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Is Homosexuality Dangerous To Society?
by Matt Slick
Is homosexuality dangerous to society? The answer depends on what constitutes a danger. First of all,
there is no objective moral standard that secularists have with which to identify wickedness, evil, and
moral decay. At best, all that can be offered is the generic claim that what is dangerous is what causes
undue harm and suffering among the general population. Such dangers could include economic collapse
or upheaval, war, famine, plague, earthquakes, disease, etc. We could add that dangers to society are
things that weaken it, make it less viable to care for its population, make it vulnerable to attack from
outside and/or within. This could be anything from bad religion to bad government. Also, such things
as rampant lying, stealing, and murder would seriously undermine a healthy society and be dangerous
to it since they increase the harm and suffering of the society as a whole.
Okay, so now that we have something to work with, let's take a look at homosexuality and see if it is
beneficial or harmful to society. Let's start with disease and see what the statistics teach us.

Disease
•

•
•

2% of U.S. population is gay yet it accounts for 61% of HIV infection: "Men who have sex with men [MSM]
remain the group most heavily affected by new HIV infections. While the CDC estimates that MSM
represent only 2 percent of the U.S. population, they accounted for the majority (61 percent; 29,300) of
all new HIV infections in 2009. Young MSM (ages 13 to 29) were most severely affected, representing
more than one quarter of all new HIV infections nationally (27 percent; 12,900 in 2009)." (Center for
Disease Control, cdc.gov/nchhstp/newsroom/HIVIncidencePressRelease.html)
"A recent CDC study found in 2008, 1 in 5 (19%) MSM in 21 major US cities were infected with HIV, and
nearly half (44%) were unaware of their infection." (http://www.cdc.gov/hiv/topics/msm/index.htm)
25% of HIV infected in U.K. unaware of their infection: "Of the estimated 86,500 people living with HIV
in the United Kingdom, about 25 percent are not aware they are infected, the Health Protection Agency
said recently." (The Body, thebody.com/content/art59714.html)
Clearly, the disease statistics related to a homosexual lifestyle prove that such a lifestyle is harmful not
only to themselves but also to others, especially when you note that in both the U.S. and U.K. large
percentages of HIV infected people don't know they are infected. This is a danger to society since it
supports the spread of disease on a large scale.

Financial Impact
•

•

•

$12.1 Billion annual cost in US: "The future treatment for the 40,000 people infected with HIV in the
United States every year will cost $12.1 billion annually, a new study showed."
msnbc.msn.com/id/15528984/ns/health-aids/t/new-us-hiv-cases-cost-billion-year/)
$1.5 Billion Cost for 2001 in Canada: "June 2001, Halifax, Nova Scotia--HIV/AIDS cost Canadians more than
$2 billion in 1999 in direct and indirect costs. Health care costs accounted for about $560 million;
prevention, research and supports to AIDS victims for about $40 million; and lost economic production due
to premature death and disability for nearly $1.5 billion.” (gpiatlantic.org/releases/pr_cost_aids.htm)
The financial drain on society due to the medical costs of HIV is huge. The greater the impact, the more
damage it does to the society's financial stability.
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Mental Health

How is the mental health of homosexuals and lesbians? Does it have the same bell-curve as the rest of
society? No, it does not. Take a look at these statistics and note that the mental health issues are not
due to social pressure and rejection by the majority of society who considers homosexuality to be
aberrant.
•

•

" . . . homosexuals are about 50% more likely to suffer from depression and engage in substance abuse
than the rest of the population, reports Health24.com . . . the risk of suicide jumped over 200% if an
individual had engaged in a homosexual lifestyle . . . the lifespan of a homosexual is on average 24 years
shorter than that of a heterosexual . . . While the Health 24 article suggested that homosexuals may be
pushed to substance abuse and suicide because of anti-homosexual cultural and family pressures,
empirical tests have shown that there is no difference in homosexual health risk depending on the level
of tolerance in a particular environment. Homosexuals in the United States and Denmark--the latter of
which is acknowledged to be highly tolerant of homosexuality--both die on average in their early 50's,
or in their 40's if AIDS is the cause of death. The average age for all residents in either country ranges
from the mid-to-upper-70s." (onenewsnow.com/Culture/Default.aspx?id=255614)
73% of the psychiatrists in the American Psychiatric Association who responded to a survey by Harold I.
Lief said that they thought that homosexual men are less happy than others. 70% percent said they
believed that the homosexuals' problems were due more to personal conflicts than to social
stigmatization. Study by Harold I. Lief, Sexual Survey Number 4: Current Thinking on Homosexuality,
Medical Aspects of Human Sexuality 2 (1977), pp.110-111 (Cited in Growing Up Straight by George A.
Reker)." (exodusglobalalliance.org/ishomosexualityhealthyp60.php)

Sexual Molestation
•

Higher sexual molestation with homosexual parents: “A disproportionate percentage--29--percent--of
the adult children of homosexual parents had been specifically subjected to sexual molestation by that
homosexual parent, compared to only 0.6 percent of adult children of heterosexual parents having
reported sexual relations with their parent. . . . Having a homosexual parent(s) appears to increase the
risk of incest with a parent by a factor of about 50.” (P. Cameron and K. Cameron, "Homosexual Parents,"
Adolescence 31 (1996): 772" (exodusglobalalliance.org/ishomosexualityhealthyp60.php).
Certainly, no one wants children molested by adults. (Unfortunately, pedophilia is now being pushed as
another 'sexual orientation' see http://www.greeleygazette.com/press/?p=11517). Society needs to
protect its children--not subject them to sexual pressures and molestation. However, the homosexual
lifestyle clearly presents an increased threat to our children.

Sexual Promiscuity

Sexual promiscuity helps support the spread of disease. What are the promiscuity statistics of the
homosexual community? Shockingly bad!
•

28% of homosexual men had more than 1000 partners: "Bell and Weinberg reported evidence of
widespread sexual compulsion among homosexual men. 83% of the homosexual men surveyed
estimated they had had sex with 50 or more partners in their lifetime, 43% estimated they had sex with
500 or more partners; 28% with 1,000 or more partners. Bell and Weinberg p 308."
(exodusglobalalliance.org/ishomosexualityhealthyp60.php)
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•

Low rate of sexual fidelity among homosexuals. "There is an extremely low rate of sexual fidelity among
homosexual men as compared to married heterosexuals. Among married females 85% reported sexual
fidelity. Among married men, 75.5% reported sexual fidelity. Among homosexual males in their current
relationship, 4.5% reported sexual fidelity. (Sources: Laumann, The Social Organization of Sexuality, 216;
McWhirter and Mattison, The Male Couple: How Relationships Develop (1984): 252-253; Wiederman,
"Extramarital Sex," 170. This is extracted from http://www.frc.org/get.cfm?i=IS04C02)
Does anyone think that such mind-blowing promiscuity is healthy for any society, especially when the
homosexual community is particularly subject to HIV infection? Homosexuals are members of society;
and their behavior, which is a manifestation of their "orientation," is extremely dangerous.

Death of a society

If we produce no children, our society will die. There won't be enough people to support the
infrastructure, medical needs, economic development, etc. That is a fact. So, common sense would tell
us that homosexuality is a danger to society since it cannot produce children to further the society.

Opening the door wide

Homosexuality is a behavior that is based, as many claim, on an orientation. What about other sexual
orientations such as pedophilia, voyeurism, necrophilia, bestiality, polygamy, incest, exhibitionism,
fetishes, frotterism, masochism, sadism, etc.? The arguments for and against these other "orientations"
are many, and we won't go into them here. But, who is to say that those who fall into these sexual
categories won't use the homosexual agenda's orientation argument as a basis to further their own
causes? If you think this is a ridiculous idea, then you are not aware of the fact that pedophiles are doing
just that. See the article "Pedophiles want same rights as homosexuals." Muslims practice polygamy,
and they are increasing in America. Mormons have practiced it in the past, and who is to say they won't
get another revelation declaring that it is permissible again once the homosexual movement and its
redefinition of marriage is ingrained in society? Incest is sure to follow (See the article "Rick Santorum
was right about Incest and the Slippery Slope )." The slippery slope is exactly the issue. Once sexual
morays are loosed, marriage definitions and fidelity are loosened, too. Nothing happens in a society by
itself since their intertwining social strings have collateral effects.

Conclusion

So, is homosexuality dangerous to society? The facts show that it is. We have to ask, why then would it
be promoted so heavily when it is so harmful? The only answer I can come up with (aside from a biblical
one) is that the politically correct don't care about the facts. Instead, they want their agenda
promoted. They want their sexual freedom without responsibility. They, like so many tyrants in history,
want to force their minority opinion on the majority to satisfy their own appetites.
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What "Causes" Homosexuality? ‐‐ Part 1
by Dr. John F. Ankerberg

The saying of today, “People are born gay," causes many to conclude therefore, that it’s impossible for anyone to
change their sexuality. Is this founded of Scientific Fact? We shall see that such conclusions and beliefs of today
are a Myth. This myth is primarily based on two widely reported, but flawed scientific studies:
1) The study of slight differences in the hypothalamus region of the brain of homosexuals as discovered by Dr.
Simon LeVay at the Salk Institute in San Diego, California.
2) The study of identical twins done by Dr. J. Michael Bailey from the Department of Psychology at Northwestern
University in Evanston, Illinois and Dr. Richard C. Pillard of the Family Studies Laboratory, Division of Psychiatry,
Boston University School of Medicine.
Research attempting to show a biological or genetic cause and effect for homosexuality dates back almost a
century. But over the years, no research has ever proven a biological basis for homosexuality.1 The latest studies
on brain research and identical twins are just another attempt trying to establish a genetic link.
The Secular Media Perpetuates the Myth with Biased and Inaccurate Reporting
On August 30, 1991 the headlines in many newspapers and popular magazines claimed:
• "Brain Stem Part Different in Gay Men: Studies Suggest Biological Basis for Homosexuality" (Seattle Times).2
• "Are Gay Men Born That Way?" (Time).3
• "The cover of Newsweek magazine asked, "Is This Child Gay—Born or Bred?: The Origins of Homosexuality."4
• "The Survey of Identical Twins Links Biological Factors with Being Gay" (Los Angeles Times) 5

Almost all of newspaper articles written concerning Dr. Simon LeVay’s brain research concluded that he had found
genuine scientific evidence that homosexuality was both biological & genetic in nature—but this just wasn’t true.
I. Dr. Simon LeVay’s Theory
Dr. LeVay studied a certain group of neurons in the hypothalamus structure of the brain (called INAH3 or interstitial
nuclei of the anterior hypothalamus). He examined 41 cadavers, 19 of whom were allegedly homosexual men, 16 of
whom were assumed to be heterosexual men, and 6 of whom were assumed to be heterosexual women.
He found that some of the neurons in the hypothalamus region of the brain of heterosexual men were larger than
those he found in homosexual men. He therefore theorized that if homosexual men had smaller neurons, then
possibly these smaller neurons were responsible for causing these men to be homosexual.
Likewise, if heterosexual men had larger neurons, then possibly these larger neurons caused them to be
heterosexual.
He assumed that if the size difference in neurons could be shown to be true 100% of the time, this would be
evidence that homosexuality was biologically based. But even his own statistical chart published in Science
magazine, revealed that his theory was flawed.
LeVay’s Statistical Chart Revealed Flaws in His Theory
Dr. LeVay’s chart revealed that 3 of the 19 homosexual men actually had larger nuclei than did the heterosexual
men. Also, 3 of the heterosexual men had smaller nuclei than did the homosexual men. Thus, 6 of the 35 male
subjects he investigated, or 20% percent of his total study, contradicted his own theory.6 Yet in spite of
this contradiction, the Associated Press reported that Dr. LeVay had always found that the nuclei were larger
in heterosexual men and smaller in homosexual men. Again, that simply wasn’t true.
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No Proof That This Region of the Brain Is Related to Sexual Orientation
No scientist has ever proven that the particular region of the hypothalamus under discussion causes sexual
orientation. Consider the comments of Dr. Joseph Nicolosi who specializes in working with male homosexuals. He
has appeared on several network television programs and has been interviewed by prominent weekly news
magazines.
His book, Reparative Therapy of Male Homosexuality, has gained him world‐wide respect as an authority in same‐
sex attractions. Dr. Nicolosi emphasized, "We’re talking about a general area of the brain that has to do with
emotions, including sexuality; but in this particular nuclei, we have no clear understanding of what function it
serves at this point."7
Dr. Charles Socarides, Professor of Psychiatry at the Albert Einstein College of Medicine in New York, also
emphasized the following, "I believe this theory is completely erroneous. There’s no possibility of somebody
developing homosexuality from hereditary or organic causes. It’s just impossible."8
He further noted that "the question of a minute section of the brain—sub‐microscopic almost—as.... deciding
sexual object choice is really preposterous.... Certainly...a cluster of the brain cannot determine sexual object
choice. We know that for a fact."9

Cause or Consequence
Even if the anterior hypothalamus area of the brain could be shown to relate to sexual behavior, it still would not
answer the question of cause and effect. Scientific studies have indicated that behavior itself might cause the size
of the neurons to fluctuate—rather than the neurons causing specific homosexual or heterosexual behavior.
For example, Dr. Kenneth Klivington, assistant to the president of the Salk Institute where Dr. LeVay did his study,
has pointed to "a body of evidence showing the brain’s neural networks reconfigure themselves in response to
certain experiences."10 Therefore, the difference in homosexual brain structure may be a result of behavior and
environmental conditions.
Sexual Orientation Not Verified: In addition, Dr. LeVay did not know conclusively the sexual orientation of those
he studied. Some were alleged to have been homosexual; others may have been bisexual; others may have been
homosexual yet passed themselves off as heterosexual. We simply don’t know.11
Research Bias: Dr. LeVay is on record as saying that he set out to prove a genetic cause for homosexuality after his
lover’s death. He is openly gay himself and said if he did not find such a cause he might abandon science
altogether.12 Therefore, it is not incorrect to say that his study was politically biased to justify homosexuality,
attempting to make it as acceptable as heterosexuality. As Newsweek, February 24, 1992, stated, "He is promoting
the idea that homosexuality is a matter of destiny, not choice. ‘It’s important to educate society,’ stated LeVay."

Interpretation of Measurement Questionable
Even the measurement that Dr. LeVay used is suspect. Do you measure the nuclei by size, by volume, by actual cell
count? Do you measure them by density? What do each of these measurements mean? And again, has anyone
scientifically established that INAH3 has any impact at all on sexual orientation? No!

Study Lacks Replication
There is no replication of this finding in any other scientific study. In fact, at least one study by Dr. Schwab in the
Netherlands flatly contradicts it. Thus, there is no clear evidence to back up Dr. LeVay’s research. (Nicolosi interview)
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Notes: 1 In a longer report we have examined the biological theory and found no biological cause for homosexuality. In the Family Research Report and other
publications, the Family Research Institute of Washington, D.C. frequently evaluates the scientific literature on this topic. Interested parties should contact the
Family Research Institute, P.O. Box 2091, Washington, DC 20013 for documentation. Dr. Nicolosi points out that he has examined the entire range of literature
relating to the alleged biological foundations of homosexuality: "I myself have reviewed all the literature, including LeVay’s study, and I certainly don’t believe, and
I don’t think any scientist really believes that there is a biological predetermination for sexual orientation. There’s much more evidence for early environmental
factors that would set the stage for a person’s sexual orientation" (Dr. Nicolosi Interview, The John Ankerberg Show). Alfred Kinsey himself, as cited by W. B.
Pomeroy, his research associate, in Dr. Kinsey and the Institute for Sex Research (New York: Harper & Row, 1970, p. 147) confessed, "I have myself come to the
conclusion that homosexuality is largely a matter of conditioning." Perhaps this explains why Masters and Johnson themselves emphasized, "It is of vital
importance that all professionals in the mental health field keep in mind that the homosexual man or woman is basically a man or woman by genetic
determination and homosexually oriented by learned preference." (cited in Gerhard van den Aardweg, Homosexuality and Hope: A Psychologist Talks About
Treatment and Change, Ann Arbor, MI: Servant, 1988. p. 32).
2. Seattle Times, 30 August 1991.
3. Time, 9 September 1991.
4. Newsweek, 24 February 1992.
5. Los Angeles Times, 15 December 1991
6. "Homosexual Brains," Family Research Report, June/September 1991. See the evaluation of the original report in Science magazine available from
the Family Research Institute.
7. Dr. Joseph Nicolosi, taped Interview for "The John Ankerberg Show."
8. Dr. Charles Socarides, taped Interview for "The John Ankerberg Show."
9. Ibid.
10. Dr. Kenneth Klivington, Newsweek, 24 February 1992.
11. The homosexual reporter M. Botkin concedes this in, "Salk and Pepper," Bay Area Reporter, 5 September 1991, pp. 21, 24, cf., "Homosexual
Brains," Family Research Report, June/September 1991, p. 1.
12. Newsweek, 24 February 1992.

What "Causes" Homosexuality? ‐‐ Part 2
by Dr. John F. Ankerberg

The myth that people are "born gay" is primarily based on two widely reported scientific studies:
1) The study of slight differences in the hypothalamus region of the brain of homosexuals as discovered by Dr.
Simon LeVay at the Salk Institute in San Diego, California.
2) The study of identical twins done by Dr. J. Michael Bailey from the Department of Psychology at Northwestern
University in Evanston, Illinois and Dr. Richard C. Pillard of the Family Studies Laboratory, Division of Psychiatry,
Boston University School of Medicine.
In Part 1 we discussed Dr. LeVay’s study. We now proceed to the Identical Twins study.
II. Bailey and Pillard’s Study on Identical Twins
The second scientific study that the media uses to propagate the myth that homosexuality is genetically
determined is the prevalence of homosexuality among twin and adopted brothers by Bailey and Pillard. Bailey and
Pillard recruited the subjects for their study through homosexual publications which cater exclusively to the
homosexual population. Thus, their study did not represent a randomized, non‐biased selection.1
They found that of the homosexual brothers that responded 52% of identical twins, 22% of fraternal twins, 11% of
adoptive brothers were homosexual, and 9% of non‐twin brothers were homosexual.
Bailey and Pillard theorized that the reason there was such a high percentage of homosexuality among identical
twins was because of their identical genetic make‐up.
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Problem: Half of the identical twins were not homosexual; rather, they were extremely heterosexual. How could
this be if they shared the same genes? Cohen noted:
As identical twins have identical genetic make‐up, it is much easier to interpret the findings as supporting
the nurture rather than the nature theory. If a homosexual orientation is genetic, then 100% of all identical
twin brothers should have been homosexual, but only half were. Therefore, it is easy to conclude that
environmental factors, personal choices and/or learned behavior, but not genes, cause homosexuality.2

Dr. Simon LeVay admitted that neither Bailey and Pillard’s study on identical twins nor his brain research has
proven that homosexuality is genetically determined:
At the moment it’s still a very big mystery. Not even my work nor any other work that’s been done so far
really totally clarifies the situation of what makes people gay or straight.... In fact, the twin studies, for
example, suggest that it’s not totally inborn because even identical twins are not always of the same
sexual orientation.3

Pillard’s Biased Agenda
Dr. Pillard is himself a homosexual. He admits that his agenda is to promote the notion that homosexuality is in‐
born and therefore a natural sexual behavior.
III. Leading Scientific Researchers Conclude Homosexuality Is Not Biologically or Genetically Based
Masters and Johnson stated: "The genetic theory of homosexuality has been generally discarded today... no
serious scientist suggests that a simple cause‐effect relationship applies."4
Dr. John Money, leading sex researcher at Johns Hopkins University, reported:
No chromosomal differences have been found between homosexual subjects and heterosexual controls.
[and later] On the basis of present knowledge, there is no basis on which to justify an hypothesis that
homosexuals or bisexuals of any degree or type are chromosomally discrepant [different] from
heterosexuals.5

He also stated: "The child’s psychosexual identity is not written, unlearned, in the genetic code, the hormonal
system or the nervous system at birth."6
Even John DeCecco, the editor of the Journal of Homosexuality, said: "The idea that people are born into one type
of sexual behavior is foolish."7
No less than Alfred Kinsey himself believed that homosexuality was not biologically or genetically based. Rather,
he admitted: "I have myself come to the conclusion that homosexuality is largely a matter of conditioning."8
Dr. van den Aardweg stated: "No genetic factor—sexual or otherwise—has been found that would differentiate
persons with homosexual tendencies from others."9
In the same issue of Archives of General Psychiatry that the Bailey/Pillard piece on the lesbian twins appeared, two
well‐credentialed researchers at New York State Psychiatric Institute, said: "There is no evidence at present to
substantiate a biologic theory of sexual orientation."10
IV. If People are Born Homosexuals, Then Why Do Studies Show They Switch From Homosexual to Heterosexual
to Homosexual Orientation?
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In their 1970 report the Kinsey Institute stated that 84% of gays shifted or changed their sexual orientation at least once. 32%
of the gays reported a third shift, and 13% of gays reported at least five changes.11
If sexual orientation is biologically fixed at birth as gays say, why do 84% of them change their sexual orientation at least once?
In 1981 Bell, Weinberg and Hammersmith reported similar findings to those of Kinsey:
Further, 84% of the homosexuals vs. 29% of the heterosexuals reported a shift in their sexual feelings or orientation after their first
appraisal (1981b, p. 91); 60% of the homosexuals vs. 10% of the heterosexuals reported a second sexual orientation shift (1981b,
p. 92); 32% of the homosexuals vs. 4% of the heterosexuals reported a third sexual orientation shift (1981b, p. 93); and 14% of the
homosexuals vs. 1% of the heterosexuals reported yet another sexual orientation shift (1981b, p. 95). These data may suggest that
pre‐homosexuals were considerably more apt to be sexually confused in their feelings than pre‐heterosexuals were.12
Notes:
1 See "Twins Born Gay?," Family Research Report, January-February 1992 and other materials from the Family Research Institute.
2 In Richard A. Cohen, Perpetuating Homosexual Myths (Seattle, WA: Public Education Committee, 1992 rev.), pp. 18-19.
3 Dr. Simon LeVay, taped Interview for "The John Ankerberg Show."
4 William Masters, V. E. Johnson, R. C. Kolodny, Human Sexuality (Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 1984), pp. 319-320.
5 In Judd Manner, ed., Homosexual Behavior: A Modern Reappraisal (New York: Basic Books, 1980), pp. 9,66.
6 John Money, Perspectives in Human Sexuality (New York: Behavioral Publications, 1974), p. 67.
7 John DeCecco, ed., Journal of Homosexuality, quoted in USA Today, 1 March 1989, p. 4d.
8 Cited by W. B. Pomeroy, Dr. Kinsey and the Institute for Sex Research (New York: Harper & Row, 1972), p. 147.
9 van den Aardweg, pp. 30-31.
10 William Byne, M.D., Ph.D., and Bruce Parsons, M.D., Ph.D., Archives of General Psychiatry, March 1993.
11 See "Born That ‘Way," Family Research Report Special Report 1991.
12 A. P. Bell, M. S. Weinberg, and S. K. Hammersmith, Sexual Preference Statistical Appendix (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1981), p. 261.

The Church & Homosexuality:
The Ultimate Issue
by T. M. Moore

The late Francis Schaeffer was once asked why so many Christians seemed to have so little sense of the reality of the
Christian faith. Why is it, the inquirer wanted to know, that all our soaring beliefs and lofty professions produce so
little in the way of a real, vital experience of faith, one that truly changes the world for Christ? Schaeffer replied by
saying that the greatest reason for a lack of reality in the life of faith "is that, while we say we believe one thing, we
allow the spirit of the naturalism of the age to creep into our thinking, unrecognized."
In many ways contemporary Christians are taking their cues more from the spiritus mundi * than the Spirit of God.
One area in which this is especially apparent is in the field of Biblical interpretation; and one way this is dramatically
visible is in the question of the place of homosexuals and homosexuality in the Church.
The debate over the Anglican Church’s appointment of Rev. Gene Robinson as Bishop of the Diocese of New
Hampshire, while it has focused on the issue of homosexuality and contemporary Christian belief (as well as Rev.
Robinson’s personal qualifications), has managed to obscure the larger issue of how Christians interpret and make use of
the Bible in their practice of faith. Is the Bible God’s Word, final and authoritative on all matters on which it speaks? Or
is it simply a kind of divine sourcebook, which we are free to use in our particular cultural contexts as we struggle to
make our way in life? Shall we take the Scriptures at face value, on everything about which they clearly speak? Or are
we free to re‐mold/re‐cast them according to our peculiar interests/needs & the changing temper of the times?
This is not a question of whether Scripture is literally true. Conservative interpreters fall into the trap of their more
process‐and‐personal‐oriented adversaries when they insist on the absolute literalness of the Bible at every point,
for certain parts of the Bible are simply not literally true. When Jesus, for example, described Himself as "the vine",
He did not mean that literally. He was speaking figuratively, as any responsible interpreter knows. However, what
He intended by that figure of the vine is literally true, namely, that He sustains and nourishes us, and that only by His
life coursing through us can we bear fruit. There’s not much room for variance of opinion among Biblical
interpreters here—at least there hasn’t been for nearly 2,000 years.
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The problem comes in when, because some interpreters are unwilling to take a position of the literal truth of
Scripture, they fall off the other way into a purely process‐and‐ personal view of how to interpret the Bible. In such a
position, what matters is not so much the literal and final truth that lies behind the teaching of Scripture, in
whatever form or literary genre that teaching appears, but the means by which we approach the understanding of
Scripture and the degree of personal satisfaction we find in our interpretation. A "process‐and‐personal" approach
to understanding Scripture seeks to be inclusive of all considered opinions and to make room for all parties to find
something meaningful in every text of Scripture, something they can take away and be satisfied with, and that
others in the process are required to acknowledge as legitimate, if only for them.
This, for example, is the approach to Biblical interpretation that characterizes many adult Bible studies among
evangelical Christians. The process is open and tolerant: Everyone brings his or her Bible, they all have an opportunity
to contribute to the discussion, and everyone is expected to respect everybody else’s view, if only out of common
courtesy. The main point of the study is that every participant should find something personally meaningful. Hence, the
moderator, having read the text, may go around the group and ask, "Well, then, Sally (or John or whomever), what does
this passage say to you?" Each person responds while all the others smile and nod politely, until the whole group has
weighed in and we can go on to the next verse. At the end of the night much interesting discussion has been enjoyed,
many opinions have been shared, everybody feels good about himself or herself, and all go away satisfied. And, if the
evidence of nearly two generations of doing this is any indicator, all go away unchanged.
The problem in such a process‐and‐personal approach to understanding Scripture is that the truth God encoded in
His Word gets lost in the attempt to involve everybody in the discussion and to encourage them to find something
they can feel good about before the night is done. If everyone’s view of the Bible—of God’s truth—is equally valid
and significant, even if only personally, then no one’s view represents the unchanging truth of Scripture and truth
itself is compromised and obscured.
I’m reminded of the scene in Spartacus in which, following the defeat of the slave rebellion, the Roman general rides
up to the hundreds of captives and asks, "Which of you is Spartacus?" Before Kirk Douglas can stand up and
surrender, Tony Curtis jumps to his feet and says, "I’m Spartacus". Then another one jumps up: "I’m Spartacus". And
so on, until the whole grimy horde is standing and shouting at the top of their lungs, "I’m Spartacus", in which case it
was impossible to sort out the one true Spartacus from all the others.
Now Rev. Robinson and his supporters clearly take a "process‐and‐personal" approach to understanding the Bible.
While the Bishop admits, "Ultimately, of course, Jesus Christ challenges us to take Him at His word", he
demonstrates in his own approach to the Bible that this is not at all what he does (all quotes from materials the web
page of the Diocese of New Hampshire, 6/7/03). The Bishop is clearly more interested in process‐and‐personal
satisfaction in wrestling with the Bible than with discovering what it really has to say about any issue. He has
allowed the spirit of tolerance and inclusiveness, the spirit of tentative conclusions characteristic of our postmodern
age, to subvert his overt profession of taking Jesus at His Word. His deference to the spirit of the age means that he
cannot see the plain teaching of the Spirit of God.
In response to the question, "Can we live together while we fight?" the Bishop replied, "faithful Episcopalians will
continue to disagree on whether abortion is a moral choice, whether dioceses should be forced to open their
ordination processes to women, or whether faithful gay and lesbian relationships should be celebrated and not just
tolerated. The particular answer to any of these questions is less important to me than how we as a Church
deliberate about them. Are we prayerful about them, listening for God’s voice instead of our own egos? Do we truly
value the people who hold an opposing view, while disagreeing with their position? And most of all, can we continue
to come to the communion rail, humbly receive the Body and Blood of Christ, respecting the dignity of those who
disagree with us? I believe we can. And must" (emphasis added).
Here the Bishop demonstrates that the only truth that finally matters is not the literal truth encoded in God’s Word,
as the final authority on all matters of faith and practice, but the process of getting at whatever truth individuals
might conclude, and the duty of all to allow them to hold their view, however disagreeable it may be. "I’m
Spartacus… I’m Spartacus…"
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In a sermon on the parable of the wheat and the tares Rev. Robinson clearly demonstrates the homiletical
implications of this approach to the Word of God. For centuries interpreters have understood this parable as setting
forth the truth that there are ultimately only two families of people on earth, those deriving from the Word of God’s
grace and those who serve the purposes of the devil—the interpretation, by the way, which Jesus Himself gave to
this parable. Rev. Robinson, on the other hand, embracing a process‐and‐personal approach to the text, obscures
the meaning Jesus Himself taught for the sake of vaunting his own views about arrogance and judging others. In the
process of his sermon he lumps both the weeds and wheat together into the Body of Christ: "Don’t be so sure you
KNOW who the weeds are and who are the wheat. Don’t presume to know what is right. Say what you believe. Talk,
discuss, and fight even. But don’t claim to KNOW what God wants. Learn to exist together as the Body of Christ." To
do otherwise would be arrogant, you see.
In fact, Rev. Robinson counsels his hearers to see themselves as both weeds and wheat and to "avoid arrogating to
ourselves the knowledge of good and evil." Let’s just all "instead embrace humility and the miracle that ‘while we
were yet sinners, Christ died for us…….’ "both the weeds and the wheat. So who are you to judge others who are
just as much wheat and weed as you?”
Now the point of all this technical rambling is simply this: The Bible is clear on the matter of homosexuality. That is, its
plain language and simple words cannot be mistaken: Homosexual practice is an abomination to God (cf. Rom. 1:24‐32;
1 Cor. 6.9), and failure to restrain one’s homosexual impulses debars one from admission to the Kingdom of God.
But this plain and, yes, literal teaching of Scripture flies in the face of the spiritus mundi. Therefore, those who are
caught up in "the spirit of the naturalism of the age" and who deny the literal teaching of Scripture for a process‐
and‐personal approach to understanding its words, will find a way to take what Scripture clearly says and turn it to
the support of whatever position or view or practice brings them personal satisfaction. It happens all the time, and
Rev. Robinson and "liberals" are not the only ones guilty of such self‐deception and trashing of truth.
So what’s the lesson? First, let all who profess the evangelical faith determine that they will allow the Bible to speak
for itself, following the centuries‐old traditions and practices of interpretation which have guided the Church (Church
means the whole body of true believers world‐wide and does not mean the Catholic Church) in all her expressions, and that
they will seek not simply for a smooth and inclusive process or a universal sense of personal satisfaction in relation to
the teaching of Scripture, but for the eternal, unchanging truth God has encoded in His Word. On this point, many
evangelical Christians need some refreshing of their approach to understanding the Bible. Let us not be found saying
one thing about the Bible and letting the spirit of our self‐indulgent, pluralistic age lead us to do something
altogether different. We are not to look to each other for the Answer, but to Jesus and His Word for the Truth.
Second, let us pray for Rev. Robinson and others whose view of truth is that it only consists in the process and in
personal satisfaction. If no one is Spartacus then we have no leader, so what has all this fighting and dying been
about? If there is no truth, no eternal unchanging truth that we can know and proclaim and defend, then why does
it matter at all if a homosexual is made a bishop, or if anyone becomes a Christian, or even if society comes to
accept the idea that homosexuals should be both Christians and Bishops? In fact, it then does not matter, to our
demise. Which is precisely the message that Bishop Robinson and all those who hold his view of how to interpret
the Bible are sending to the truth‐starved generation of which we are a part of. How can we contend for/defend
the Truth, if Truth can not be known? Jesus did not conduct Bible Studies in this manner, neither did His Disciples.
Mat 22:16‐17 Master, we know that You are true & teach the way of God in truth, neither carest thou for
what other men say: for you regard not the person of men. Tell us therefore, What do you think?……

Pray that Rev. Robinson will come to see the clear truth of the Bible, and that he will experience the Spirit of God
changing his heart and practice, so that he will not cling to what gives him merely personal satisfaction, though it be
clearly contrary to the plain words of Scripture, but will know the eternal satisfaction God gives through obedience to
His Word, as plainly declared and understood. The plain teaching of Scripture requires of us to contend for the Faith.
Jude 1:3 It was needful for me to write unto you, and exhort you that ye should earnestly contend for
the faith which was once delivered unto the saints For there are certain men crept in unawares...,
ungodly men, turning the grace of our God into lasciviousness, and denying the only Lord God……
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The Bible and the Homosexual Lifestyle
by Dr. John Ankerberg, Dr. John Weldon

Is the Christian Church increasingly accepting the Homosexual lifestyle?
In recent years the Christian homosexual community has challenged the orthodox teaching of the church. In Europe
this has been spearheaded by what has been known as the Gay Christian Movement; in America, by Evangelicals
Concerned, the Metropolitan Community Churches, and related homosexual groups.
In a November 1989 debate on "The John Ankerberg Show," Episcopal Bishop John Spong argued that
"homosexuality [is] being debated in every major body of Christendom—in every one of them—a hundred years
ago it was not debated. It was not debated because it was the general consensus that it was self‐evidently evil... it is
being debated even in the Southern Baptist Church. It’s being debated today because we are not quite so certain.
When you’re not certain, brothers and sisters, don’t condemn."1
But wait a minute. What are the underlying reasons for such a debate? Is it because genuine Christians are really
having second thoughts, or rather is it because liberal elements within virtually all denominations are confused
morally and have accepted the spurious arguments of the secular sciences and the "Christian" gay community? We
think an objective evaluation of the situation leaves no room for doubt.
Granted, even some evangelical Christians are confused on this issue, but this confusion is itself a result of their
being misled by false arguments or their own sexual confusion. Among those false arguments are the following, to
which we have appended brief responses:
1) that homosexuality is too common for society to condemn it (what about rape, adultery and other
common practices that are morally wrong?);

2) homosexuality is a civil right (a moral wrong can never be a civil right);
3) critics of homosexuality are bigots or latent homosexuals suppressing their own fears (how
convenient!);

4) homosexuality is normal for homosexuals; therefore it is right for homosexuals (the same can be
argued for habitual criminals);

5) the Christian view of homosexuality is outdated by modern research (to the contrary 2);
6) love is the only real issue (who defines love and its limits? Can sinful behavior be loving?);
7) Jesus Himself never condemned homosexuality (not so—Jesus upheld the divine authority of the Old
Testament in John 17:17; also cf. Matthew 19:4,5);

8) homosexual behavior among animals proves homosexuality is a natural biological/evolutionary
condition (not so 3—regardless, men and women aren’t animals);
9) Christians, at least, must distinguish between the promiscuous homosexual act (sinful) and the
homosexual condition (not sinful)—therefore monogamous homosexuality is not sinful (not so 4; see
below).

Once confused Christians are given the facts, they return to a biblical position. The few self‐proclaimed evangelicals
who remain confused on the issue do so not because of biblical teaching, but in spite of it. Their reasons for
accepting homosexuality have nothing to do with Scripture but only their own preferences.
Regardless, the mainline churches themselves bear a significant measure of responsibility for the current condition
of homosexual acceptance. To the degree that church denominations, congresses, and/or studies have falsely
interpreted the Scriptures and actively encouraged homosexuality, they have simultaneously encouraged both sin
and God’s judgment upon sin. It is a sad commentary indeed when the very church whose mission is to support life
and godliness is at the forefront of promoting sin and death.
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What is the Basic Premise underlying the Homosexual Interpretation of Scripture?
For homosexuals, the fundamental argument is that when the Bible is understood "properly," it does not condemn
homosexuality in itself. At most, it condemns only homosexual promiscuity—typically related to ancient cultic
prostitution. The argument is therefore historical. Because the biblical passages on homosexuality dealt with specific
historical situations in the ancient past, they are "culturally conditioned" and no longer relevant for Christian sexual
ethics of the present.
What this means is that every biblical reference allegedly condemning homosexuality as sin has been wrongly
interpreted by the Church. For almost 3500 years the Jews (and for 2000 years the Christians) have falsely
interpreted their own Scriptures, even though, on their surface, these Scriptures are plain in their teachings.
Modern homosexuals couldn’t be more satisfied if they had written the entire Bible themselves.

What are the Basic Problems of the "Cultural Conditioning" Argument?
First, the scriptural rejection of homosexuality is based primarily on the Genesis creation account, which applies to
all cultures. This account predates the Mosaic law and Israel’s theocracy, and therefore is not culturally bound.
The scriptural rejection of homosexuality is based squarely on God’s original creation of man as male and female,
and on His instituting of heterosexual marriage and the family—something upheld by Jesus (Matthew 19:4,5).
Because it is a teaching that transcends culture, it cannot be relegated as obsolete by culture.
Second, what Scripture teaches morally in the Old Testament, it also teaches morally in the New Testament. This
uniformity also proves that these Scriptures transcend alleged cultural limitations. Because God’s holy character
never changes, His moral law never changes. God is sovereign over culture, not subject to it. Society’s changing
values do not change God’s moral law, which is valid for any and every culture regardless of its beliefs.
Indeed, when God wishes to specify that something is temporal or "culturally conditioned," He does so. For
example, the ceremonial aspects of the law of Moses that were instituted in the Old Testament are rescinded in the
New Testament. From this we may conclude that if God’s prohibitions against homosexuality were restricted to
specific times or practices and no longer relevant, God would certainly have told us so in the New Testament.
Finally, the culture argument backfires. All cultures have placed limits on homosexuality, and no known culture has
ever permitted preferential homosexuality for most adults for the major portion of the life cycle.5
Some of the most liberal theologians will freely admit the Bible does condemn modern homosexuality. Even some
gay theologians have made concessions. For example, "The four verses cited from the New Testament... indicate
with no possibility of qualification that homosexual practices were considered by Paul (and the writer of 1 Timothy)
to be concrete sins on a par with adultery and murder."6 Such admissions do prove that when gay theology teaches
these verses do not condemn homosexuality, the burden of proof rests with them. Has the homosexual community
established its burden of proof? No! Not for a single Scripture.

What does the Creation Account Teach about the Homosexual Lifestyle?
The Genesis accounts (Genesis 1:27; 2:18, 21‐24) and Matthew 19:4‐6 teach that God created mankind in a specific
manner (male and female) with specific purposes relative to this (marriage, sexual unity, and procreation implied).
The most proper place to begin a scriptural evaluation of homosexuality is not with the texts that reject it, but with
the texts that underlie and support these condemnatory passages.7 This background approach is something that
almost all pro‐homosexual writers fail to supply.
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Consideration of the creation account is vital for many reasons. To begin with, it is a creation account. Men and
women are not the blind products of a chance evolution in which literally nothing is normative and individuals are
free to choose their own morality or sexuality. Men are accountable to the God who created them; they are not the
products of an impersonal Nature who has no concern whatever with how they live their lives.8
Below are 5‐reasons why the creation account is crucial to any scriptural discussion of homosexuality.
First, acceptance of homosexuality violates divinely intended order & essence of human creation itself.
God declared that it was not good for man to be alone. To remedy this situation, God created a woman as a divine
complement and counterpart to maleness. Only man and woman were intended to have intimate sexual fellowship.
This means homosexuality distorts and disorders God’s intentions in creation and that the practice of homosexuality
contradicts the pattern of heterosexuality at its most basic level. Lifestyle homosexuality both denies and defies the
polarities of sex in such a way that even sinful heterosexual behavior such as fornication and adultery cannot.
Second, homosexuals cannot obey God’s command to procreate.
In Genesis 1:28, God commanded Adam and Eve and their descendants to "be fruitful and multiply and fill all the
earth." If Adam had decided to be a homosexual, no one else would ever have been born.
Third, homosexuality constitutes a conscious rebellion against the divinely created order.
According to Romans 1:32 and other Scriptures, homosexuals know that their behavior is sinful. The continued
choice to practice such activity is therefore an intentional rebellion against God and the creation order.
Fourth, the Bible is saturated with the premises of the creation account.
Were homosexuality legitimate in any manner, the Scriptures would not assume a heterosexual bias but would
include the homosexual option. If God intended man to be bisexual or homosexual, or if He had created man
androgynous, the fact of His creating mankind in such a manner would be evident throughout other statements in
Scripture relating to the nature of man. But the only standard we find upheld is a heterosexual one.
From the first chapter of Genesis to the book of Revelation the twofold meaning of sexual‐genital
expression—namely, procreation and union—is clearly manifest.... Yahweh is portrayed as the
faithful bridegroom, and Israel, the faithful’s bride, indicating that heterosexual love can be the
basis for expressing the mystery of God’s loving the human race.... The author of Ephesians,
moreover, reiterates the same revealed truth about human sexuality in the context of the sublime
comparison in which the husband is compared with Christ and the wife with the church. When the
author wishes to express the love Christ has for his church, he turns to the heterosexual love of
husband and wife [Ephesians 5:25, 28].9
In other words, all of Scripture is impregnated with premises concerning the properness of heterosexuality; by
comparison, homosexuality is conspicuously absent except by condemnation.
Fifth, homosexuality distorts the image of God.
Genesis 1:27 clearly teaches that the image of God comprises both male and female—a complementarity which is
eternal and will exist forever. To affirm homosexuality as biblical and normal is to distort the image of God and by
implication, to insult the nature and being of God Himself.
In understanding the divine purpose in creation and the fact that creation reflects God’s own Being, we are better
able to understand the reasons for the biblical condemnations of modern homosexuality and why they are severe.
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What Does the Account of Sodom & Gomorrah Teach about Homosexual Lifestyles?
Before [Lot and the angels (who had appeared as men) had retired], all the men from every part of the city of
Sodom—both young and old—surrounded the house. They called to Lot, "Where are the men who
came to you tonight? Bring them out to us so that we can have sex with them [KJV: "that we may
know them"]." Lot went outside to meet them and shut the door behind him and said, "No, my friends.
Don’t do this wicked thing" (Genesis 19:4‐7, NIV).

Derrick Sherwin Bailey was the first modern theologian to question the traditional Jewish and Christian understanding
concerning Sodom and Gomorrah. He argues the King James translation "to know" is not a reference to sexual
intercourse and therefore would argue that the New International translation cited above is a poor translation. He
observes that the primary meaning of the Hebrew word yada, "to know", means to "get acquainted with" or "having
knowledge of" and has few sexual connotations. He argues that the word occurs 943 times in the Old Testament and
yet is only used a dozen times to refer to sexual intercourse. "Thus it is exceptional to find yada employed in a coital
sense."10 “Further, in those rare cases where it is so employed, it refers only to heterosexual intercourse”.11
From this perspective, the Sodomites were allegedly angry with Lot for allowing strangers whose good or evil
motives were unknown to enter his house. (These were the angels [Genesis 19:1] who appeared in the form of men.) Thus,
the townspeople were demanding to "know" only the strangers’ intent and character. (But surely if the people of
Sodom were as evil as Scripture teaches, it is doubtful their general wickedness would produce such a moral concern.)

First, word meaning is determined not only by definition and priority but also by general context. It is true that only
about a dozen usages of yada in the Bible refer to sexual intercourse. However, in its immediate context (Gen 19:5)
yada can mean nothing other than sexual intercourse. Lot was facing an emergency. He was confused and fearful.
He did not know who these angels were, but he was undoubtedly impressed with them. So he rashly offers his
daughters to mollify the sexual appetites of the crowd (Gen 19:8). Acting out of sheer desperation and hopelessness,
he proposes a lesser evil (heterosexual rape) in place of a greater evil (homosexual rape).
Otherwise, why would a father offer his daughters to be raped if the Sodomites were merely violating social custom
by making an impolite request to evaluate the strangers’ character? The fact that Lot refers to his daughters’ virgin
status indicates he understood the sexual content of the request and therefore offered a sexual bribe. Notice also
that the men were not interested in the women; they refused Lot’s offer and angrily demanded their lusts be
satisfied by what they thought were men (Genesis 19:9). Also, "in verse 8 the same verb [yada] with the negative
particle is used to describe Lot’s daughters as having ‘not known’ a man. The verb here obviously means ‘have
intercourse with’."12 Clearly then, yada refers to sexual intercourse.
Second, additional Scriptures clearly identify the primary sin of Sodom as sexual, and significantly, as perverted
sexuality. In 2‐Peter 2:7‐10 refers to the behavior of the men of Sodom as the "sensual conduct of unprincipled men"
(NASB) and to their "lawless deeds" noting that God’s judgment is specially reserved for "those who indulge the
flesh in its corrupt desires" (NASB). Jude 7 teaches that "Sodom and Gomorrah and the cities around them...
indulged in gross immorality and went after strange flesh" (NASB).
The term "strange flesh" could imply unnatural acts between men or even of human beings with
animals. The inhabitants of Canaan were guilty of both of these sins (Leviticus 18:23‐29). This definitely
includes the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah. History and archaeology confirm the same conditions.13

Third, Jewish and Christian tradition uniformly testifies that the sin of Sodom was homosexual. For example, one
rabbinic commentary notes the Sodomites had an agreement among themselves to sodomize and rob all
strangers.14 Philo, (a Jew of Alexandria ‐ 25 B.C. to A.D. 45), noted that in Sodom "the men became accustomed to being
treated like women."15
After citing numerous early sources in confirmation of this fact (Josephus, Justin Martyr, Methodius of Olympius, etc.),
systematic theologian Dr. John Jefferson Davis concludes;
"It is clear that both the immediate context of Genesis 19:5 and a long history of both Jewish and
Christian interpretation point unmistakably to the true meaning of the text: homosexual practices.
Bailey’s misinterpretation of the text, which has become a stock argument in pro‐homosexual circles,
simply cannot be sustained."16
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Finally, modern biblical commentators are in almost universal agreement that the sin of Sodom was homosexuality.
To name but a few: Keil and Delitzsch; H.C. Leupold; J.P. Lange, and many others.17
In Jude 7 it is specifically stated that the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah was both a lesson and a divine
warning to all men regarding homosexuality. Who will argue that this is not the historical legacy of Sodom and
Gomorrah? These are known worldwide as cities on which God visited divine judgment because of their
homosexual practices. Even Bailey confesses, "This story has exercised a powerful influence, directly or indirectly,
upon the civil and ecclesiastical attitudes to [homosexuality]...."18 Indeed, if this passage never had reference to
homosexuality, how did the term "sodomy" (from Sodom) become a universal synonym for homosexuality?

What do the Levitical Passages Teach About the Homosexual Lifestyle?
Do not lie with a man as one lies with a woman; that is detestable....... (Lev. 18:22)
If a man 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 heads (Lev. 20:13).
Critics claim that these passages do not condemn homosexuality itself on a moral basis but rather male cultic
prostitution or "ritual impurity" associated with Canaanite idolatry. The argument is that because the idolatrous
Canaanite religious practices that Leviticus condemns ceased thousands of years ago, they cannot logically apply to
"loving, committed homosexual relationships" today. Thus homosexuals argue these verses "are historically
interesting but have no contemporary relevance because of their setting in the rules for cultic purification, and
because of the lack of clarity in their underlying meaning."19
The problem with such a view is that there is absolutely nothing in the text to substantiate it. First, even Bailey and
Bishop John Shelby Spong, both ardent supporters of homosexuality, can see this. Bailey confesses, "It is hardly open
to doubt that both the laws in Leviticus relate to ordinary homosexual acts between men, and not to ritual or other
acts performed in the name of religion."20 Spong also admits that normal homosexual practices are condemned.21
Second, when God wants to specifically mention the practices of cultic prostitutes, He does so, as in Deuteronomy
23:17: "No Israelite man or woman is to become a shrine prostitute." The fact they are not mentioned in Leviticus
18:22; 20:13 indicates that God is dealing with homosexuality per se, not with any alleged specific form of Canaanite
cultic practice.
Third, the entire context of both Leviticus 18 and Leviticus 20 is primarily one of morality, not idolatrous worship.
Thus, in Leviticus 18:1‐5 God informs the Israelites they must not imitate the evil practices of the Canaanites but be
careful to obey God’s laws and follow His injunctions. God is driving out the Canaanites not for their idolatry but for
their abominable sexual practices. Indeed, the entire remainder of the chapter describes almost all of these evil
practices as sexual sins: forbidden sexual relationships among family members, sexual relations during a woman’s
menstrual cycle, adultery, homosexuality, and bestiality. The remainder of the chapter consists of stringent
warnings not to be defiled by such practices. This is why God commands in verse 24: "Do not defile yourself in any of
these ways."
Further, the constant repetition of the themes of defilement and abomination are repeated no less than nine times
in the subsequent verses (Leviticus 18:24‐29).
These Levitical passages deal with moral concerns, not merely the fact of participation in idolatrous Canaanite
rituals. Further, such moral concerns are still relevant for today. This is why Bahnsen argues, "The predominant
character of [these sections] is moral, and their content is generally recognized as binding today (e.g., prohibiting
incest, adultery, child sacrifice, idolatry, oppression of the poor, slander, hatred, unjust weights and measures).... The defender
of homosexuality must produce a viable criterion for distinguishing between moral and ceremonial laws, or else
consistently reject them all."22
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Finally, consider the lexical meaning of the Hebrew word translated "abomination" (toebah): "[This word is] used five
times in Leviticus 18 [and] is a term of strong disapproval, meaning literally something detestable and hated by God."23
In conclusion, no one can logically maintain that God is not condemning homosexuality per se in these passages.

What does Romans 1 Teach About the Homosexual Lifestyle?
For this reason God gave them over to dishonorable passions. For their women exchanged the natural
sexual relations for unnatural ones, and likewise the men also abandoned natural relations with
women and were inflamed in their passions for one another. Men committed shameless acts with men
and received in themselves the due penalty for their error. (Rom. 1:26‐27)

Romans 1:26, 27 is the major New Testament text on homosexuality; it also condemns lesbianism. Although its
meaning is clear on the surface, homosexuals still argue that Paul was not condemning homosexuality per se but
merely the Greek practice of pederasty (sodomy with a boy) or the "unnatural" practice of heterosexuals turning to
homosexuality. Thus, when Paul argued homosexuality was "against nature" he was arguing only that it was against
the "nature of heterosexuals”. Homosexuals, far from acting "against nature", are actually acting in harmony "with
nature"—i.e., with their true homosexual/biological nature. The practice becomes sinful only when heterosexuals
engage in homosexual activities, because for them it is unnatural. (This is like arguing that rape is moral and natural for
rapists, but immoral for non‐rapists.) Supposedly, because homosexuals are "born that way" homosexual practice is
normal for them. But for those born heterosexual, it is a sin to practice homosexual acts. (If this is so, then what can
homosexuals say about all their proselytizing activities directed at heterosexual boys and men?)

In addition, they contend that Paul and the other biblical writers were ignorant of the more "enlightened"
scientific/theological view of homosexuality that distinguishes between the homosexual act and the homosexual
condition, the latter being something for which homosexuals have no responsibility. But if they aren’t responsible
for what they are, how can they be responsible for what their basic nature leads them to do?
If such arguments have any validity whatever, one wonders why a man so erudite and discerning as the apostle Paul
never made the fine distinctions cited by homosexuals. Not once does he mention pederasty, nor does he imply
that he is referring only to heterosexuals who practice homosexuality. Neither does he distinguish the supposed
homosexual act/condition. Paul is plainly condemning homosexuality of itself. The dictionary definitions of the
words Paul uses—pathe aschemosune, etc.—clearly refer to sexual activity.24
The kinds of homosexual sins listed in Romans are themselves said to be the consequences of an earlier apostasy as
well as divine judgment. Paul teaches a logical trend downward:
1) Men refuse to accept the intuitive knowledge which God has placed within them concerning
Himself (vv. 18‐22),
2) this results in rebellion against God manifested in idolatry (putting something else in God’s place in our
lives, whether self or various idols, v. 23),

3) God begins a process of initial judgment or "giving over" to sin (vv. 24, 25),
4) this produces, in part, unnatural lusts and perversions (vv. 26, 27), and
5) results in a wide variety of additional vices and evils (vv. 28‐32)—as homosexual literature and
lifestyle demonstrate.

As Bahnsen observes, "In response, God gives them over to impure lusts and the dishonoring of their bodies—
specifically, to homosexuality, which in turn stimulates further depravities."25 According to Colossians 3:5, greed of
any type, including sexual greed, is a form of idolatry. As Dr. Davis comments in an important observation:
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“It is also significant that in the Pauline analysis homosexual practices derive ultimately not from the
social environment, but from the human heart or inner disposition, which is turned away from God, its
ultimate good, and turned toward the mutable goods of creation, including the self. The inward and
invisible apostasy of the heart eventually becomes visible in false religions and immoral, anti‐social
behavior. "Idolatry," notes Ernst Kasemann, "opens the floodgates for vices which destroy society and
turn creation back into terrible chaos."26

The specific descriptions by the apostle Paul are also noteworthy. The book of Romans speaks of homosexuals
burning in their lusts toward one another. The NASB states, "burned in their desire": the NIV reads, "were inflamed
with lust," and the Amplified translates, "were set ablaze (burned out, consumed) with lust."
Even if these verses referred only to pederasty, they would still condemn many homosexuals today because their
lust can be so consuming it often leads to child molestation even when that is not the original intent. Consider the
following dialogue between the late Roger Montgomery, a former homosexual turned heterosexual, and Dr. John
Ankerberg on "The John Ankerberg Show" in late 1989. As Roger explained, many—perhaps a majority—of
homosexuals today were molested by an older homosexual as a child or teenager:
Montgomery: I recruited younger people, but it didn’t matter to me. All that mattered to me was my
sexual thrill. And it didn’t matter to me how it would affect anyone else’s life. And knowing other
homosexuals I believe the same thing is true for them. They don’t care how it affects that young
person’s life at all.... It’s like an addiction. That’s why most homosexuals disagree or they would
violently say, "We’re not recruiters" because they don’t intend to. But that doesn’t negate their
responsibility at all because they didn’t intend to. They are still molesting our children.
Ankerberg: What does that say then in our society about the homosexuals trying to pass laws to
teach children in the schools or camps or at Sunday schools without any infringement?
Montgomery: They are recruiters. And they’re after your children and my children. And if they are
allowed to continue they will achieve their goal.27

In other words, sexual addictions of any type can be not only extremely powerful but also extremely corrupting.
Because many homosexuals are literally controlled by insatiable lusts, this leads them into routine child molestation
even when they never initially intended it.
But as we noted, the book of Romans also teaches that homosexuality can be a consequence of idolatry—forsaking
the true God for another (false) god (Colossians 3:5). The idolatry from which the sin of homosexuality and other
sins can originate is seen in homosexual literature, especially of militant lesbian feminism and gay theology. For
example, consider the following statement by Sally Gearhart in her article "The Miracle of Lesbianism."
We have been teased, cajoled, flattered, humiliated and even threatened—not to say actually
physically coerced—into believing in the eternal, external and exclusive existence of the great father‐
god, and in the man‐made theological fabrications that surround his name. In serving the external god,
we have neglected... the woman‐god, however she is named, who speaks not from outside but from
within us....28

Gearhart also refers to the Christian concept of God as something evil and calls for a return to the feminine goddess
of witchcraft. Having suppressed the truth in unrighteousness, having abandoned the innate knowledge that God
has placed within them, the homosexual or lesbian has been "given over" to his or her sin. This is the process
described in Romans.
But worse, the apostle further teaches that homosexuals are "without excuse" because they intuitively realize such
acts are wrong and are worthy of death (Romans 1:32). Yet they deliberately suppress such knowledge (Romans
1:18). They not only suppress this knowledge, but in spite of all, they continue their practices and even encourage
others to do so, giving their hearty approval (Romans 1:28‐32).
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Homosexuality involves a willful violation of the fundamental moral law of God, which is known instinctively by all
men in all cultures because God Himself has placed such knowledge in the hearts of all men and women. God
Himself has been their teacher as to the knowledge of Him, and so there is no possibility of failure here. This is
undoubtedly the reason why every culture has condemned homosexuality and why such knowledge must be
suppressed in order to be justified.

What does 1 Corinthians 6:9‐10 Teach About the Homosexual Lifestyle?
Do not be deceived: Neither the sexually immoral nor idolaters nor adulterers nor male
prostitutes nor homosexual offenders nor thieves nor the greedy nor drunkards nor
slanderers nor swindlers will inherit the kingdom of God.
Homosexuals have maintained that this passage is either mistranslated or culturally restricted. Some have claimed
that the word malakos (translated "male prostitutes") refers only to a general moral weakness with no specific
reference to homosexuality and that arsenokoitai (translated "homosexual offenders") refers to male prostitutes—and
thus once again these verses are not condemning modern "loving" homosexual unions.29
But malakoi and arsenokoitai have specific meanings. The former literally means "soft to the touch."30 In Greek
culture it was used metaphorically for males who partook of the passive role in the homosexual act. The second
term, arsenokoitai, also clearly refers to homosexual relationships—specifically, to the person who took the active
role in the homosexual act.
In arsenokoitai, arsen refers to a "male" and koitai to "bed"—a word with clear sexual connotations (cf. Hebrews
13:4). In other words, this term refers to males who go to bed with other males. Or in the words of Thayer’s Greek‐
English Lexicon, "One who lies with a male as with a female."31
Further, the entire section of 1 Corinthians 6:9 ff is highlighted by the word adiaoi—"the unrighteous." The terms
referring to homosexuality are found in connection with additional sexual sins—fornicators (pornoi) and adulterers
(moichoin). In other words, the meanings of the words themselves and their context all argue for relevance to
homosexual practices today. Unrepentant homosexuality, fornication, and adultery all exclude one from the
kingdom of God.32

What Do 2 Peter 2:1‐10 and Jude Teach about the Homosexual Lifestyle?
These passages are replete with references to homosexuality and, by implication, to the Christian homosexual
movement as well. The parallels to the passage in Romans are noteworthy. In 2 Peter 2, observe that the context
involves "false teachers among you" (i.e., within the church) who will secretly (slyly) introduce "destructive heresies"
even denying the Master (Jesus) who bought them. Notice in addition, that many will follow their "sensuality" (NASB,
v. 2) or "shameful ways" and that because of such false teachers the way of truth will be "maligned" or distorted.
Such persons are said to be full of greed & described as those who exploit Christians with "false words" or "stories".
So far the passage is applicable to both homosexuals and Christian homosexuals who promote the kinds of
arguments we have been considering. Notice also that in this passage it is homosexuality which is directly cited as an
illustration of all the above. Sodom and Gomorrah are specifically stated to have been destroyed as "an example to
those who would live ungodly thereafter."
The book of Jude continues to reject homosexuality and is clearly self‐evident below:

18

In a similar way, Sodom and Gomorrah and the surrounding towns gave themselves up to
sexual immorality and perversion. These serve as an example of those who suffer the
punishment of eternal fire.... these dreamers pollute their own bodies, reject authority and...
speak abusively against whatever they do not understand.... these are the very things that
destroy them....These are men who divide you, who follow mere natural instincts and do not
have the Spirit (Jude 7‐19).
These words are self‐explanatory and require little comment.
Conclusion
We have now examined the major direct scriptural verses relating to homosexuality. The one who claims that the
biblical case against homosexuality is based on a few "isolated" and "obscure" proof texts simply does not
understand the weight of these Scriptures. Besides the above verses, there are literally scores of additional
Scriptures which are applicable to homosexual practices even though the term itself is not used (for example, Romans
6:11‐21; 12:1, 2 • 1 Corinthians 6:19, 20 • Philippians 1:20 • Colossians 3:5‐8 • Revelation 21:8).
In conclusion, both the Christian church and society do great harm to people—homosexuals and heterosexuals—
when they actively promote the cause of homosexuality in America.
Notes: 1 Program 6 of the Bishop John Spong/Dr. Walter Martin Debate on Sexual Ethics (Nov. 1989, The John Ankerberg Show)
2 John Weldon, Homosexuality: A Scientific, Biblical and Social Critique (unpublished ms., 1992)
3 See "Genetic Linkage and Male Homosexual Orientation: Reasons to be Cautious," British Medical Journal, August 7, 1993, p. 337; Weldon, Homosexuality.
4 Ibid.
5 Cf. J. D. Unwin, "Monogamy as a Condition of Social Energy," Hibbet Journal, Vol. 25 (1927), pp. 662-667.
6 S. Gearhart and W. R. Johnson (eds.), Loving Women/Loving Men: Gay Liberation in the Church (San Francisco: Glide Publications, 194), p. 40.
7 John Stott, "Homosexual Partnerships," Involvement, Vol. 2, p. 226.
8 See John Ankerberg, John Weldon, The Facts on Creation vs. Evolution (Eugene, OR: Harvest House, 1993).
9 John F. Harvey, The Homosexual Person (San Francisco: Ignatius, 1987), pp. 95-97.
10 D. Sherwin Bailey, Homosexuality and the Western Christian Tradition (Hamden, CT: Shoe String Press/Archon Books, 1975 [orig. pub. London: Longman
Greens & Co., 1955]), p. 3
11 Ibid., p. 5.
12 Kidner, cited in P. Michael Uklaja, "Homosexuality and the Old Testament," Bibliotheca Sacra, July-Sept. 1983, p. 261.
13 Ibid., p. 262.
14 John J. Davis, Evangelical Ethics, Issues Facing the Church Today (Phillipsburg, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1985), p. 116.
15 Ibid.
16 Ibid., p. 117.
17 See the commentaries on Genesis by these authors as well as G. Alders, James M. Boice, and F. F. Bruce.
18 Bailey, Homosexuality and the Western Christian Tradition, p. 1
19 Gearhart and Johnson, Loving Women/Loving Men, p. 40.
20 Bailey, Homosexuality and the Western Christian Tradition, p. 30, emphasis added.
21 "Martin/Spong Debate on Sexual Ethics," transcript from The John Ankerberg Show.
22 Greg L. Bahnsen, Homosexuality: A Biblical View (Nutley, NJ: Presbyterian and Reformed, 1981), pp. 39-40
23 In Davis, Evangelical Ethics, p. 117.
24 See e.g., Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament.
25 Bahnsen, p. 48.
26 Davis, Evangelical Ethics, p. 120.
27 "AIDS, Homosexuality, and the Power of Christ," transcript of interview conducted for "The John Ankerberg Show," 1989.
28 Gearhart and Johnson, Loving Women, Loving Men, p. 150.
29 John Boswell, Christianity, Social Intolerance and Homosexuality (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980), pp. 340-353.
30 Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon, p. 387.
31 Ibid., p. 75.
32 Bahnsen, pp. 89-91.
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Christianity and Homosexuality
by Matt Slick

The homosexuals and lesbians have gained considerable political and social momentum in America. They have
"come out" as the term goes, left their closets, and are knocking on the doors of your homes. Through TV, Radio,
Newspapers, and Magazines, they are preaching their doctrine of tolerance, equality, justice, and love. They do not
want to be perceived as abnormal or dangerous. They want acceptance and they want you to welcome them with
open, loving arms, approving of what they do.
In numerous states in America, several bills have been introduced by the pro homosexual politicians to ensure that
the practice of homosexuality is a right protected by law. Included in these bills are statements that affect
employers, renters, and schools. Churches could possibly be required to hire a quota of homosexuals, and
"sensitivity" training courses would be "strongly urged" in various work places. There is even legislation that would
force the state to pick up the tab for the defense of homosexual agendas in lawsuits while requiring the
non homosexual side to pay out of his/her pocket. Is this fair? Of course not. But fairness isn't the real issue here.
It is social engineering. Think about it, the homosexual community wants legal protection for having intercourse
with the people of the same sex. And, if that weren't enough, it wants its views taught in schools, promoted over
the airwaves, and codified in literature.
The Christian church, however, has not stood idly by. When it has spoken out against this political immorality, the
cry of "separation of church and state" is shouted at the so‐called "religious bigots." But when the homosexual
community attempts to use political power to try and control the church and get its agenda taught in schools, no
such cry of bigotry is heard from the sacred halls of the media. Why? Because it isn't politically correct to side with
Christians.

What does the Bible say?
The Bible, as God's word, reveals God's moral character and it shapes the morality of the Christian. The Bible has
much to say about homosexuality:
Lev. 18:22 , "You shall not lie with a male as one lies with a female; it is an abomination."
Lev. 20:13, "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 bloodguiltness is upon them."
1 Cor. 6:9‐10, "Or do you not know that the unrighteous shall not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived; neither
fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effeminate, nor thieves, nor the covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor swindlers,
shall inherit the kingdom of God."
Rom. 1:26‐28, "For this reason God gave them over to degrading passions; for their women exchanged the natural function for
that which is unnatural, 27and 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. 28And 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."

With such clear statements against homosexuality, it is difficult to see how different groups can say the Bible
supports homosexuality. But they try by redefining love, marriage, sex, homosexuality, etc. in order to accomplish
their goal. But the truth is that God created man and woman, not man and man, or woman and woman.
Nevertheless, the Bible is a powerful book, and because it is the homosexuals often try and make the Bible agree
with its agenda. But it doesn't work. The Bible does not support homosexuality, as we have seen from the
scriptures above.
Unlike other sins, this sexual sin has a judgment administered by God Himself: He gives them over to their passions
(Rom. 1:26‐28). This means that their hearts are allowed to be hardened by their sins. As a result, they can no
longer see the error of what they are doing. Without an awareness of their sinfulness, there will be no repentance.
Without repentance, there will be no forgiveness. Without forgiveness, there is no salvation.
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Should Homosexuals Be Allowed to Marry One Another?
In this politically correct climate that relinquishes morality to the relativistic whims of society, stating that
homosexuals should not marry is becoming unpopular. Should a woman be allowed to marry another woman?
Should a man be allowed to marry another man? Should they be given legal protection and special rights to
practice their homosexuality? No, they should not.
The Bible, of course, condemns homosexuality. It takes no leap of logic to discern that homosexual marriage is also
condemned. But our society does not rely on the Bible for its moral truth. Instead, it relies on humanistic and
relativistic morals upon which it builds its ethical structure.
Homosexuality is not natural. Just look at the male and female bodies. They are obviously designed to couple. The
natural design is apparent. It is not natural to couple male with male and female with female. It would be like trying
to fit two screws together or two nuts together and then say, "See, its natural & logical for them to go together."
Homosexuals argue that homosexuality is natural since it occurs in the animal world. But this is problematic. It is
true that this behavior occurs in the animal kingdom. But, it is also true that we see animals eating their prey alive
and even their own young. We see savagery, cruelty, and extreme brutality. Yet, we do not condone such behavior
in our own society. Proponents of the ‘natural order argument’ should not pick‐and‐choose the situations that best
fit their agendas. They should be consistent and not compare us to animals. We are not animals. We are made in
God's image. We do not eat own young or other Humans (alive or dead) or eat our prey alive! We are different than
the Animal Kingdom, yet sad to say, some Humans act worse than Animals, like performing Partial Birth Abortions
(PBA) on 4‐9 month old babies by breeching them from the Womb stabbing them in the back of the neck with a
long sharp suctioning instrument rammed into the Head cavity to suck Baby’s brains out, leaving Baby naked and
cold on a table to die, no comforting/holding allowed ! This is beyond Animalistic; this is PURE EVIL to the core!

Where will it end?
Political protection of a sexual practice is ridiculous. I do not believe it is proper to pass laws stating that
homosexuals have 'rights' to have sex with one another and then redefine marriage to include their views. If they
can do that, then where will it end? What about pedophilia or bestiality? These are also sexual practices. Should
they, too, be protected by law? If homosexuality is protected legally, why not those as well?

What should be the Christian's Response to the Homosexual?
Just because someone is a homosexual does not mean that we cannot love him (or her) or pray for him (her).
Homosexuality is a sin and like any other sin, it needs to be dealt with in the only way possible. It needs to be laid at
the cross and repented of.
Christians should pray for the salvation of the homosexual the same they would any other person in sin. They
should treat homosexuals with the same dignity as they would anyone else because, like or not, they are made in
the image of God. However, this does not mean that Christians should approve of their sin. Not at all. Christians
should not compromise their witness for a politically correct opinion that is shaped by guilt and fear.
In fact the following verses should be kept in mind when dealing with homosexuals.
"Conduct yourselves with wisdom toward outsiders, making the most of the opportunity. 6 Let your
speech always be with grace, seasoned, as it were, with salt, so that you may know how you should
respond to each person," (Col. 4:5‐6).
"But the goal of our instruction is love from a pure heart, a good conscience & a sincere faith," (1 Tim. 1:5).

You do not win people to the Lord by condemning them and calling them names. This is why God says to speak
with wisdom, grace, and love. Let the love of Christ flow through you so that the homosexuals can see true love and
turn to Christ instead of away from Him.

Objections Answered
1) If you want to say homosexuality is wrong based on O.T. laws, then you must still uphold all of the laws in
Leviticus and Deuteronomy. The Old Testament laws are categorized in three groups: the civil, the priestly, and the
moral. The civil laws must be understood in the context of a theocracy. Though the Jewish nation in the Old
Testament was often headed by a king, it was a theocratic system with the Scriptures as a guide to the nation.
Those laws that fall under this category are not applicable today because we are not under a theocracy.
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The priestly laws dealing with the Levitical and Aaronic priesthoods were representative of the future and true High
Priest Jesus, who offered Himself as a sacrifice on the cross. Since Jesus fulfilled the priestly laws, they are no longer
necessary to be followed and are not now applicable.
The moral laws, on the other hand, are not abolished, because the moral laws are based upon the character of God.
Since God's holy character does not change, the moral laws do not change either. Therefore, the moral laws are still
in effect.
In the New Testament we do not see a reestablishment of the civil or priestly laws. But we do see a reestablishment
of the moral law. This is why we see New Testament condemnation of homosexuality as a sin but not with the
associated death penalty.
2) That homosexuality is a sin if committed outside of a loving, committed, relationship. But a committed
homosexual relationship is acceptable to God. This is a fallacious argument.
Homosexuality is never defined in the Bible in an acceptable behavior if it were practiced by individuals who had a
loving relationship with each other. Homosexuality is always condemned. Homosexual acts are not natural acts
and they are against God‐created order. As stated above in the article, male and female are designed to fit together
‐‐ in more ways than one. This is how God made us and he made as this way so that we could carry out his
command of filling the earth with people. Homosexuality is an aberration of God's created order and makes it
impossible to fulfill the command that God has given mankind.
Whether or not a homosexual couple is committed to each other is irrelevant to the argument since love and
feelings do not change moral truths. If a couple, not married to each other but married to someone else, commits
adultery, yet they are committed to loving each other, their sin is not excused.
If homosexuality is made acceptable because the homosexual couple "loves" each other and are committed to each
other, by that logic we can say that couples of the same sex or even of different sexes who love each other and are
committed to each other in a relationship automatically make that relationship morally correct. The problem is that
love is used as an excuse to violate scripture. Second, it would mean that such things as pedophilia would be
acceptable if the "couple" had a loving and committed relationship to each other. Third, the subjectivity of what it
means to "love" and be "committed" to another person can be used to justify almost any sort of behavior.
3) That where homosexuality is mentioned in the Bible it is not how we relate to it in the 21st century. It meant
something different to the people in Biblical times and has nothing to do with modern day homosexuality.
The four Scriptures listed above refute this idea. Let's look at what they say and see if there is some
misunderstanding: The first scripture in Leviticus says that it is an abomination for a man to lie with another man as
he would lie with a woman. Obviously this is referring to sexual relationship and it is condemned. The second
scripture in Leviticus says the same thing. The third scripture in 1 Corinthians outright condemns homosexuality.
And finally, Romans clearly describes a homosexual act as being indecent.
There is no mistake about it, the view of homosexuality in the Old Testament as well as the New is a very negative
one. It is consistently condemned as being sinful.
Whether or not people of the 21st‐century think homosexuality is acceptable or not has absolutely no bearing on
whether or not it is sinful before God. God exists and he is the standard of righteousness. Whether or not anyone
believes this or believes that morality is a flowing and vague system of development over time, has no bearing on
truth. God has condemned homosexuality as a sin in the Bible. It is a sin that needs to be repented of, the same as
any other sin, and the only way to receive forgiveness is through the sacrifice of Jesus Christ.
4) That the sin of Sodom was actually the sin of inhospitality.
This is a common error made by supporters of homosexuality. The problem in this explanation does not account for
the offering of Lott's daughter to the men outside the home, a sinful act indeed, but one that was rejected by the
men outside who desired to have relations with the two angels in Lot's home.
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Gen. 19:5 says, "and they called to Lot and said to him, 'Where are the men who came to you
tonight? Bring them out to us that we may have relations with them.'
Those men wanted to have sexual relations with the angels who appeared also as males. Does it make sense to
claim that God destroyed two cities because the inhabitants weren't nice to visitors? If that were the case, then
shouldn't God destroy every household that is rude to guests?
Gen. 18:20 says that the sin of Sodom and Gomorrah was "exceedingly grave."
Not being hospitable to someone has never been considered an exceedingly grave sin, especially in the Bible. But,
going against God's created order in violation of his command to fill and multiply the earth, the act of
homosexuality, is an exceedingly grave sin, especially when forced upon anyone, against their will. Such Act
described above in Genesis 19:5 is an Act of Homosexual Rape that includes Sodomy. This exceedingly grave sin was
not simple Rudeness or Disagreement with someone, this was a deliberate attempt by the citizens of Sodom and
Gommorah to Rape and Sodomize these Angels, of whom they thought were men.
Further, we know that it is exceedingly grave because in Romans 1:24‐28, we read about the judgment of God
upon the homosexuals in that he gives them over to the depravity of their own Lusts within their hearts and
minds. This is a serious judgment of God upon the sinner because it means that the sinner will not become
convicted of his or her sins and will not then repent. Without repentance there is no salvation and without
salvation there is damnation. Therefore, the argument that Sodom and Gomorrah were destroyed because they
were not hospitable carries no validity.
Finally, it should be equally stated and noted by ALL homosexuals, heterosexuals, bi‐sexuals and etc. that the Bible
makes it very clear that ALL MEN are Sinners and must one day stand before their Creator to give an account
thereof (Hebrews 9:27). Hence, Homosexuals are NOT DEEMED SINNERS because they are Homosexuals, but
because they are FIRST, SINNERS, whether homo or hetero! But in addition to this Biblical fact, Homosexuality is also
called SIN, just like Murder, Prostitution, Kidnapping, Lying, Stealing, Adultery, Fornication, Rape and etc. are also
SINS. The Bible spends equal amount of time, if not more, pointing these other SINS mentioned above.
The Gospel (Good‐News) is the same for both homo/heterosexual alike!
Isaiah 1:18 “Come now, and let us (God, homos/heteros) reason together, saith Jehovah:
though your sins be as scarlet, they shall be as white as snow; though they be red like
crimson, they shall be as wool” (emphasis added)
John 3:16 “For God so loved the world that He gave His only‐begotten Son (Jesus), that
whoever (homo/hetero) believes in Him should not perish but have everlasting life”
John 8:24 “Therefore I said to you that you shall die in your sins, for if you do not believe
that I AM, you (homo/hetero) shall die in your sins” (emphasis added)
Rom 10:9 & 11 “Because if you (homo/hetero) confess the Lord Jesus, and believe in
your heart that God has raised Him from the dead, you shall be saved. For the
Scripture says, "Everyone (homo/hetero) believing on Him shall not be put to shame."
2 Peter 3:9 “God is willing that NONE (homo/hetero) should perish, but that ALL men
(homo/hetero) should come to repentance and be saved” (emphasis added).
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Exodus Ad Campaign Shows 'Change is Possible'
Through the Testimoni es of Ex‐gays
By Katherine T. Phan|katherine@christianpost.com

Exodus launches an Ad Campaign to challenge mainstream America to question their homosexuality
and earnestly encourages the Church and Christians to provide the answer.
The largest Christian referral and information ministry for homosexuals in the world launched the second of four
ads featured in numerous media outlets this year as part of a campaign intended to attract more attention to
homosexuality – by asking people to reexamine it.
A full‐page ad, featuring Exodus Communications Director Randy
Thomas, was published in the Los Angeles Times on July 23, 2004.
Exodus launched the $200,000 ad campaign, entitled, “Question and
Anwer” by featuring the first ad of the series in the July 8th edition of
the Cincinnati Enquirer. The ad featured President of Exodus
International, Alan Chambers with his wife Leslie.
The second ad, published on a full page of the Los Angeles Times on
July 23, featured Exodus Communications Director Randy Thomas
and his personal testimony of how he overcame homosexuality.
Although Thomas had engaged in a homosexual lifestyle, he shared in
the ad, he discovered that his longing for male intimacy sprouted
from the absence of a relationship with his father, who abandoned
him at a young age. However, with the help of a friend, he was able to
experience “sexual re‐orientation," a testimony which reinforces the
message printed on the bottom of the ad, “Change is possible.”
"It took an old friend to see past the mask I was wearing, to help me
finally face the doubts and scars I'd been avoiding,” said Thomas
regarding his road to change. “He showed me the irony of how my
'mask' was the very thing keeping me from genuine male intimacy."
Pro‐homosexual advocates have argued that homosexuality is
genetic, although scientific research has not provided enough
evidence to validate the argument.
"We believe that our culture is being bombarded with scientifically,
psychologically and spiritually inaccurate information by the liberal media and political elite," said Chambers.
"Exodus is challenging mainstream America to question homosexuality and encouraging the Church to provide
the answer,” he said.
In the ad featuring Chambers and his wife, Chambers told skeptics of his change, “Leslie is not my diploma for
'healing' nor is she a prop that shows how I've abandoned a sexual identity. She is my perfect complement and
completes me in ways no male relationship can ever do...physically or emotionally."
Future “Question and Answer” ads will highlight Mike Haley, Director of Gender Issues for Focus on the Family,
and his wife Angie. Both couples write about their experience with leaving homosexuality and also about the
importance of traditional marriage, according to Exodus. Melissa Fryrear, Gender Issues Analyst for Focus on the
Family, will also write about her experiences emerging from a homosexual relationship to form a relationship
with Christ in an ad later in the campaign.
Exodus recently held its annual conference July 20‐24 at Azusa Pacific University in Los Angeles, Ca.
Exodus is a nonprofit, interdenominational Christian organization promoting the message of "Freedom from
homosexuality through the power of Jesus Christ." It has grown to include over 100 local ministries in the USA and
Canada & linked with other Exodus world regions outside of N. America, totaling over 135 ministries in 17 countries.
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Gay Reversal Group Pushes “Ex‐Gay” Literature
By 365gay Newswire
10.23.2009 12:59pm EDT

Chicago‐based group, Parents and Friends of Ex‐Gays and Gays (PFOX) is pushing public school libraries to
insert a whole new class of books on their shelves about “Reformed Homosexuals”. Fox News reported that
books referring to “gay reversal” are banned, according to the national non‐profit organization.
The website for PFOX says:
“Each year thousands of men, women and teens with unwanted same‐sex attractions make the personal
decision to leave homosexuality. However, there are those who refuse to respect that decision. Consequently,
formerly gay persons are reviled simply because they dare to exist! Without PFOX, ex‐gays would have no
voice in a hostile environment.”
They have written books such as “You Don’t Have to Be Gay” and “A Parent’s Guide to Preventing
Homosexuality” and are available at: www.pfox.org
The group told Fox News that libraries across the country refuse to carry these and other books that
describe a person’s sexual orientation as something that can change from gay to straight.
PFOX allegedly contacted publicly funded universities nationwide that have LGBT centers. “Our offer to
donate ex‐gay books and brochures, we were rejected by all,” they said. It is clear that Pro‐Homosexual
Groups are Intolerant of, Discriminate against and Hate EX‐GAYS and Organizations that promote such.
Fox News reports that people have suggested that these books promote homosexuality as a treatable
condition. PFOX claims however, they are not an Anti‐Gay organization–but that they are a “Pro‐Ex‐Gay”
organization.
Below is one of the organization’s flyers.
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SY ROGERS

Sy Rogers is an International Speaker/Communicator/Born‐Again Minister. Sy is a Pastoral
Care specialist regarding sexuality who was selected as one of '50 Up and
Coming Evangelical Leaders Under 40' by Christianity Today
“I am grateful for the support I’ve enjoyed from many corners
in God’s family. Thank you all for believing in what I do”

"Sy Rogers is one of the most powerful communicators that I have ever heard. He has been a
tremendous help to the people of our church on multiple occasions. Every time he speaks, people's lives
are changed. I so appreciate the wisdom & insight that Sy Rogers brings to the body of Christ‐‐especially on issues of sexuality!"
SCOTT WILSON, Senior Pastor ‐ The Oaks Fellowship ‐ Dallas, TX
"Sy Rogers has been a headline speaker at Parachute Festival for the past few years and has been one of the most impacting
speakers we have ever hosted. His challenge to our 20,000+ youth attendees in the areas of sexuality and commitment to Christ
has been unparalleled. Sy has an open invitation to minister at our event whenever he is available‐‐ the young people love him,
we find him extremely cooperative and easy to work with. I recommend him to any ministry wanting to deal with the "real" issues
being faced by young people today."
MARK DE JONG, CEO – Parachute Music and the Parachute Festival Extreme
"Sy Rogers has not only lived an extraordinary life, but has the God‐given ability to communicate in an extraordinary way. Of the
many visiting speakers we have had at the church of the last decade, Sy has been a stand out. Not only does his story raise the
whole maturity and grace level of our church and enabled us to be far more thoughtful and caring to people... but in his ensuing
visits his practical teaching on such things as forgiveness, renewing the mind, and staying clean in a 'dirty world' have been
invaluable‐‐not just to the wider church, but to the Youth Ministries as well. I have highly recommended him to several churches
we are in relationship with, and have yet to find one of them who are not as equally enthusiastic. Sy is a great thinker, an
illuminating speaker, but most of all, helps people connect with God in new and deeper ways."
PHILIP BAKER, Senior Minister ‐ Riverview Family Church Perth, Australia
"I had the privilege of meeting Sy eight years ago when we first brought him to teach... Within the first 15 minutes of listening to
him expound on the Scriptures, I was overwhelmed at his depth of understanding. Not only was he able to deliver doctrine in
purity, with conviction and relevance, but it was obvious that his knowledge did not stem from a mere sterile study... but from
having walked through the truth himself. I would highly recommend him to any group... His life experiences and years of personal
study have equipped this unique Bible teacher with the ability to open the practical life application of God's Word so that it can
reach the hearts and actions of the audience."
BOB COY, Senior Pastor ‐ Calvary Chapel, Fort Lauderdale FL, USA
"In my ten years of chapel programming, I have never found a speaker who communicates the Biblical truth of human sexuality in
a more practical manner. Our students here at Azusa Pacific University love Sy. Everyone within earshot of his messages finds
themselves compelled to seek holiness in areas that rarely are brought into the light. I challenge anyone to find a speaker that can
consistently deliver messages with greater wisdom and compassion in such an unconventional way."
DAREN BACHMAN ‐ Director/Chapel Services Azusa Pacific University Los Angeles, California, USA
“One cannot look at the current culture and overlook the amount of brokenness in the Church. Even those in Baptist churches
across America silently & secretly struggle with sexual issues that wreck their lives, and those they love & their churches. Sy has
helped many in our own congregation find the avenue that leads toward freedom from sexual struggles, emotional and spiritual
brokenness and deeper heart relationship with Christ. In this world saturated with sexuality & sin, Syspeaks clearly and concisely
to the Church, & what God would have us do to change our world. As a licensed mental health professional &minister, I most
strongly recommend Sy Rogers to anyone seeking to take their church family to a deeper level of relationship with the Father.”
DR. RICHARD MARKS ‐ Center for Family Ministry, First Baptist Church Jacksonville, FL, USA
“Sy Rogers is one of the most dynamic speakers of our time. With a powerful message that is applicable to a wide variety of
people, he makes an incredible impact in each of the various contexts where he speaks: support groups, seminars, college
campuses, graduate classes, and mega‐churches. Sy has a message for everyone: students, therapists, pastors, and laymen alike.
Sy has contributed tremendously to my private psychotherapy practice through his insightful and brilliant teachings. As an
assistant professor of graduate psychology I have also found his material to be an invaluable resource for students. He speaks
powerful truths that are life‐changing.”
JULIE HAMILTON, Ph.D., LMFT ‐ Assistant Professor of Psychology, Palm Beach Atlantic University
“The physicians and dentists of the Christian Medical and Dental Associations have been blessed by the ministry of Sy Rogers. He
uniquely shares the much‐needed message of God’s transforming power and His plan for how we are to live our lives”
GENE RUDD, MD ‐ Associate Executive Director, CMDA
"Sy Rogers is one of the most gifted communicators I have met and his ability to relate to a wide range of groups and ages is a
real gift to the Body of Christ. His personal integrity and character under gird his public profile. I personally endorse him as a
speaker, trainer and motivator and look forward to seeing his ministry grow and develop in its scope and influence."
DARRYL GARDINIER ‐ National Director Youth for Christ New Zealand
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