New Tes-
tament cultures; but the guidelines are no
longer in force today because they were
applicable mainly to a culture where pro-
creation was essential. Whatever the varia-
tion, the homosexual hermeneutic is con-
sistent on two points: (1) Thereisa‘“natural”
homosexual orientation that is not ad-
dressed in the Scripture and (2) the bib-
lical prohibitions against homosexuality
are not applicable to modern homosexual
“marriages.” This hermeneutic may seem
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absurd to many Christians. It PELAL

sounds like the logic of a
drinker who says that all the
biblical passages that address
drunkenness are not relevant to him be-
cause he isan alcoholic. But the logic cannot
be discarded too quickly. Doesn'’t it seem
that many homosexuals don’t choose ho-
mosexuality? Instead, they have the ori-
entation from birth? And isn’tit true that
there are differences between biblical times
and now? Don’t we consider some bibli-
cal passages to be time-limited cultural
applications of truth rather than eternal
moral verities? For example, many churches
do not require women to wear a covering
or be silent. Why? Because the Corinthian
church was part of a culture that had dis-
tinct ways of expressing submission. The
principle is submission, not coverings. But
if we can do this with coverings, why not
homosexuality?

Was biblical homosexuality

“unnatural,” and is present

homosexuality “natural?”

The current arguments
tend to rely heavily on the idea that mod-
ern homosexuality is“natural.” It is an ori-
entation that is God-given, not unlike left-
handedness. Homosexuality is not some-
thing that moderns do, it is who they are.
The “shameful lusts” mentioned in Ro-
mans 1:26 refer to reckless homosexual-
ity or homosexual behavior by someone
who is oriented heterosexually. This ar-
gument is essential to the homosexual po-
sition: homosexuality is an identity. No-
body chose it. It just is. Homosexuality is
as natural to homosexuals as heterosexu-
ality is to heterosexuals. And how can we
as Christians expect people to change their
identity? How can God expect those He
has oriented toward homosexuality to go
against their nature?

Although most Christians don’t
condone homosexual activity, they
have been affected by the homosexual
agenda enough so that they do be-
lieve there is some sort of homo-
sexual orientation. The Ramsey Col-
loquium, a group of Jewish and
Christian scholars, certainly agree.
Although we are equal before God,
we are not born equal in terms of
our strengths and weaknesses, our
tendencies and dispositions, our na-
ture and nurture. We cannot utterly
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HOMOSEXUALITY & EVOLUTION

| do not believe in the theory of
evolution. Most evangelical Christians
do not. I think it is safe to say that most
non-evangelical Christians, however, do.
Since it is the case that most people
who are sympathetic to homosexual-
ity are non-evangelical Christians, then
it follows that most of the people who
are sympathetic to the gay agenda be-
lieve in the theory of evolution.

There are ultimately only two op-
tions concerning the origin of the world
as we know it: creation and evolution.
If one is to be reasonable, this means
any given fact about our world must
be compatible with the theory to which
one is committed. Does it make sense
for one who believes in evolution also
to argue that homosexuality is geneti-
cally endowed or “natural?”

For the evolutionist, the word “natu-
ral” means “the result of an evolution-
ary process.” According to the theory
of evolution the characteristics of spe-
cies are genetically passed on because
of their ability to lead to reproductive
success. Evolutionists maintain that genes
mutate over eons of time, and those
mutations which enable the species to
better survive are preserved and passed
on to successive generations. This notion
of reproductive success is the whole
basis of the theory of evolution. But surely
homosexuality, by definition, cannot pro-
mote reproductive success. Even if it
were possible that certain genes mu-
tated which endowed an organism with
homosexuality, how could this possi-
bly be passed on? By its very design,
homosexuality, if it were genetic, would
be eliminated from the gene pool.

Creationism has an explanation for
homosexuality. In Christianity, which em-
braces creationism, homosexuality is the
result of the moral fall of the human
race. Simply put, it is the willful sin of
human beings which causes homosexu-
ality. This means that it is not a natural
occurrence, but rather amoral one. Since
there are only two options for explaining
the world as we know it, and neither
can account for homosexuality as “natu-
ral,” then it follows that homosexual-
ity cannot be natural.

BY RICHARD HOWE

The fact that many homosexual

choosing homosexuality is also

change the hand we have been dealt
by inheritance and family circum-
stances, but we are responsible for
how we play that hand.’

Even well-known evangelicals like Tony
Campolo have been sympathetic to this idea®
But we must be very careful at this point
because the consequences are profound. For
example, permit a sinless homosexual ori-
entation, and you will encourage the church
to constantly look for loopholes in the biblical
data. After all, how can God hold people
responsible who never choose to be homo-
sexuals? Isn't homosexuality God’s decision?
The church cannot live with the idea of a
natural homosexual orientation without,
at some point, reinterpreting Scripture so
that it seems more in line with our sense
of the character of God. The very least that
will happen is that the church will back away
from the severe warnings of Scripture, such
as “homosexuals cannot inherit the king-
dom of God” (1 Corinthians 6:10). This
certainly sounds too harsh for people who
are broken and need healing (in contrast
with sinners who need repentance).

A second result of accepting a homo-
sexual orientation (although still frowning
on homosexual behavior) is that the best
counsel we can give those with a homosexual
orientation is “look but don’t touch.”“You
will always think it and want it, but don’t
actually do homosexual behavior.” The vic-
tims of such counsel will never have the
privilege of fighting against and rooting out
sin at the level of the imagination. And even-
tually they will feel justified in being angry
at God for giving them an orientation but
refusing to let them act on it.

The church must educate itself on this
critical issue, and it is here where the church
must be able to engage the homosexual
community in biblical discussion. The prob-
lem, however, is that the idea of homosexual
orientation does not rest on any founda-
tion that can be discussed. It neither relies
on biblical data nor medical research. In-
stead, it is a political position intended to
gain homosexual rights, and it is rooted in
personal experience. Therefore, neither
biblical data nor refutation of the medical
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literature will be persuasive. Ultimately, most
homosexuals simply appeal to both their
own feelings and the experience of their
homosexual brothers and sisters. “Homo-
sexuality feels right to us, so it is natural.
It is part of our created constitution.” Yet
this potential unresponsiveness to Scrip-
ture should not keep us from examining
the arguments biblically.

From abiblical perspective it is possible
that some Old Testament passages on ho-
mosexuality were intended, in part, to dis-
tance the Israelites from the practices of
the Canaanites. One of those practices may
have been male prostitution that was part
of Canaanite religion (Deuteronomy
23:17,18). This “unnatural” homosexual-
ity was condemned. But is this the only kind
of homosexual activity that is condemned?

If the Old Testament prohibitions were
focused exclusively on cultic prostitution,
then why would the New Testament con-
tinue with the prohibitions? The New Tes-
tament church was not focused on distancing
itself from Canaanite religions. The church
did, however, want to demonstrate God’s
holiness in its sexual behavior so that it would
distance itself from the general licentious-
ness of the culture.

The idea that Leviticus was solely in-
terested in male prostitution would be an
unprecedented departure from the general
tone of the biblical sexual prohibitions. Many
of the Levitical laws were similar to those
of the surrounding nations, but the Isra-
elite codes consistently were morally stronger
and more refined than those of pagan na-
tions. For example, unchastity was punished
more severely; and prostitution was ille-
gal rather than regulated. Given the fact
that there were generally negative attitudes
toward homosexual acts in places such as
Egypt, Assyria, and Babylon,® it would be
completely out of step with the character
of the Old Testament law to prohibit ho-
mosexuality associated with idol worship
while permitting it for other purposes.
Furthermore, even if a passage such as
Leviticus 18:22 did have cultic prostitution
in mind, the fact that homosexuality was
associated with cultic prostitution would
make homosexuality, in general, all the more



abhorrent.*

What about the other use of “unnatu-
ral?” Is it possible that the biblical texts were
ignorant about homosexual orientation and
were thus referring to “unnatural” homo-
sexual practice where participants had a
heterosexual orientation? This would suggest
that the practicing homosexuals of the Bible
were involved in homosexuality against their
natural design. Yet the nature of sin is that
people sin because they want to sin (James
1:13-15). It comes from our desires. No one
goes into sin kicking and screaming. Ho-
mosexuality existed in biblical times be-
cause people enjoyed it; they were oriented
toward it by their own hearts (Mark 7:21-
23). To make an artificial distinction be-
tween homosexual practice and homosexual
orientation is opposed to the Scripture’s
constant coupling of desire/orientation and
deed. If the deed was prohibited in Scrip-
ture, the desire was too.

For homosexuals who are committed to
thinking biblically, this may begin to chal-
lenge their ideas on homosexual orienta-
tion. Buta very significant question remains:
Why does it feel natural? The biblical an-
swer is relatively straightforward. Like many
other sins, homosexuality does not have
to be learned. Like the child who never
witnessed a temper tantrum but can be pro-
ficient at throwing them, it can be an in-
stinctive ability of the human heart. Ho-
mosexuality is natural in the same way that
anger or selfishness is natural. They are
embedded in our humanness. Indeed, ho-
mosexuality is “natural,” but only in the
sense that it is a natural expression of the
sinful nature rather than some sort of morally
neutral, God-given constitution.

The fact that many homosexuals can-
not remember consciously choosing ho-
mosexuality is also readily explained by
Scripture. Most sin works on a level where
we do not feel that we self- consciously choose
it. Our sin can be “unintentional,” but that
does not make us less responsible for our
violation of God’s will (Leviticus 5:14-19,
Numbers 15:22-30).

In short, it is possible that the church
has accepted the unbiblical category of
homosexual orientation because it has mis-

s cannot remember consciously
readily explained by Scripture.

understood the nature of sin. Sin has been
reduced to rational, conscious decisions.
Perhaps the church has lost sight of the fact
that sin is part of our human fabric, and it
works on a deep and quiet level.

Are the biblical prohibitions
relevant to committed homo-
sexual relationships?

Butisn't theissue really love,
some suggest. (And how can we argue with
that?) Isn't it the casual, unloving sexual
relationships that are prohibited by Scrip-
ture? As one proponent has said, “The church
must take a very open attitude to various
sexual orientations and various forms of
human relationships...as long as these are
conducted inaloving and responsible way.™*!

To suggest this would be to believe that
the biblical prohibitions are unclear, so that
appeal must be made to the more clear law
of love. Yet the Leviticus passages seem to
be clear. Leviticus 18:22 states, “Do not lie
with a man as one lies with awoman.” The
“woman” in this passage clearly refers to a
biblically sanctioned, marital relationship.
As such, the passage indicates that a man
should not lie with a man, regardless of
their loyalty to or love for each other. It is
the sexual act itself that is condemned, not
just the attitude of the offender. Leviticus
20:12 reads in a similar way, but it includes
the punishment for homosexual relations:
“Their blood will be on their own head.”
The severity of the punishment stresses the
moral nature of the act.

Various objections are raised by the
homosexual hermeneutic.“Isn’t it still pos-
sible that the writers of Scripture simply
did not know of committed homosexual
relationships?” After all, the prejudice against
homosexuality was intense, leaving homo-
sexuals with little opportunity for committed
relationships. Such an argument would
suggest that the Old Testament was some-
what naive about sexual relations. A quick
reading of Leviticus 18-20, however, would
suggest otherwise. While the details of the
sexual practices of the Old Testament times
are unclear, the sheer number of prohibi-
tions suggests that the breadth of sexual
possibilities is not a recent phenomenon.
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Furthermore, the sexual prac- i

tices of New Testament times
are more available to us than
those of the Old, and it is cer-
tain that the Greek and Roman cultures had
every kind of homosexuality imaginable.
Yet the Apostle Paul suggests no exceptions
to the prohibitions against homosexuality.

It is true that, on some level, there can
be great affection and commitment in ho-
mosexual relationships. But this doesn’t mean
that the relationship is approved by God.
A man may be unbiblically divorced and
marry a woman he believes he truly loves,
yet this union would be wrong. Adulter-
ous relationships may be, on some level,
“loving and committed,” but they are still
wrong. And with this point many homo-
sexuals may agree. Someone, namely the
non-adulterous spouse, is being victimized
by the adultery. But what about love and
loyalty when no one else seems to be hurt,
such as premarital sexual relationships? Such
an argument does not apprehend biblical
love. Love is not simply the absence of ob-
vious injury to anyone. For example, criti-
cal thoughts don’t victimize, but they are
wrong. To limit love to such definitions would
be to completely miss the biblical teaching.

Love is understood not by our defini-
tion but by God’s. It is defined as obedi-
ence toward God. We do not autonomously
decide what form love takes. God tells us
how to love. When we love on our terms
rather than God’s, we are in sin. Even if
our sin does not seem to be hurting an-
other human being, it is still sin. If sin was
reduced to hurting others, then we could
become morally perfect by isolating our-
selves from all people. Sin, however, is not
primarily a human-against-human action.
It is human-against-God.

Are biblical prohibitions against
homosexuality part of the old
testament ceermonial codes that
are not enforced?

Another objection raised by homo-
sexuals is that these Levitical prohibitions
are ceremonial, enforced only during a spe-
cific period in Israel’s history. Like the laws
declaring certain animals unclean, the laws
against homosexuality are no longer ap-
plicable. This is untenable, however, for the
two reasons already mentioned. First, the
penalty for violation was death. This was
the penalty for moral violations rather than
violations of ceremonial law. Second, the
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New Testament writers considered the laws
to be applicable.

Are the prohibitions against

homosexuality an application of

the command to fill the earth,

which is no longer relevantin a
heavily populated world?

A fourth objection to the perma-
nence of the command against homosexu-
ality is that it was written to a culture that
felt the weight of the mandate to fill the
earth and subdue it. Homosexuality, be-
cause it is sterile, would not be politically
correct in such an environment. With the
coming of Christ, some would suggest, the
mandate was rightly interpreted as a com-
mand to evangelize. The mandate was a
spiritual filling more than a procreative
filling. Furthermore, in aworld that seems
somewhat cramped, there is no longer a
need to emphasize the procreation aspect
of the mandate.

This may seem like grasping at straws
at first, but parts of the argument would
most likely be acceptable to most Chris-
tians. For instance, how many people use
birth control? Isn’t this in violation of the
commandment to fill the earth? Or what
about marriages that choose to be child-
less? Are such people excommunicated?
How isa homosexual union different from
a heterosexual union that chooses to be
childless? Or how is it different from a het-
erosexual union that is barren?

The homosexual argument would have
some merit if the purpose of marriage was
simply to procreate. But procreation is not
the sole purpose of marriage. Marriage is
a covenant of companionship that is or-
dained by God. It is the bringing together
as one flesh two people who are truly “fit”
for each other. It is not deficient or im-
moral when the marriage is barren, but it
is immoral if there is a violation of the
marital design.

This takes us back to the question of
the validity of committed, loving, homo-
sexual relationships. Aren’t these covenants
of companionship? How can we say that
two people of the same sex, who love each
other, can’t enjoy the privilege of marital
sexuality? Again, we reiterate that God de-
fines the way we love each other.

The biblical position
Before leaving this very brief bibli-
cal discussion, we should remember that

all of us can find sanction for almost any-
thing in Scripture. Our hearts enjoy sin
and are quick to self justify and self-de-
ceive. Is it possible we are self-deceived
when we get into Scripture because we find
homosexuality threatening and different?
It is possible. Our response is to prayer-
fully search our own hearts and prayer-
fully approach the Scripture. This, I trust,
is what we have done. Is it also possible
that homosexuals are self-deceived because
they want their own desires more than obe-
dience to God? Is it possible that, like good
defense lawyers, they are trying to plant a
seed of doubt so they can liberate their
consciences and practice their desires? This
possibility should be taken especially se-
riously because the homosexual herme-
neutic disagrees with a plain reading of
Scripture, goes contrary to the history of

biblical interpretation, and is reminiscent
of the Pharisaic narrowing of the law so
prevalent in the New Testament.

The biblical position is that there is a
creation order for human sexuality. God’s
ordained design for sexual relationships
is male-female. Homosexual actsand ho-
mosexual desire, by either male or female,
are a violation of this creation ordinance
and are thus sinful. As such, the church
must warn and rebuke those who call them-
selves Christians but persist in homosexual
practice, and the church must actively teach
that homosexual affection is sinful. It can
never suggest that there is a morally neu-
tral, constitutional, homosexual orienta-
tion. To plead with those struggling with
homosexual desire to simply refrain from
acting on their desire would be to sin against
these brothers and sisters.

Biological causes

The biological research has been used
to bolster the assumption that there is a
predestined homosexual orientation. That
is, it is used to support the contention that
homosexuality is part of our biological
constitution rather than our sin nature.
Since Scripture consistently indicates that
homosexuality is an expression of a sin-
ful heart, we should expect certain results
in the scientific literature. Negatively, sci-
entific observation will not be able to es-
tablish a biological cause to homosexu-
ality. Positively, science should be friendly
with the biblical position. And this, in-
deed, is the case: the findings of science
support rather than challenge the bibli-
cal view.

Perhaps the most well-known study on
the biology of homosexuality appeared in
the periodical Science.’? The lead researcher,
Simon LeVay, conducted postmortem
examinations on the brains of nineteen
homosexual men who died from AIDS and
sixteen presumed heterosexual men, six
of whom died of AIDS. His results sug-
gested that the brains of the heterosexual
men consistently had more brain cells in
a specific area of the brain (INAH 3) that
is allegedly implicated in sexual behav-
ior. When viewed with a homosexuality-
as-biologically-determined bias, the con-
clusion is that homosexuality is located
in the brain.
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Christians and non-Christians have
frequently noted that the results of this
study do not in any way establish a caus-
ative link between brain activity and ho-
mosexual behavior. Even LeVay recognizes
the limitations of his study, suggesting that
it is little more than an invitation to fur-
ther research. He knows that his obser-
vations are very tentative until corrobo-
rated by other researchers, and this cor-
roboration has not as yet been forthcoming.
He recognizes that AIDS may have con-
founded the results, that sample size was
too small to draw any clear conclusions,
and that his measurements could be prone
to error. Furthermore, the brains of three
homosexual men in the study were indis-
tinguishable from the analogous brain areas
in heterosexual men. Even his assumption
that there is a relationship between INAH
3and sexual behavior has never been clearly
established.

The conclusion, therefore, is that we
can conclude nothing from this study.
Science even published a letter to the edi-
tor which criticized the journal for pre-
maturely publishing an article of dubious
quality.?® Yet let’s say there is eventually
research that will actually establish some
connection between the size of INAH 3
and homosexuality. Even then, LeVay ac-
knowledged that “the results do not al-
low one to decide if the size of INAH 3in
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may have been influenced by unjust treatment...and

Satan’s incessant encouragements.... None of these
Influences remove personal responsibility,
however. The ultimate cause of sin Is
always the sinful heart.

an individual is the cause or the conse-
quence of that individual’s sexual orien-
tation.” In other words, from his perspective
it may be just as likely that the possible
brain differences are a result of homosexu-
ality rather than a cause.**

Or let’s take the most extreme possi-
bility. This could never happen in the next
fifty years because of the methodological
problemsinherent in such research, but let’s
suggest that someone was able to demon-
strate that INAH 3 was, indeed, a partici-
pant in sexual desire and that INAH 3 was
smaller from birth in people who eventu-
ally became homosexuals. In other words,
the brain was not laying down neuronal
patterns that were a result of homosexual
experience. Instead, the smaller INAH 3
was apparent before any homosexual ac-
tivity. If such research existed, Christians
and many non-Christians would make at
least the following observations. First, there
would always be exceptions to the rule. Some
heterosexuals would have a smaller INAH
3and some homosexuals would have a large
INAH 3. Second, even the secular writers
would be firm in saying, as they are now,
that biology is not destiny. Human sexual
response is too complex to reduce to a deficit
of neurons in the brain. Third, Christians
would remain firm in their stance that bi-
ology can’t make us sin. At most, biology
isanalogous to a friend who tempts us into
sin. In such cases the friend might be both-
ersome, but the friend can be rebuked and
resisted.

Another approach to studying the bio-
logical basis of homosexuality is to ob-
serve the occurrence of homosexuality in
families and twins in order to suggest a
genetic tendency to the behavior. A fre-
quently cited example of such research was
done by Michael Bailey and Richard Pillard.16
This study reported that of 50 homosexual
men who were identical twins, 52% (29)
had a twin brother who was also homo-
sexual. Among non-identical twins the rate
was 22%, among non-twin brothers the
rate was 9%, and among adopted siblings
the rate was 11%. The research group also
found comparable statistics with females.*
This is what you would expect if there was

a genetic component to homosexuality:
the closer the genetic relationship, the higher
the rate of shared homosexuality.

To be blunt, this study is meaningless.
Even if you ignore the sampling biases
(they recruited through homosexual pub-
lications) and the fact that no other re-
searchers have found such high percent-
ages among identical twins, the study is in-
consequential. This is because identical
twins typically have a profound influence
on each other. If one twin is introduced to
something new, it is likely that he will in-
troduce the other twin to that activity. Also,
why did genetically unrelated, adopted
brothers of homosexuals have such an al-
legedly high rate of homosexuality? Their
11% incidence rate was five times what you
would expect (the incidence rate of active
homosexuality is generally believed to be
about 2% in the general population).®®
The study would be better used to support
the influence of peers in the development
of homosexuality.

The researchers are aware that the only
thing they really prove is that homosexu-
ality is not solely caused by genetics. If ge-
netics was the only contributor to homo-
sexual activity, then the concordance rate
in identical twins would be 100%. If one
twin was homosexual, the other twin would
always be homosexual. Since the statistic
is much lower than that, homosexuality
cannot be a straightforward genetic trait.
Apart from this conclusion, the study is
not able to prove anything. Along with prob-
lems in the way the study was structured,
identical twins share an environment that
is more similar than that of other siblings.
Therefore, it is not unusual for them to
share sins. The only way to strengthen their
research would be to study twins who were
separated at birth.

But let’s again suppose that this research
was supported by better studies. What if
research finds that identical twins more
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frequently share homosexuality even when
they have no contact with each other? If
this research were to emerge, it would still
illustrate biblical truth. First, there will never
be a 100% concordance rate. Second, a prin-
ciple of Scripture is that the context for
our lives is the physical body, and we should
expect that the physical body (the brain
in this case) would have some way to bio-
logically represent the intents of the heart.
Itis even possible that a certain brain type
is necessary to express homosexual intent.
This brain or genetic hardware is not suf-
ficient to cause homosexuality, but it may
be necessary. Or, to put it another way, a
certain genetic predisposition may be nec-
essary for homosexual intent, but it is not
determinative.

It is important to be precise in making
this point. It sounds as if 1 am suggesting
that it is biblically possible that the body
could cause homosexuality; and, indeed, |
am. But the word “cause” in this context
means “biologically shape or influence,” not
“irresistibly compel.” Used this way there
is nothing shocking about the statement.
It is simply saying that the way our sinful
hearts are actually expressed in behavior
is the result of hundreds of factors, biol-
ogy being one. A person whose sinful heart
is manifested in murder may have been in-
fluenced by unjust treatment, parents who
allowed him to vent his rage on siblings,
and Satan’s incessant encouragements to
kill. None of these influences remove per-
sonal responsibility, however. The ultimate
cause of sin is always the sinful heart.

To use the more scientific terms of nec-
essary and sufficient, biology may be nec-
essary for some homosexuality, but biol-
ogy is not a sufficient cause, in and of it-
self. Consider the following illustration.
If I am going to wash my car, | will need a
pail of water. A bucket of soapy water will
be necessary. If | don’t have it, | won't be
able to wash the car. Of course, there are



a number of other necessary conditions,
such as good weather, available time, and
adirty car. None of these conditions, how-
ever, are sufficient for the task of washing
the car. None of them can irresistibly force
me to wash it. The sufficient condition for
me to wash the car is that | must have the
intention or motivation to wash it. | must
want to wash the car.*® In the case of ho-
mosexuality, this sufficient condition is the
function of the heart, and it is something
for which I am always responsible.

A third type of research on the biologi-
cal basis of homosexuality also focuses on
genetic data, but it looks for it at the micro-
scopic level, on the gene itself. The best
known of the research teams doing this work
is from the National Institute of Health and
is headed by Dean Hamer.?® This highly
technical work is in its infancy, but neither
its youth nor sophistication should keep the
Christian lay person from asserting the func-
tional authority of Scripture over the data.

Like the two studies previously men-
tioned, there are methodological flaws in
this study. It has not been duplicated, so
there is really very little that must be said
at this point. Also, even if practicing ho-
mosexuals were consistently genetically
distinct from heterosexuals, this would not
make homosexuality a biologically-based
behavior for which people are not mor-
ally responsible.

These three studies are the most recent
in a relatively long but fruitless attempt
to locate homosexuality on the biologi-
cal level. A physician who reviewed the
literature said, “Recent studies postulate
biologic factors as the primary basis for
sexual orientation. However, there is no
evidence at present to substantiate a bio-
logic theory, just as there is no evidence
to support any singular psychosocial ex-
planation.”? The only thing certain is that
human sexuality is too complex to be re-
duced to the workings of the brain.

Since behavior is mediated (not caused)
by our biology, it would not be surpris-
ing to hear of future studies that would
offer better evidence for a biology and
behavior link. But the Scripture is clear:
our bodies can never make us sin. The body
is weak but not the cause of sin. This is
an inviolable principle that, when used
accurately, can bring increased clarity to
brain research. The brain sciences can offer
exciting observations, but these observa-
tions can only be rightly interpreted when
Scripture provides the contours.

A biblical model of
homosexuality

While the church has been quick to refute
the biological literature, it has been slow
to apply the same principles to the psy-
chological theories. For various reasons
many people tend to be more comfort-
able with psychological influences than
biological ones. Note, for example, how
well Homosexuality: A New Christian Ethic?
is received by many Christians. In this book
Elizabeth Moberly suggests that behind
almost all homosexuality, male or female,
isa deficit in the relationship with the same-
sex parent. The theory is that there is a
God designed need for same-sex love, af-
firmation, acceptance, and bonding. When
these allegedly normal attachment needs
have been left unmet, the needs become
eroticized at puberty. Homosexuality is a
drive to make good this relationship.

When we listen closely to the applica-
tion of this and other psychological ex-
planations, we should begin to wonder
if the church has been duped. While we
are looking at the medical research and
being ruthless in our critiques, we have
allowed the psychological explanationsin
the back door. We want to emphasize that
homosexuality is learned rather than bio-
logically inbred; and since it is learned, it
can be unlearned. But notice the problem.

FIGURE 1

Response:
Homosexuality

Secondary/cause:
Sin

Primary cause:
Biology or deficit in relationship with
same-sex parent, low self-esteem, etc.

Common though unbiblical
conceptualization of the development of
homosexuality
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All this does is suggest that the orienta-
tion toward homosexuality starts a little
later than birth instead of before birth. We
are left at almost the same place as the bio-
logical theories: the orientation is still es-
tablished by forces outside ourselves, and
orientation precedes sin (Figure 1). There-
fore, the real problem, the deep problem,
is the homosexual orientation. A diagno-
sis of sin and a cure that included repen-
tance would be considered superficial.

A biblical view acknowledges that there
may be psychological and biological in-
fluences in the development of homosexu-
ality. In fact, the Bible would warn us not
to be too limited in considering the vast
number of possible influences. However,
the Scripture isadamant that it is not what
influences us that makes us “unclean.”
Instead, “from within, out of men’s hearts,
come evil thoughts, sexual immorality....

All these evils come from the inside and
make a man ‘unclean” (Mark 7:21-23)
(Figure 2). This means that our sinful ori-
entation has innumerable expressions in
our lives. With some it is greed or jeal-
ousy, with others it is sinful anger, and with
others it can be expressed in homosexual
desire.

FIGURE 2

Sinful practice:
Homosexuality

Possible necessary influences:
Genetics, peers, family, sexual violation
by older person, etc.

Sufficient cause: sinful heart

Biblical conceptualization
of the development of homosexuality



The process of change

Like all sin, homosexuality, at the level
of the desires of the heart, does not re-
lent easily or quickly. It is put to death
over time in the course of progressive sanc-
tification. But change is certainly possible.
“Such were some of you” (1 Corinthians
6:11) is the often-repeated reminder that
there is hope to vanquish both homosexual
acts and homosexual desire. The way of
change is familiar. You need no special
techniques. It consists of simultaneously
juggling two themes: the knowledge of
ourselves and the knowledge of God. These
themes are presented in love and with a
willingness to listen.

Listening isa good place to start. After
all, how can we bring truth to a person
unless we know him? So you might begin
with questions. What is it like for the person
to struggle with homosexuality? What are
some of the events that shaped the present
expression of homosexuality? Was the
person homosexually raped? Was the person
manipulated into sexual activity by an older
person? This victimization doesn’t explain
homosexuality or make people irrespon-
sible for their future thoughts and actions.
But God certainly speaks with compas-
sion to those who have been sinned against,
and homosexuals must hear this.?* How
has the person been hurt in relationships?
How has it been painful to pursue a ho-
mosexual lifestyle? What is it like to be
suddenly confronted with the reality of
leaving close friends, long-term partners,
or a supportive community? “I ached
physically from all the emotional turmoil,”
said a man who was leaving his partner.
“But several Christian heterosexual men
made themselves available any time of the
day or night. I'm alive today because those
guys loved me"%

In this context we introduce the knowl-
edge of God, especially God’s forgiveness
of sinners. This is the anthem that both
attracts and changes those struggling with
homosexuality. Some may suggest that there
is enough teaching that God warmly em-
braces everyone and not enough on God’s
hatred of sin and His justice. This may be
true, but it is no reason to sacrifice the
greatness of the doctrine of grace. Homo-
sexuals are in acomplex position: they are
rebels against a Holy God; but they are

also, at some level, aware of their sinsand
afraid of God’s wrath (Romans 1). They
do not believe that God could really bring
Himself to forgive homosexuals. As C.John
Muiller has said,“There is no more important
factor in the transforming of a homosexual
than confident faith that his or her sins
really have been pardoned by God at their
deepest root.”%

To know the grace of forgiveness, ho-
mosexuals must know the truth about
themselves: they are sinnersin need of grace.
Even though they have some knowledge
of this, they often lack biblical clarity be-
cause their knowledge of sin is suppressed.
The flesh does not want to see sin in all
its ugliness; it works to keep it covered.
What clouds sin even more is the myth
that there is, by God’s design, a homo-
sexual orientation. These two factors work
violently against the truth about ourselves.

The process of exposing the heart comes
through the Holy Spirit’s application of
Scripture. The goal is to understand what
God says. The goal is to learn to “think
God’s thoughts.” One way into the Scrip-
ture is to understand that there actually
is something deeper than homosexuality.
Assummarized in Romans 1, homosexu-
ality isan expression of an idolatrous heart.
This is our deepest problem. We have an
instinct that switches our allegiance from
God to our idols. What are our idols?
Comfort, pleasure, power, personal mean-
ing, self-esteem, and so on. The possibili-
ties are endless, but they all have one thing
in common: an allegiance to self. We rebel
against God, and we choose to live for our
glory rather than God’s. We choose to obey
our own desires rather than God’s Word.
Homosexual desire or activity is an ex-
pression of the idolatrous instincts of our
hearts.

Does the person have questions about
homosexual orientation? Does he or she
have a sense that they were always more
interested in same-sex relationships? If so,
stick with this issue until the person can
think biblically about it. It is too easy to
settle for the absence of homosexual be-
havior and not worry about attitudes.
Remember that it is on the question of
homosexual orientation that the world,
flesh, and devil converge. The world, with
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that homosexuality is normal.
Our flesh wants to exonerate
ourselves from homosexual
fantasy. And the devil stands behind both,
whispering his murderous deceptions. The
deception of homosexual orientation must
be exposed and corrected. It is a false teach-
ing that will eventually lead to bad fruit.
We truly do have an “orientation,” but it
isaspiritual orientation that is against God.
It is not a simple physical propensity.

As the Holy Spirit exposes these criti-
cal issues about the person, the Spirit also
reveals more of the knowledge of God. The
theme of God’s love continues, but now
we are reminded that it is a holy love. By
holy we mean that it is unparalleled in hu-
man experience. There is nothing like it.
Itis beyond comprehension, and it is un-
surpassed. It is distinct or separate from
our own. As a result, it leaves witnesses in
awe. This is the beginning of the fear of
the Lord. When we witness His forgive-
ness, we learn the fear of the Lord (Psalm
130:4).

When the disciples saw His power over
the wind and the waves, “they were terri-
fied” and grew in the fear of the Lord (Mark
4:41).When Isaiah was taken into the throne
room, he was so overwhelmed by the ho-
liness of God that he cried out, “l am ru-
ined” (Isaiah 6:5). Isaiah’s knowledge of
God’s holy majesty and holy forgiveness
established him in the fear of the Lord for
the rest of his ministry as a prophet. In-
deed, the fear of the Lord is both the be-
ginning of wise living and its goal.

One of the great blessings of the fear
of the Lord is that it can teach us to hate
sin (Proverbs 8:13). The knowledge of the
holy can mobilize. It can take the drudg-
ery out of daily self-control. It can make
us warriors against the tendencies of our
sinful nature. This aggressive stance to-
ward sin is especially critical since our
problem is that we like it. It has the power
of our affections. If we don’t root out these
affections, we are guaranteed that temp-
tation will always be nearly overpower-
ing. The fear of the Lord can keep us battle-
ready. With the heavenly throne in sight,
we do battle with the “sin that so easily
entangles” (Hebrews 12:1).

Therefore, I do not run likeaman
running aimlessly; I do not fight like
aman beating the air. No, | beat my
body and make it my slave so that
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after | have preached to others, |

myself will not be disqualified for

the prize (1 Corinthians 9:26,27).

Let us run with perseverance the race

marked out for us. Let us fix our

eyes on Jesus (Hebrews 12:1,2).

What expectations should there be for
change? What is the goal? The goal, again,
is to think God’s thoughts rather than our
own. This means that we can engage the
battle when we see the very seeds of ho-
mosexual temptation (James 1:13-15). We
can grow to be able to hate anything that
hints of rebellion against God. We can be
liberated from homosexual obsession. And
we can understand that male-female mar-
riage is one of God’s good gifts. This does
not mean that all people who once struggled
with homosexuality will pursue marriage.
In some cases God gives grace to be celi-
bate. But since marriage is a good gift,and
God’s pleasure is toward Christian mar-
riage, then as one-time homosexuals grow
in adopting the mind of Christ, they will
find pleasure in the same thing that God
does.

How long will it take? If a person is
willing to follow Christ, and he or she is
surrounded by a caring church, then ho-
mosexual behavior can stop immediately.
“The grace of God...teaches us to say ‘No’
to ungodliness and worldly passions, and
to live self-controlled, upright and godly
lives” (Titus 2:11,12). No one should think,
however, that homosexual desire will be
gone as quickly. The person who has had
along history of homosexual practice will
be doing battle for many years. The power
of homosexual thoughts to enslave will
gradually be defeated, but the stray ho-
mosexual thought may be evident decades
after there has been cessation of homo-
sexual acts. Is this discouraging? Does this
mean that deliverance is necessary? No,
it means that God is at work, giving power
to fight, reminding us that warfare is normal,
progressively sanctifying us, and giving us
the privilege of constantly depending on
Christ by faith.

For these goals to be steadily approached,
one-time homosexuals need more than a
counselor. Like us all, they need the larger
body of Christ and its varied relational
opportunities. Men need other men who
love, listen, and model brotherly relation-
ships. Women need other women with
whom they can have close, but not ob-
sessive or sexualized relationships. Both

Because of the love of Christ, the church
should pursue homosexuals.

men and women need godly relationships
with the opposite sex and with elders and
pastors who can faithfully pray and, if nec-
essary, bring church discipline as a means
of God’s loving correction. Other relation-
ships might include small groups with
couples and singles, accountability groups
with other men, and small prayer groups.
In some cases churches may have specialized
ministries to homosexuals (e.g., support
groups) or more general ministries to those
who want to leave sexual slavery of any
kind.

An effective church should have ho-
mosexuals! Because of the love of Christ,
the church should pursue homosexuals.
And through its exaltation of Christ in

preaching, corporate prayer and worship,
the church should attract homosexuals.
It should minister the Word to those who
are already in church by flushing out the
self-deceived, exposing the dishonest, con-
fronting the rebel, offering forgiveness to
the guilt-ridden, and giving hope. The
church should also welcome and hold the
attention of those who struggle with ho-
mosexuality but have never been part of
the church. With such people we can add
that the church should minister by sur-
prising them with love, a sense of family,
and the absence of self-righteous judgment.
It should offer truth in such a way that it
is convicting, attractive, and radically dif-
ferent from anything else the homosexual
has ever heard.
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Lord: though your sinsare like
scarlet, they shall be as white
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Sex, truth & Scripture

Christianity opposes sexual immorality.

For many people, that pretty much
exhausts what the Bible has to say about
sex. Granted, they’ve heard one thing rightly.
Christianity does oppose sexual immo-
rality as something inimical to life: “On
account of these things the wrath of God
is coming.”

But this one proposition doesn’t come
close to exhausting what Christianity has
to say about sexual morality and immo-
rality. The Bible makes at least three other
major points about sex.

CANDID ABOUT IMMORALITY

First, Christianity is utterly frank about
sexual immorality. The notion that oppo-
sition necessarily drives honesty under-
ground is without warrant. Prudish? Not
Scripture. Squeamish about the sordid
details of human life? The biblical authors
may frequently (though not always) es-
chew photographic description and gory
details when they speak of sex and sexual
organs. They often model a certain deli-
cacy of generic description. But nonethe-
less they speak openly, sometimes even
graphically, of rape, homosexuality, por-
nographic fantasies, voyeurism, seduction,
bestiality, incest, prostitution, and the like.
When David played the voyeur from the
palace walls, we are not given a blow-by-
blow description of his thought processes.
But we know exactly what he did.

When Christians complain about *“sex
and violence” in the mass mediait is, strictly
speaking, the glorification of such evils that
we complain about, not the fact that such
things are portrayed. The Word of God
does not stint in describing sex and vio-
lence. Genesis, Judges, and 2 Samuel cap-
ture some sordid moments on the video
camera. But God labels sin accurately, rather
than titillating us with lies. The immoral
are immoral — deceitful, shameful, and
damned if they persist. They are not por-
trayed as attractive role models. God freely
speaks of the sordid...as sordid. God freely
speaks of how alluring the sordid can be
— Proverbs 7 is classic — not to allure us
but to protect us from that allure. To op-
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pose immorality is not to oppose honesty.
Christianity teaches candor, the opposite
of euphemism and Victorian evasiveness.
It teaches accuracy, the opposite of titil-
lation and brazen exhibitionism.

JOYFUL WITHIN FIDELITY

Second, Christianity revels in sexual
fidelity. The Bible is frank about sexual
joy within the circle of faithfulness, faith-
fulness first to God and second to one's
husband or wife. God made sex. Adam and
Eve went unclothed and celebrated a unity
that was frankly physical. The blessing,“Be
fruitful and multiply,” would be realized
by “knowing” one another “in the bibli-
cal sense,” as it used to be said. The wise
father encourages his son, “Be drunk with
delight at your wife’s breasts rather than
straying into immorality” The Song of
Solomon spends entire chapters gazing in
delight at the human anatomy, and sings
the rhythms and images of sensual plea-
sure. Felicity and fidelity are made one flesh.

When husband and wife join in inter-
course, the One who sees in the dark sees
exactly what they are doing and says, “It
is very good.” The intimacy that is pri-
vate between persons is public before the
God who made it good. Sexual intimacy
is intended to give great pleasure, to ex-
press love: generosity, kindness, gladness
at giving. The “one flesh” of marriage is
such a good thing that it serves as a cen-
tral metaphor for the relationship between
Jesus Christ and His Bride. To oppose im-
morality is not to oppose sexuality. Chris-
tianity teaches sexual joy before the eyes
of the holy God, the opposite of both amo-
rality and asceticism.

OFFERING THE HOPE
OF TRANSFORMATION

Third, Christianity is about forgiving
the immoral and transforming them into
the faithful. Christ bridges the chasm be-
tween the sordid and the glorious, and
invites us to cross over. What was perverted
can be converted. To oppose immorality
is not simply to condemn the immoral,
but to identify particular forms of lostness
that need finding. Christianity worships
a seeking and finding God, a Savior who
came to seek and save the lost from both
the penalty and power of sins.“Come now,
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as snow.”

What is the dynamic by which the sexu-
ally immoral are transformed? The Chris-
tian life is a “race of repentance,” as John
Calvin put it, a race in the daylight of the
grace of God. The maturation of faith, re-

What is the dynamic by which the
sexually immoral are trans-
formed?... Cast out the de-
mon of lust? Just say No?
Letgo and let God? No, “If
anyone wishes to
come after Me, lethim
deny himself, and take
up his cross daily, and
follow Me.”

pentance, obedience, love, joy, integrity,
self-denial, hope, humility, and every other
good fruit describes also the maturation
of sexual purity. Sexual evil, like every other
evil, is both thrown out (by vigorously fight-
ing bad things) and squeezed out (by the
new, dominating presence of good things).
There is no instant, final fix now: Cast out
the demon of lust? Just say No? Let go and
let God? No, “If anyone wishes to come
after Me, let him deny himself, and take
up his cross daily, and follow Me.” Of course
there will be a quick fix for sexual immo-
rality someday:“Beloved, we are God's chil-
dren now; it does not yet appear what we
shall be, but we know that when He ap-
pears we shall be like Him, for we shall
see Him as He is” Meanwhile there is the
steady fixing: “Every one who thus hopes
in Him purifies himself as He is pure.” To
oppose immorality is not to despise the
immoral person. Christianity teaches a
dynamic of transformation, the opposite
of both determinism and moralizing.

BY DAVID POWLISON



