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I. Introduction p.25
A. The personal risks inherent in writing such a book

1. The first risk is to be labeled homophobic p.26
a. This label is employed as part of an overall strategy of intimidation to forestall

genuine debate and belittle vocal dissenters p.27
b. Moral disapproval of sinful behavior, of behaviors that are destructive to

individuals and/or society, or contrary to God’s will, is different from fear and
must be distinguished if the conversation is to proceed

2. The second risk is that of being labeled intolerant
a. While tolerance may be a virtue in many instances, love holds a superior place in

a Christian worldview (I Corinthians 13:13)
b. Love and tolerance overlap but are not identical concepts
c. The Bible describes a God who loves the entire world but does not tolerate sin
d. In the few instances where words that could be translated as tolerance or

intolerance occur in the biblical text, they generally appear in contexts that
condemn tolerance of wickedness and immorality in the midst of God’s people
(Revelation 2:20)

e. Toleration of immoral sexual practices [is] a vice, not a virtue p.28
f. If same-sex intercourse is indeed sin, then an appeal to tolerance is largely

misplaced
3. The third risk is that critics of homosexual behavior risk being labeled exclusive and

resistant to diversity
a. Such labels obscure the real conflict - namely, whether one determines that the

behavior in question is sinful/harmful or not
b. No one on either side of the homosexuality debate wants to be inclusive of

harmful behavior or widen diversity to include sin
4. The fourth risk is that of being labeled uncritical

a. Critical scholarship by no means leads in a straight line to the conclusion that the
biblical texts condemning same-sex intercourse ought to be dismissed, though
some seem to presume this as a matter of course

b. If a clear, unequivocal, and pervasive stance in the Bible can be shown to exist ...
then the burden of proof lies with those in the church who take a radically
different approach to the issue p.29

5. The fifth risk is that others may accuse scholars who publicly question the morality of
homosexual behavior of holding onto outmoded moral standards or primitive
understandings of sexuality
a. Such labels beg the question of how one knows what is outmoded
b. The antiquity and durability of a given prohibition against immoral conduct often

indicates its workability, effectiveness, and elasticity as a cultural model rather
than its contemporary irrelevance

6. The sixth risk is that some will charge a book such as this promotes violence against
homosexuals, even though readers of this book receive not the slightest encouragement to
be anything less than loving and personal dealings with homosexuals
a. Incidents of violence against homosexuals have been exploited to stifle freedom

of speech and coerce societal endorsement of homosexual practice
b. Statistically more significant than hate crimes against homosexuals are the
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harmful effects of various forms of homosexual behavior on homosexuals
themselves p.30

B. Motivation for “coming out of the closet” p.31
1. Introduction

a. It needs to be emphatically stated that to feel homosexual impulses does not make
one a bad person 

b. Homosexual impulses share with all other sinful impulses the feature of being an
attack on the “I” or inner self experiencing the impulses (Romans 7:14-25) 

c. The person beset with homosexual temptation should evoke our concern,
sympathy, help, and understanding, not our scorn or enmity

d. Homosexual impulse, while sinful, cannot take shape as accountable sin in a
person’s life unless one acquiesces to it

e. There can be no healthy transformation so long as homosexuals live in a world of
unreality, including the unreality of false notions about Scripture’s view of
homosexuality p.32 

2. Three generic reasons for speaking out
a. 1 , devotion to God ought to take precedence over every other considerationst

(Deuteronomy 6:5; Mark 12:30,33) p.33
(1) the whole of what we do and who we are should proceed from a desire to

please the sovereign God who created humankind and is working to
redeem it

(2) to love God with one’s whole being ... entails submitting one’s pursuit of
sexual pleasure to the revealed will of God 

(3) to suppose that God does not have much interest in regulating the human
sex drive, one of the most powerful and potentially destructive human
impulses, is both counterintuitive and in direct conflict with Scripture

(4) the first consideration must always be what God wants 
(5) God calls us to live holy lives subject to the divine will and not according

to our own desires 
(6) the Bible ...  is the single most important element for discerning that will
(7) the Bible speaks unequivocably and forcefully to the issue of

homosexuality 
b. 2 , it matters how humans act in relation to one anothernd

(1) “love your neighbor as yourself” Leviticus 19:18; Mark 12:31,33; Mark
5:43; 19:19; Romans 13:9; Galatians 5:14; James 2:8

(2) the Golden Rule    Luke 6:31 p.34
(3) love and reproof are not mutually exclusive concepts 

(a) without a moral compass love is mere mush 
(b) without taking into account God’s will for holy living, love turns

into affirmation of self-degrading and other-degrading conduct  
(4) true love of one’s neighbor does not embrace every form of consensual

behavior 
(5) if indeed homosexual behavior is sin and an obstacle to the fullness of life

available in Christ, then the church has an obligation both to protect the
church from the debilitating effect of sanctioned immorality and to protect
the homosexual, for more is at stake than the satisfaction of sensual
impulses

(6) affirming homosexual behavior is not the loving thing to do, either for the
church and society as a whole or for homosexuals p.35
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c. 3 , the urgency of the time in which we liverd

(1) the window of opportunity for speaking out against homosexual behavior
is closing

(2) a growing number of zealous crusaders for gay “rights” are working hard
to stifle vocal disagreement with the homosexual agenda by fostering a
public characterization of those who refuse to go along as reactionary,
dangerous characters ...

3. Personal reasons for speaking out 
a. The author’s particular interest in the subject derives from his personal

relationships with homosexuals in the church, some of whom have struggled with
their homosexual urges (successfully or not), others of whom have not struggled 

b. [these individuals] put a human face on the debate about homosexuality p.37
4. The argument/objective of this book

a. 1 , there is clear, strong, and credible evidence that the Bible unequivocallyst

defines same-sex intercourse is sin 
b. 2 , there exists no valid hermeneutical arguments for overriding the Bible’snd

authority on this matter (the Bible presents the anatomical, sexual, and procreative
complementarity of male and female as clear and convincing proof of God’s will
for sexual unions)
(1) same-sex intercourse constitutes an inexcusable rebellion against the

intentional design of the created order
(2) same-sex intercourse degrades the participants and results in destructive

consequences including matters of health and morals 
c. The focus of this book on same-sex intercourse or homosexual practice, as

opposed to homosexual orientation is a reflection of the Bible’s own relative
disinterest toward motives or the origination of same-sex impulses p.38

d. Scientific research today does not support the assertion of many proponents of
homosexual behavior that homosexual orientation is primarily due to genetic
causation 

e. The most that can be claimed is that homosexuality arises from a complex
interplay of genes, intrauterine and post-uterine biological development,
environment, and choice 

f. Genes, if they have any effect at all on a predisposition to homosexuality, are
likely to play an indirect and partial role, not a dominant one 

g. Other books/writings
(1) supportive of homosexuality (cf. those by Boswell, Scroggs, Edwards,

Countryman, Brooten, and Nissinen)
(2) challenging the legitimacy of homosexual behavior (cf.  Ronald Springett,

Marion Soards, Thomas Schmidt, and Donald Wold )
(3) articles or chapters by Richard Hayes on the hermeneutical appropriation

of Scripture 
(4) David Wright (especially on the meaning of I Corinthians 6:9)
(5) Stanley Grenz 

h. A major aim of this book is to lift up in a more rigorous and scholarly way than
has been done until now the argument of the complementarity of male and female
in material creation as a key argument in early Judeo-Christian opposition to
same-sex intercourse p.40

5. Assessments of the credibility of the Bible stance should be focused on three points:p.41
a. The revelatory authority of the Bible
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b. The witness of nature
c. Arguments from the realm of experience, reason, and science 

II.  The witness of the Old Testament p.43
A. Introduction - texts requiring consideration 

1. The narrative of the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah    Genesis 19:4-11
2. The legal prescriptions found in the Holiness Code of Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13
3. It is necessary to set the stage by examining the Ancient Near Eastern background (in

what ways did Hebrew attitudes toward homosexual practice reflect or differ from the
larger cultural horizons?)

4. Creation stories in Genesis 1-3 are important for grappling with the broader vision for
male and female sexuality (such also provides guidance for the interpretation of
homosexual intercourse)

5. The story of the curse of Ham in Genesis 9:20-27 
6. The account of the rape of the Levite’s concubine in Judges 19:22-25 which closely

approximates Genesis 19:4-11 p.44
7. The question of homosexual cult prostitution during the period of the divided monarchy

is pertinent for assessing attitudes toward homosexual practice held by the architects of
the Deuteronomic law and Deuteronomic history 

8. The question of whether the relationship between David and Jonathan had any
homoerotic aspects

B. The Ancient Near Eastern background 
1. Mesopotamia 

a. Middle Assyrian laws p.45
(1) same-sex intercourse goes unmentioned in Mesopotamian law codes until

the middle Assyrian laws of the late second millennium B.C.E. (laws 19
and 20 [tablet A])

(2) in the case of both laws it was apparently regarded as degrading and
shameful for a man to be penetrated as if he were a woman, regardless of
whether the passive partner was a voluntary participant p.46

(3) the principle of lex talionis explains the punishment: just as the penetrator
deprives the penetrated man of his manhood, so too the penetrator will be
denied his manhood by being castrated

b. Magical texts p.47
(1) in the Babylonian omen text, Summa alu (pre-seventh century B.C.E.) 5 of

38 omens involve homosexual intercourse 
(2) the man who penetrated a male in his social circle lowered the latter’s

status in relation to himself 
(3) a form of homosexual intercourse received societal acceptance or at least

tolerance: sex with the male cult prostitute 
(4) sex with a courtier appears to be moderately negative 

c. Myth and ritual practice: male cult prostitutes p.48
(1) there was a certain acceptability in Mesopotamian Society for sex with

male cult prostitutes (an assinnu, kurgarru, or kulu’u)
(2) there is good evidence that they offered their services for a fee as the

receptive partner in anal intercourse p.49
d. The Gilgamesh Epic p.50

(1) some interpret the Gilgamesh Epic as depicting a homosexual relationship
between Gilgamesh, the oversexed superhuman king of Uruk, and Enkidu,
the uncivilized wild man created by the gods as a suitable partner for Uruk
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(2) the degree to which one describes the relationship as homosexual depends
how much one wants to read between the lines 

2. Egypt p.51
a. There is no evidence of homosexual cult prostitution
b. There is an account of Pharaoh Pepi II (ca. 2400 B.C.E.) making regular secret

nocturnal visits to unmarried general, Sisene, apparently for homosexual
intercourse

p.52
c. The evidence for approval of some forms of same-sex intercourse is not in Egypt

as in Mesopotamia p.53
d. There was a tendency to stigmatize the receptive male partner (though not a

universal tendency) and to regard aggressive penetration of another man as proof
of superiority

3. The Hittite Empire (Anatolia) p.54
a. Hittite law (second millennium B.C.E.) forbade sexual relations between father

and son, apparently on the grounds that it was incestuous, not homosexual 
b. No other mention of same-sex intercourse is made in Hittite literature 

4. Ugarit/Western Semites/Canaan (Ugaritic literature and art discovered today gives no
hard evidence of homosexual practice)

5. Summary
a. In the ancient Near East one cannot speak either of uniform approval or uniform

disapproval
b. The two Middle Assyrian laws that pertain to same-sex intercourse characterize

“lying with” a man as an inherently degrading act for the male who is anally
penetrated p.55

c. A man who falsely accused another man of such was liable to castration 
d. Homosexual rape was also grounds for castration 
e. A man who attempted to deprive another man of his manhood, without the latter’s

consent, would himself be deprived of manhood through castration
f. Levitical laws criminalized not only the behavior of all homosexual rapists but

also the behavior of both partners in a consensual act of same-sex intercourse p.56
(1) both committed an abominable act 
(2) the sanctions were applied to Israelite and resident alien alike 
(3) no concessions were made for homosexual intercourse with a person of

unequal social status 
(4) the penalty for homosexual intercourse was death for both the passive

partner and the active partner 
(5) the level at which Levitical laws stigmatize and criminalize all

homosexual intercourse goes far beyond anything else currently known in
the Ancient Near East 

C. Genesis 1-3: creation stories 
1. Filling or populating the earth with humans as a precondition for ruling it, and

procreation is a precondition for filling the earth p.57
2. The complementarity of male and female is thereby secured in the divinely sanctioned

work of governing creation 
3. God’s intent for human sexuality is embedded in the material creation of gendered beings

p.58
4. “Male and female he created them” probably intimates that the fullness of God’s “image”

comes together in the union of male and female in marriage 
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a. a procreative purpose for marriage avoids a detachment of sexuality from stable
family structures

b. Procreation is vital because God’s people play a special role in discerning God’s
will for the created order and for communicating that will to the next generation  

5. [God] “built” a complementary being from a portion of Adam’s own self (the woman was
not just like himself but from himself and thereby a complementary fit to himself/a
complementary sexual other)    Genesis 2:21-23      pp.60-61

6. The sexual union of man and woman in marriage, of two complementary beings, in effect
makes possible a single, composite human being. So great is the complementarity of male
and female, so seriously is the notion of “attachment” and “joining” taken, that the
marital bond between man and woman takes precedence even over the bond with the
parents that physically produced them p.61

7. Legitimization for homosexuality requires an entirely different kind of creation story
p.62

8. Male and female are “perfect fits” from the standpoint of divine design and blessing.
Male and a male, or female and female, are not

9. In Genesis 1-3 a justification for male-female union is provided and this motif will
reappear as a continuous thread in the New Testament, early Jewish, and New Testament
critiques of same-sex intercourse as “contrary to nature” 

D. Genesis 9:20-27 (Ham’s act and Noah’s curse) p.63
1. What was Ham’s horrible crime? (Just that he saw his father in his tent naked?) p.64

a. This story is an instance of incestuous, homosexual rape 
(1) the story appears to place Ham inside the tent, suggesting an action

beyond peeking in the tent p.65
(2) Noah’s garment is brought outside the tent - possible proof of what he had

done to his father 
(3) when he woke up,”[Noah] learned what his youngest son had done to

him” (i.e. Ham uncovered his father)  p.66
b. the language of “uncovering” and “seeing the nakedness of” connects up with

similar phrases denoting sexual intercourse 
(1) the phrase “uncover the nakedness of” denotes incest in Leviticus 18:6-18;

20:11, 17-21;
(2) the phrase “uncover the nakedness of” is used of sexual intercourse with a

woman during her menstrual cycle    Leviticus 18:19 
(3) the phrase “uncover the nakedness of” is used elsewhere in the Bible of

prostitution and adultery, and of rape and/or public exposure for adultery 
(4) the expression “sees his/her nakedness” is used to describe sibling incest

Leviticus 20:17 
c. Ham’s homosexual rape of his father is bolstered by the depiction of homosexual

rape in a Mesopotamian omen text and the Egyptian myth of Horace and Seth (an
attempt at emasculating, disgracing, and demonstrating one’s power over a rival)

d. The brothers’ actions in “covering their father’s nakedness” and taking great pains
not to look at their father is compatible with an interpretation of “seeing another’s
nakedness” as sexual intercourse
NOTE: not only do the brothers not “see their father’s nakedness” in the sense of
having intercourse with him but also they did not even dare to “see their father’s
nakedness” in a literal sense p.67

e. Understanding Ham’s action as incestuous, homosexual rape of his father
explains the severity of the curse on Canaan  Leviticus 18:24-30; 20:22-26
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f. Canaanite proclivity to homosexual rape is hinted at in Genesis 10:19 (in that the
territory of the Canaanites extended as far south as Sodom and Gomorrah)

g. Three Greek translations of Genesis 9:22 substitute the Greek term for
shamefulness in place of the Greek term for nakedness (the same term employed
by the Septuagint throughout Leviticus 18:6-19; 20:11, 17-21 referring to incest)
p.68

h. If Ham’s intent was to use anal penetration of his father as a means of establishing
the dominance of his lineage over that of his brothers, his plan backfired, for he
brought upon his descendants a horrific curse p.71

E. Genesis 19:4-11 (the story of Sodom and Gomorrah)
1. Some go too far when they argue that the story has little or nothing to do with

homosexual practice - that instead, the story is only about inhospitality or rape
2. “Know” (Hebrew “yada”) in Genesis 19:5 is used in a sexual sense only 15X out of 943X

in the Hebrew Bible p.73
3. Even so, the immediate context and the close parallels in the related story of the Levite

concubine in Judges 19:22,25 (which clearly use “know” in the sense of “have sexual
intercourse with”) leave little room for doubting the sexual connotation (context, context,
context) p.74 
a. Since the story is used as a type scene to characterize the depth of human

depravity in Sodom and Gomorrah and thus to legitimate God’s decision to wipe
these two cities off the face of the map, it is likely that the sin of Sodom is not
merely inhospitality or even attempted rape of a guest but rather attempted
homosexual rape of male guests p.75

b. To “lie with a man as though lying with a woman” was to treat a man as though
his masculine identity counted for nothing, as though he were not a man but a
woman   Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 

c. The demand of the men of Sodom to have sex with Lot’s visitors, along with their
subsequent threat to “act more wickedly toward you [Lot] than toward them” [the
two visitors] climaxes and establishes beyond doubt the utterly evil character of
the city’s inhabitants that had been alleged on other grounds earlier in the
narrative    Genesis 19:9; cf.  13:13; 18:20-33 p.76

4. Other early interpretations of the sin of Sodom p.79
NOTE: sometimes the argument is made that since later biblical texts mention things
other than homosexuality as the sin of Sodom and Gomorrah, Genesis 19:4-11 must not
have anything negative to say about homosexual conduct 
a. 1 , not giving justice to the oppressed, the orphan, and the widow    Isaiah 1:7-17st

b. 2 , pride or arrogance, an oversatiation from food, complacency, and did not takend

hold of the hand of the poor and the needy (i.e. did not help them)   Ezekiel 16:49-
50 p.80
(1) the context is a comparison of the abominations of Jerusalem/Judah with

those of her “sisters,” Samaria and Sodom 
(2) in chapter 16, Jerusalem’s abominations are idolatrous actions 

(a) on the level of allegory, Jerusalem’s abominations are sexual sins
(b) on the level of reality, Jerusalem’s abominations are idolatrous

practices
(c) proponents of same-sex intercourse assert that Ezekiel did not

interpret the sin of Sodom in terms of sexual immorality 
(3) since the Hebrew word for “abomination” is the same word used in the

Levitical prohibitions for homosexual intercourse, it is conceivable that
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Ezekiel is alluding to the same 
(4) the overtone of sexual immorality in the surrounding allegory lends

support for such an interpretation
(5) but the plural “abominations”is applied elsewhere in Ezekiel to a wide

array of vices, including sins of social injustice, so it is possible that
“abomination” here refers to failure to help the poor and needy p.81

(6) one must decide whether the progression in Ezekiel 16:14-50 consist of
three steps or four
(a) [if three]: abundance, flagrant disregard of God’s will, callous

indifference toward the poor = abomination
(b) [if four]: abundance, flagrant disregard of God’s will, callous

indifference toward the poor, abominable same-sex intercourse 
(7) Ezekiel 18:10-13 provides an intriguing double use of abomination that

may solve the dilemma p.82
(a) “he commits an abomination “does not directly refer back to the

clause “he oppresses the poor and needy” because the clause “or he
lifts up his eyes to the idols” intervenes between the two
expressions 

(b) this suggests that the clause “he committed an abomination” in
Ezekiel 16:15 does not refer back to the preceding “did not take
hold of the land of the poor and the needy”

(c) there is little reason to believe that “he commits an abomination”
in Ezekiel 18:12 alludes to the immediate preceding clause
(idolatry) or the following clause (interest-bearing loans) since it
appears as just one element among many in an ongoing list

(d) there are no indications in the Hebrew that a break of thought has
occurred either just before or just after the clause, as if the clause
represented a sort of parenthetical declaration about all the sins
being mentioned

(e) the concluding summary, “he committed all these abominations”
plays that role

(f) the clause “he commits an abomination” must then refer to a
distinct act of its own

(g) a summary following a list of forbidden sexual relations in
Leviticus 18:6-23 characterizes all the preceding acts as
“abominations” (cf. 18:24-30 ; 20:13) p.83

(h) however, in all of the Holiness Code only homosexual intercourse
is singled out for special mention within the list as “an
abomination”  18:22; 20:13 

(i) the point is probably the same for Ezekiel 18:10-13 - i.e. all the
preceding acts are “abominations,” but there is one specific act that
deserves the label above all others: homosexual intercourse

(j) the phrase in Leviticus 20:13 is nearly an exact match with Ezekiel
18:12 “they committed an abomination”

(k) the lists of evil actions in Ezekiel 18:5-9,10-13,14-18 (each of
which overlaps the other significantly) bear very strong
connections to the Holiness Code, so a tie to Leviticus 18:22,
20:13 and 18:26-30 is likely 

(l) two other singular uses of “abomination” in Ezekiel 22:11; 33:26 

Page 8 of  47



refer to sexual sins as well
(m) the evidence indicates that the singular “abomination” in Ezekiel

16:50 refers to the attempted commission of atrocious sexual
immorality at Sodom, probably the homosexual intercourse
prescribed in Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 p.84

(n) the author contends that Ezekiel interpreted the actions of the men
of Sodom in Genesis 19:1-11 in the light of Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 

(o) a connection between Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 and Genesis 19:1-11
in Ezekiel’s thinking would also mean that Ezekiel defined one of
two concrete manifestations of sin of Sodom as sexual immorality
(the other being social injustice) p.85
i) in their prosperity they both neglected the poor and

committed a particularly abominable act of sexual
immorality 

ii)  the overarching rubric for the sin of Sodom is not
inhospitality or homosexual behavior but human arrogance
in relation to God (the focus is theocentric)

(8) Genesis 1-3, Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 (and Romans 1:26-27) suggest that
same-sex intercourse was rejected on the grounds that it constituted a
violation of the anatomical and procreative sexual complementarity of
male and female in creation - by definition an instance of pride, a
supplanting of God’s design and creation for sexuality in favor of one’s
own design p.86

c. 3 , in the New Testament Jesus compares the greater culpability of those to treatrd

his messengers inhospitably with the lesser guilt incurred by the people of Sodom  
 Luke 10:10-12; Matthew 10:14-15 p.87

d. 4 , Jude 6 characterizes Sodom and Gomorrah as cities “that committed sexualth

immorality [ekporneusasai] and went after other flesh”
(1) summary

(a) the two actions (committing sexual immorality and pursuing
angels) are to be treated as related, but distinct, actions

(b) the two actions are to be regarded as a unitary concept (hendiadys),
i.e. “they practiced sexual immorality by going after other flesh”

(c) but since Genesis 19:1-11 nowhere intimates that the men of
Sodom were aware that the visitors were angels, or that the men
desired to have sex with angels, this interpretation seems strained 
p.88

(d) a better understanding is that in their lust for sexual intercourse
with other men, the men of Sodom inadvertently put themselves in
the sacrilegious position of pursuing sexual intercourse with angels

(2) II Peter 2:6-10, partly dependent on Jude 7, speaks of the “licentious
conduct of the lawless” Sodomites and God’s judgment on them as a
lesson to “those who indulge the defiling passion of the flesh” 

(3) Thus both Jude 7 and II Peter 2:6-10 connect the sin of Sodom with
passions for sexual immorality, not failure to provide social justice or
inhospitality

e. The two most prominent Jewish writers of the first century CE, Philo and
Josephus, interpreted Genesis 19:4-11 to refer explicitly to homosexual acts 

p.91
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F. Judges 19:22-25 (the rape of the Levite’s concubine)
1. Overview 

a. “Bring out the man who has come to your house so that we may know (= have
intercourse with) him “ p.93

b. “Here are my virgin daughter and his concubine - let me bring them out; and
violate them and do to them that which is good in your eyes; but to this man you
must not do this disgraceful thing”

c. Quite apart from homosexual assault, the heterosexual rape and murder of the
travelers concubine was alleged to be the greatest atrocity committed by Israelites
since the days of the Exodus from Egypt    Judges 19:30 p.94

2. Argument
a. The theme of the inhospitality is clearly marked at the beginning of the narrative

by the comment that “no one took them in to spend the night” ...  so one could
argue that the Gibeah incident is not so much about homosexual practice as
inhospitality manifested in a vicious rape and murder 

b. People do not draw the conclusion that all heterosexual intercourse is bad from a
story about heterosexual rape so why should they draw the conclusion that all
homosexual intercourse is bad from a story about an attempted homosexual rape?

p.95
c. The fact that the men of the city proceeded to rape the concubine raises doubts

that the original demand to have sex with the Levite stemmed in part from
exclusive homosexual passions, for some or all of the perpetrators p.97

3. Response 
a. Logic sounds convincing until one stops to reflect on the historical and literary

context for the narrative in Judges 19-21 
b. Deuteronomistic History takes a clear stance against homosexual intercourse as an

abominable violation of God’s standards for human sexual expression 
4. Excursus: the image of women in Judges 19-21 (beyond the issue of same-sex

intercourse, the story raises a number of concerns about the treatment of women)
G. Homosexual cult prostitution in Israel p.100

1. There is good evidence of homosexual cult prostitution in Israel during the period of the
divided monarchy    Deuteronomy 23:17-18; I Kings 14:24; 15:12; 22:46; II Kings 23:7;
Job 36:14; cf.  Genesis 31:21-22; Hosea 4:14; cf.  Revelation 21:18; 22:15 (emasculated
male cult prostitutes) 

2. Harsh descriptions along with the epithet of a “dog” suggest a degree of revulsion more
suited to same-sex male cult prostitution p.104

3. One might then counter, “Okay, these biblical authors were opposed to male, same-sex
cult prostitution. But that only tells us what the author believed about consensual
homosexual practice conducted in the context of idolatrous cults and prostitution, not the
kind of loving expressions of homosexuality we witness today. p.108

4. Response
a. Such a rationale would overlook the Ancient Near Eastern context 
b. The most acceptable form of same-sex intercourse (not the least acceptable) was

precisely same-sex intercourse conducted in a religious context p.109
c. Otherwise, for a man to want to be penetrated by another man was generally

regarded as disgraceful 
d. When the biblical authors rejected homosexual cult prostitutes they were in effect

rejecting the whole phenomenon of homosexual practice - repudiating a form of
homosexual intercourse that was the most palatable in their cultural context 
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e. If this particular form of homosexual practice was rejected, then, how much more
all the other forms 

H. Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 (Laws) p.111
1. Overview 

a. “With a male you shall not lie as though lying with a woman; it is an
abomination.”

b. “And a man who will lie with a male as though lying with a woman, they have
committed an abomination, the two of them; they shall certainly be put to death;
their blood be upon them.”

2. Six features of these two commandments are important for establishing their
hermeneutical relevance p.112
a. Leviticus 18:22 occurs in a larger context of forbidden sexual relations p.113
b. The degree of revulsion associated with the homosexual act is suggested by the

specific attachment of the word: “abomination,” “an abhorrent thing,” or
“something detestable, loathsome, utterly repugnant, disgusting”
(1) in the concluding summary all the practices mentioned in the chapter are

described as “abominations”    Leviticus 18:24-30
(2) yet in the preceding list of specific commands the word is mentioned only

in conjunction with same-sex male intercourse    Leviticus 18:6-23 
(3) the word is applied specifically only to sexual intercourse between males    

Leviticus 20:13 
(4) the only forbidden act to which the designation “abomination” is

specifically attached is homosexual intercourse 
c. The penalty is extreme: death    Leviticus 20:13 
d. The laws are unqualified and absolute in Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 p.115

(1) they neither penalize only oppressive forms of homosexuality nor excuse
either party to the act 

(2) the question of whether the homosexual relationship is pederastic or not
does not enter the picture p.116

e. God’s people are to imitate the holiness and purity of their God and not the
abominable and the filing practices of other peoples    Leviticus 18:1-5, 24-30;
19:2; cf.  20:26 p.117

f. The prohibition is carried over into the New Testament (see later notes below)
3. The meaning of the Hebrew word “toevah” (“abomination”) cf.  Leviticus 18:22, 26-30;

20:13 
a. In Leviticus 

(1) it is restricted to forms of sexual immorality that can be characterized in
three ways: p.118
(a) a sexual act regarded by Yahweh as utterly detestable and

abhorrent 
(b) a sexual act which rendered the individual participants liable to the

death penalty and being “cut off” from God’s people 
(c) a sexual act which, if left unpunished by the nation, put the entire

nation at risk of God’s consuming wrath, God’s departure from the
midst of the people, and expulsion of the people from the land of
Canaan    Leviticus 18:22, 26-30; 20:13 

(2) Homosexual intercourse is singled out among other abominable sexual
acts in Leviticus 18 and 20 as a form of sexual misconduct particularly
worthy of the designation “toevah”
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(3) It is difficult to see how one can speak of this or other acts in Leviticus 18
and 20 as “ceremonially unclean the rather than inherently evil” 

b. Ezekiel expands the application of the word to a wide array of offenses 
c. In the rest of the Old Testament the “abominations” most frequently involve:

(1) worship of other gods    Deuteronomy 7:25-26 p.119
(2) sacrificing one’s children to pagan gods   Deuteronomy 12:31 
(3) practicing sorcery, divination, and necromancy     Deuteronomy 18:9-12; II

Kings 21:2,6
(4) sexual sins

(a) adultery   Ezekiel 18:6,11,15; 22 :11; Jeremiah 7:9 
(b) incest   Ezekiel 22:10-11 
(c) intercourse with a woman during her menstrual.  Ezekiel 18:6;

22:10
(d) cross-dressing     Deuteronomy 22:5
(e) remarrying one’s divorced spouse after remarriage to another

(probably an act of fraud for acquiring dowry money)  
Deuteronomy 24:4 

(f) bringing a prostitute’s fee to the temple as payment of a vow   
Deuteronomy 23:18 

(g)  homosexual intercourse   Ezekiel 16:50; 18:12; 33:26 
(5) murder    Jeremiah 7:9; Ezekiel 22:6; Proverbs 6:17
(6) swearing falsely   Jeremiah 7:9; Ezekiel 22:9,12; Proverbs 6:19 
(7) habitual lying    Proverbs 6:16; 22:22; 26:25-28
(8) oppressing or not aiding the poor, aliens, widows, and orphans    Ezekiel

16:47-52; 18:7,12,16; 22:7,29 
(9) a false balance (used to cheat)   Proverbs 11 one; 20:10,23 
(10) robbery, extortion, and charging interest to Israelites    Ezekiel 18:7-8, 10-

13,16-11; 22:12,29; cf.  Jeremiah 7:9
(11) treating parents with contempt   Ezekiel 22:7 
(12) wicked people    Proverbs 3:32 
(13) arrogance   Proverbs 6:16; 16:5
(14) one who creates family strife    Proverbs 6:19 
(15) one who justifies the wicked and condemns the righteous    Proverbs 17:15
(16) hypocritical incense, sacrifice, or prayer of the wicked    Isaiah 1:13;

Proverbs 21:27; 28:9
(17) cheating God by sacrificing an ox or sheep that has a defect  

Deuteronomy 17:1 
(18) profaning the Sabbath   22:8,26
(19) marriage to one who worships a different God    Malachi 2:11
(20) putting foreigners in official positions in the temple (i.e. people without

devotion to Yahweh)   Ezekiel 44:6-8 
d. The contention that “toevah” designates Jewish sins which involve ethnic

contamination or idolatry is misleading 
4. The question of the contemporary authority of Levitical law p.120

a. Most of Leviticus 18-20 can be thought of as an expanded commentary on the
Ten Commandments p.121

b. Paul consciously formulated his opposition to same-sex intercourse in the light of
Levitical prohibitions 
(1) his stance against incest echoes the incest laws in Leviticus 18:6-18 cf. I
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Corinthians 5:1
(2) Romans 1:32 same-sex intercourse along with other vices worthy of death

may have had in view the penalty prescribed for homosexual intercourse
in Leviticus 20:13 

c. The term that Paul employed for many take other males to bed “arsenokoitEs” is
a compound word formed from words in Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 (LXX) for
“male” and “lying”    I Corinthians 6:9 p.122

5. Does the influence of Leviticus on Paul undermine his moral credibility?
a. Bernadette Brooten

(1) argues that Paul’s antiquated views (from Leviticus 18:22; 20:13) are not
normative for our own time

(2) contends that neither age nor consent factored into penalties  - a minor and
a person raped would suffer the same penalty as the adult perpetrator
because purity, not a moral agency, was the issue 

b. Response p.123
(1) 1 , although the laws in Leviticus 20 do not explicitly make exceptions forst

those who cannot give consent, neither do they explicitly condemn such
(Brooten’s case is a dubious argument from silence)

(2) 2 , if there is little basis for arguing that Leviticus 20:13 condemned tond

death victims of homosexual rape, there is even less reason for arguing
that Paul held such a position
(a) in Romans 1:18-20 individuals consciously and deliberately

suppress the truth 
(b) Paul applied his condemnation only in cases where mutual choice

and gratification on the part of both partners was involved
(c) there is no evidence anywhere in Paul’s letters that those

victimized by the sins of others (sexual or otherwise) were held
morally accountable 

(d) all the parenesis in Paul presupposes active and willing moral
agents

p.125
(3) 3 , even if Leviticus 20 mandated death for perpetrator and victim alike,rd

that would still not lead to the conclusion that the list of forbidden sexual
practices enumerated there has little moral force for contemporary society 

6. Why the prohibition of male same-sex intercourse? p.128
a. The connection with idolatry?   Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 p.129

(1) argument 
(a) intercourse between males was not inherently bad but bad because

of its typical associations 
(b) lacking such a cultural context for homosexual practice in our own

times, we are free to disregard these prohibitions 
(2) response

(a) the prohibition against homosexual intercourse does not follow
immediately upon the references to child sacrifice in Leviticus
20:2-5

(b) the prohibition is sandwiched in between prohibitions of adultery
and incest (Leviticus 20:10-12) and prohibitions of incest and
bestiality (Leviticus 20:4-16)

(c) homosexual cult prostitution appears to been the primary form in
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which homosexual intercourse was practiced in Israel p.130
i) however, male cult prostitution was not the only context in

which homosexual intercourse manifested itself in the
Ancient Near East generally p.131

ii) it was merely the most acceptable context for homosexual
intercourse to be practiced in Mesopotamia 

iii) in our own cultural context we think that the banning of
male cult prostitution does not take into account
consensual, non-cultic, loving homosexual relationships 

iv) in the cultural context of the Ancient Near East the
reasoning has to be reversed: to ban homosexual cult
prostitutes was to ban all homosexual intercourse 

(d) an uncompromising stance against male-male sexual intercourse
distinguished this legal corpus (the Holiness Code) from those of
surrounding cultures 

(e) there were many Canaanite practices that the Israelites did not
reject [so the observation that] homosexual behavior among the
native peoples of Canaan was rejected was undoubtably due to the
fact that came into conflict with pre-existing, traditional Israelite
cultural values

b. A procreative dead-end p.132
(1) some scholars believe that the injunction against same-sex male

intercourse was due exclusively or primarily to the fact that such
intercourse “wastes seed” and could not lead to procreation 
(a) implication: the modern-day population explosion and the

widespread acceptance of contraceptives in Jewish and Protestant
circles would seem to render an objection to homosexuality
irrelevant in our context 

(b) five considerations speak in favor of procreation as at least a factor
in prohibiting same-sex male intercourse 
i) 1 , such an interpretation coheres with a possible implicitst

motive clause for each of the forbidden practices in
Leviticus 18 (posing a threat to the integrity of the Israelite
lineage)

ii) 2 , the issue of procreation ties in with the command tond

“be fruitful and multiply” 
iii) 3 , it may be that ancient Israelites conceived of the man’srd

sperm as containing the whole of life (male sperm is life
itself), with the woman’s body being nothing more than a
“field” or “soil” that supplies the nutrients (wasting of male
sperm in intercourse with other males is regarded as a
serious offense) p.133

iv) 4 , both Philo and Josephus (first century C.E.) viewedth

wasting of seed in non-procreative sex as one of the
problems with homosexual intercourse

v) 5 , the fact that women do not emit “seed” and thereforeth

cannot waste it may help to explain why same-sex female
intercourse goes unmentioned in the Holiness Code 

(2) response:  it is unlikely that the non-procreative aspect of same-sex male
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intercourse constitutes the sole or even primary reason why such a
behavior is banned in the Holiness Code
(a) 1 , the various behaviors prohibited in Leviticus 18 can be linkedst

under a common rubric only when that rubric is stretched beyond
“failure to procreate”
i) incest and adultery were prohibited even though such sex

acts could result in procreation
ii) beastiality between a woman and an animal is arguably

prohibited because it does not result in procreation yet it
does not result in a loss of human “seed”

(b) 2 , if the failure to procreate were the central concern, it isnd

puzzling that a number of other sexual acts that do not lead to
procreation were left out (such as heterosexual sex during a
woman’s pregnancy)

p.134
(c) 3 , it seems unlikely that the highly emotive reference tord

intercourse between males as an “abomination” can be limited to a
failure to procreate 

c. Contact of semen with excrement? 
(1) male-male intercourse may have been proscribed in order to prevent the

mixing of two otherwise defiling substances from mingling in the body of
the receptive partner and thereby prevent the defilement of the land of
Israel 

(2) response:
(a) this concern would appear to be subordinated to the larger category

of mixing non-complementary genders 
(b) Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13 make no mention of dung (contrast the

explicit mention of menstruation in Leviticus 18:19 and blood flow
in Leviticus 20:18) but they do speak explicitly of gender
discomplementarity ( “as though lying with a woman”) p.135

(c) fundamental concern: an abhorrent violation of the gender
boundaries for sexual intercourse

(d) if the central concern was the mixing of semen and excrement,
then why was there no corresponding prohibition against
heterosexual anal intercourse? 

d. Gender discomplementarity as a violation of the created order 
(1) the primary problem with male-male intercourse is the more general

concern that it mixes two things that were never intended to be mixed
(behaving toward another man as if he were a woman by making them the
object of male sexual desires - an abhorrent violation of divinely
sanctioned boundaries) p.136

(2) all the laws in Leviticus 18:6-23; 20:2-21 legislate against forms of sexual
behavior that disrupt the created order set into motion by the God of Israel

(3) the particularly “abhorrent” character of homosexual intercourse is to be
traced to its character as a flagrant transgression of the most fundamental
element of human sexuality: sex or gender p.138
(a) homosexual intercourse requires a radical “gender bending” of

human sexuality by the very creatures God placed in charge of the
good, ordered creation  
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(b) such an act constitutes a conscience denial of the complementarity
of male and female found not least in the fitness (anatomical,
physiological, and procreative) of the male penis and the female
vaginal receptacle by attempting anal intercourse (or other forms of
sexual intercourse) with another man p.139

(c) anal sex not only confuses gender, it confuses the function of the
anus as a cavity for expelling excrement, not receiving sperm 

(4) homosexual intercourse distorts gender itself as created and ordered by
God
 p.142
(a) the main concern behind the Levitical laws [is that] men should not

take on the role of women in sexual intercourse because God
created distinct sexes, designing them for sexual pairing, and did
so for a reason 

(b) the most likely reason why homosexual intercourse was viewed as
wrong in Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13 was that mixed two partners in
sexual intercourse that God the Creator never intended to be
joined: two males

7. The absence of an explicit critique of same-sex female intercourse 
a. Some argue that Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13 only prohibit (anal) intercourse

between men
(1) the phrase “ the lying down of a woman” in Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13 is

compared with the phrase “the lying down of a male” in Numbers 31:17-
18,35; Judges 21:11-12 where a female virgin is defined as someone who
does not “ know a man with respect to the lying down of a male” and a
non-virgin is defined as someone who knows a man in that respect 

(2) since the difference between being a virgin and a non-virgin is penetration
of the vagina, it would appear that the comparable phrase for male-male
intercourse would imply penetration of a male orifice as if it were a female
vaginal orifice  p.143
NOTE: texts from the Babylonian Talmud are cited indicating that the
only type of male-male intercourse regarded as worthy of stoning was anal
penetration; that women who “rubbed” other women were not disqualified
from marrying priests; and that a woman was not guilty of adultery (and
thus subject to stoning) if she had intercrural intercourse with another man 
but she was guilty if she had vaginal or anal intercourse 

b. Response 
(1) if such were true it would still be erroneous to conclude that other forms

of homoerotic contact would be permitted
(2) one can go quite far in sexual stimulation without technically engaging in

intercourse (but still commit a transgression) p.143
(3) the primacy of penetration for defining sexual intercourse may partly

explain why the Holiness Code leaves out lesbian relationships in the end,
one cannot know what was the precise reason for its exclusion from
Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 p.144

(4) in Romans 1:26 Paul explicitly expanded the prohibitions in Leviticus to
forbid lesbian intercourse p.145  

I. David and Jonathan p.146
1. Only after treating explicit Old Testament references to same-sex intercourse is it
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possible to put into proper perspective the stories about David and Jonathan in I Samuel
18-23 and David’s eulogy for Jonathan in II Samuel 1

2. It is sometimes alleged that David and Jonathan had a homosexual relationship which the
narrator suppressed

3. A review of the story and of the expressions used to describe the relationship will make
clear the problems with this allegation 

4. Jonathan’s love of David is portrayed as part of a much larger love affair of the people of
Israel with David, a love affair based on David’s zeal for Yahweh and his military
prowess in the context of a life-and-death struggle with the Philistines    I Samuel 18:5
(cf. 18:1-5,15,16) p.147

5. Jonathan and David relate as brothers, not as a romantic couple (“my brother Jonathan”)  
II Samuel 1:26

6. Mention of the fact that Jonathan’s”soul” (i.e. “life”) was bound to David’s soul no more
expresses erotic love then do the words of Judah to Joseph in Genesis 44:30-31
a. Jonathan is assuring David that he has hitched his fortunes to those of David,

politically and emotionally 
(1) 1 , the language of love is typical of the covenant-treaties between anst

overlord and vassals or between two political rulers of roughly equal
power   I Kings 5:1; I Samuel 18:22  p.148

(2) 2 , Jonathan’s act of handing over his robe, armor, and “even” his sword,nd

bowl, and belt was not only an extraordinary token of heartfelt
commitment to love David “as his own soul” and to protect him at any
personal cost; it was also an act of political investiture 
(a) Jonathan’s robe is probably to be regarded as a royal accouterment
(b) giving it to David symbolizes the transfer of the office of heir

apparent (transfer of his privilege of succession willingly to David)
p.149

b. Jonathan “delighted very much” or “took great pleasure” in David I Samuel 19:1  

(1) the verb “hApEs” carries no sexual connotation in context, as the previous
occurrence in I Samuel18:22 indicates, but, rather, denotes simply that
David found favor in Jonathan’s eyes, including political favor

(2) “chesed”(to show loyalty, faithfulness, kindness)   I Samuel 20:8 
(3) “your servant” underscores the political dimension of the proceedings (a

covenant with David) p.150
(4) Jonathan loved him as he loved his own soul    I Samuel 20:14-17 
(5) there is nothing inherently homosexual about two men kissing each other

in Ancient Near Eastern society     I Samuel 20:41-42 p.151
7.  “Your love to me was more wonderful to me than the love of women”    II Samuel 1:26 

NOTE: Jonathan’s repeated display of (non-sexual) kindness to David p.152
8. None of these texts, taken singly or as a collective whole, provide persuasive support for

a homosexual relationship between Jonathan and David 
a. On no occasion does the narrator ever refer to sexual intercourse between David

and Jonathan p.153
b. The verbs “sakab” (“to lie”) and “yada” (“to know”) are never employed
c. David’s heterosexual vigor was hardly in question as texts speaking of his many

wives, concubines, and children attest   I Samuel 18:17-29; 25:39-43; II Samuel
3:2-5,13-16; 5:3-16 

d. After David’s first encounter with Jonathan in chapter 18 the attention of the
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narrator shifts to Saul’s attempts to thwart marriage between one of his daughters
and David 

e. David could be erotically stimulated by the sight of a pretty woman bathing (cf.
Bathsheba) II Samuel 11:2-5 

f. Jonathan also was married and had children    I Samuel 20: 42; II Samuel 9
g. The narrator’s willingness to speak of David’s heterosexual sex life puts in stark

relief his complete silence about any sexual activity between David and Jonathan
or any sexual activity with men after Jonathan’s death

h. Nothing in the stories raised any suspicion that David and Jonathan were
homosexually involved with one another p.154

i. Only in our own day are these kinds of specious connections made by people
desperate to find the slightest shred of support for homosexual practice in the
Bible

j. “There is a lover/friend who sticks closer than a brother”   Proverbs 18:24 
J. Conclusion p.155

1. The straightforward declaration that God created male and female for sexual union and
blessed that union, and no other, with the capacity to be fruitful and multiply leaves
same-sex unions without place in the structures imbedded by God in creation. p.156

2. Same-sex intercourse was fundamentally incompatible with the creation of men and
women as complementary sexual beings 

3. The clear and unequivocal position of the Hebrew Scriptures against homosexual
intercourse provides an important backdrop to discussion of the New Testament’s witness

p.157
III. Same-sex intercourse as contrary to nature in early Judaism (a survey of extra-biblical Jewish teachings

from 200 B.C.E. to 200 C.E.)  p.159
A. Introduction 

1. These texts provide a bridge between Old Testament Scripture and the Jewish matrix of
early Christianity p.160

2. These texts help determine what Jesus and the authors of New Testament texts who are
silent about the issue of homosexuality probably believed 

3. Evidence suggests that early Judaism was unanimous in its rejection of homosexual
conduct (dissenting voices are absent)

B. Relevant texts (these address homosexuality explicitly and other texts supply strong inferential
evidence for Jewish opposition to homosexual intercourse)
1. Philo: a Jewish philosopher from Alexandria, Egypt living ca.10 B.C.E. - 45 C.E.

addresses homosexual sex 
a. On the Life of Abraham    135-37 
b. Special Laws 1.325, 2.50. 3.37-42
c. On the Contemplative Life   59-62 

2. Josephus: a Jewish priest, general, and historian who lived ca.  37-100 C.E. 
a. Jewish Antiquities 1.200-201 
b. Against Apion 2.199, 273- 275

3. The Letter of our Aristeas 152 p.161
4. Sibylline Oracles 3
5. The Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides 190-192
6. Mishnah Sanhedrin 7:4
7. Wisdom of Solomon 14:26 
8. 2 (Slavonic) Enoch 10:4; 34:1,2

C. While the Jewish critique is aimed primarily at pederasty, the arguments used cover a wide
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sweep of same-sex intercourse p.163
D. Jews, like Greek and Roman critics of same-sex intercourse, rejected homosexual conduct on the

ground that it was “contrary to (or: against) nature”
NOTE: four reasons
1. Homosexual intercourse cannot lead to procreation p.164

a. Procreation is God’s clue, given in nature, that the male penis and female
vagina/womb are complementary organs  
(1) no other sexual activity results in new life
(2) therefore the only acceptable form of sexual intercourse is between a man

and a woman
b. The fact that the semen ejaculated by the penis “takes root” and nurtures life only

when penetration of a woman’s vagina occurs is clear and convincing proof of
God’s exclusive design in nature for heterosexual intercourse (complementary sex
organs)

p.169
2. Homosexual intercourse represents an affront to God’s sexual stamp on males and

females by uniting two non-complementary sexual beings (gender discomplementarity)
a. Anatomical gender transgression 
b. As far as the fitness of the sex organs is concerned, only a woman is anatomically

complementary to a man p.176
c. For a man to take on that role is an obvious distortion of the gender distinctions

endowed in nature by God
3. Homoerotic desire constitutes an excess of passion

a. Insatiable overflow of lust p.177
b. A rampant promiscuity along with a host of other addictive behaviors that often

accompany it remains characteristic of many segments of homosexual male
culture

p.178
c. A constant grasping for fulfillment and things that ought to be shunned 

4. Homosexual intercourse is not practiced even by animals (animal heterosexuality)p.179
a. Modern zoology recognizes this is an oversimplification, yet as a general

observation or as an observation applied to many species retains persuasive force.
p.180

b. We human beings should emulate not the worst of animal behavior but the best 
E. Conclusion

1. Apart from Scripture, the clearest indications as to God’s design for human sexuality
come from the anatomical fit and function capacity of male and female sex organs.p.181

2. Homosexual passion is not supported by any anatomical and procreative complementarity
3. Not every innate urge should receive societal (let alone divine) approbation
4. The modern-day attempt to divorce sexual identity from physical biology is not a sign of

the mature socio-scientific wisdom of our age but rather of sophistic folly  p.182
5. The consistent return to the arguments of the anatomical and procreative complementarity

of male and female will be especially important for assessing what Paul meant when he
asserted the same-sex intercourse was “contrary to nature,” and for our interpretation of
his words p.183

IV.  The witness of Jesus p.185
A. Introduction

1. Many proponents of same-sex relationships put a positive spin on the silence of Jesus as
regards homosexual behavior 
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2. Some combine the silence on the subject with Jesus’ embrace of sinners and emphasis on
love and conclude that Jesus would not have criticized responsible and loving
expressions of homosexual and lesbian conduct p.186

3. Contrary to the above view, the silence of Jesus on the subject, combined with other
factors, makes Jesus’ opposition to same-sex intercourse historically probable p.187

4. In a larger sense, Jesus was not silent about same-sex intercourse 
a. 1 , in the context of first century Judaism, it is very unlikely that Jesus wouldst

have adopted a fundamentally different stance toward same-sex intercourse,
particularly given Jesus’ general approach to the Mosaic law 

b. 2 , Jesus’ appeal to Genesis 1:27 and 2:24 in his discussions of divorce (Marknd

10:1-12) confirms his embrace of exclusively heterosexual model of monogamy 
c. 3 , Jesus’ positions on other matters having to do with sexual ethics wererd

generally more - not less - rigorous than those of the surrounding culture 
d. 4 , the ways in which Jesus integrated demands for mercy and righteous conductth

in his teaching and ministry to not lend support for the view that Jesus might have
taken a positive or neutral approach to same-sex intercourse p.188

B. The context of H and Judaism and Jesus’ view of the Torah
1. The univocal stance against homosexual conduct, both in ancient Israel and the Judaism

of Jesus’ day, makes it highly unlikely that Jesus’ silence on the issue ought to be
construed as acceptance of such conduct 

2. Jesus was not shy about expressing his disapproval of the conventions of his day 
3. Silence on the subject could only have been understood by his disciples as acceptance of

the basic position embraced by all Jews 
4. If Jesus had wanted to communicate affirmation of same-sex unions he would have had

to state such a view clearly since first century Judaism, so far as we know, had no
dissenting voices on the matter

5. Without a clear statement none of his disciples would have made such a logical leap  
6. Nothing in the authentic Jesus tradition suggests that Jesus abrogated the Torah during

his earthly ministry Matthew 5:17-18 cf.  Luke 16:16-17 
7. At no time did Jesus overturn a specific prohibition of the law, let alone a prohibition of

non-cultic, sexual behavior serious enough to warrant the death penalty, which is
precisely what he would have had to do with regard to the prohibition of homosexual
conduct in Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 p.190

8. In Mark 7:21-23, Jesus interprets his saying about what defiles a person as follows: “ for
it is from ... the human heart that evil intentions come: sexual immoralities ...  adulteries
... licentiousness ... p.191

9. No first century Jew could have spoken of porneiai without having in mind the list of
forbidden sexual offenses Leviticus 18 and 20 

10. Jesus undoubtably would have understood homosexual behavior to be included among
the list of offenses p.192

11. While Jesus does not address issues of same-sex intercourse explicitly, his silence can be
taken as acceptance of the Levitical standards and, further,what implicit evidence remains
bolsters this conclusion p.193

C. Jesus on the Genesis and male-female complementarity 
1. Jesus appealed to both Genesis 1:27 and 2:24 commenting “they are no longer two but

one flesh: thus what God joined together let no one separate” Mark 10:6-9 
2. Jesus accepted the model for marriage and sexual union presented in Genesis 1-2 
3. Jesus understood that marriage was ordained by God “from the beginning of creation” as

the union of a man and a woman (Mark 10:6) and shows no awareness, much less
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acceptance, of any other pattern 
4. The creation texts authorized only one type of sexual union p.194
5. It would have been a foregone conclusion for him that homoerotic relationships and

human-animal unions, both proscribed in Leviticus, were unacceptable 
6. There was no place in the Genesis account to accommodate an etiology for same-sex

unions, non-exploitative or otherwise 
7. It would be preposterous to suggest that Jesus might have been comfortable with

entertaining an alternate anthropogony
D. Deconstructing the myth of a sexually tolerant Jesus p.196

1. Proponents of same-sex intercourse often think that they can enlist Jesus in their cause ... 
under a popular misconception ...  that Jesus was far more tolerant on sexual matters than
his Jewish contemporaries p.197

2. The reverse conclusion is likely to be closer to the truth [for] on matters relating to sexual
ethics Jesus often adopted stricter, not more lenient, demands than most other Jews of his
time.
a. Matthew 5:31-32; Mark 10:11-12 vs.  Luke 16:18; Matthew 19:9; cf.  I

Corinthians 7:10-11 
b. Divorce prohibited with an exception clause based on Deuteronomy 24:1 "except

for sexual immorality” p.199
c. This position taken by Jesus shatters the stereotype of a figure who was

completely accepting and tolerant of the behavior of others, especially the sexual
behavior of others p.202

d. Rather than adopt a more liberal stance toward divorce, Jesus closed this loophole
in the Law p.203

e. The impression one gets from Matthew 5:27-32 is that Jesus took sexual sin very
seriously - in some respects more seriously than the prevailing culture in first
century Palestine p.209

f. Those who find in the Gospels a Jesus who was a prophet of tolerance, forgives
and accepts all (except, perhaps , the intolerant), regardless of behavioral change,
have distorted the historical reality

E. Love and righteousness in the ministry of Jesus p.210
1. Jesus came not to affirm the sin of the sinner but rather to restore sinners to wholeness by

leading them out of sin p.211
2. What was distinctive about Jesus’ ministry was not that he refused to make judgments

about the conduct of others, or even that he lowered his moral standards. On the contrary,
in many areas he elevated those standards. What was distinctive was his incredibly
generous spirit even toward those who had lived in gross disobedience to God for years.
p.212

3. All of this should serve as a wake-up call to those in the church on both sides of the
theological aisle. p.213
a. For liberals who think that an aggressive outreach to those in the margins of

society entails acceptance without transformation and a diminishment of the
church’s moral standards, Jesus’ ministry provides incontrovertible proof that the
church can practice radical love without sacrificing “one iota or one letter stroke”
from God’s demands for righteous conduct.

b. For conservatives who think that upholding holiness means complete separation
from and contempt for the wicked of the world, Jesus’ ministry demonstrates that
righteousness can be wed with love.

4. When either love or righteousness is sacrificed, the church proclaims a truncated gospel.
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5. As regards the church’s response to practicing homosexuals, there must be a willingness
to fraternize with them in a spirit of humility and to offer God’s forgiveness merely on
the basis of a penitent spirit.  Such a posture toward practicing homosexuals has nothing
to do with changing the church’s assessment of homosexual practice as a perversion of
the created order. Indeed, it demands such an assessment is a necessary precondition to
finding and healing the homosexual. 

6. Jesus did not confuse love with toleration of all behaviors and neither should the church.
7. The truly scandalous component of Jesus’ ministry was ... his close contact with “sinners

and tax collectors” (Mark 2:15-17; Luke 7:3-34)
8. The stories about Jesus’ encounters with women who were considered sexual sinners do

not support the conclusion that Jesus was soft on sexual sin ...  He advocated mercy as a
means of stimulating repentance and devotion to God ...  Jesus forgave sexual sins ...  in
the expectation of transform behavior ... they were to go and sin no more p.217

9. “The Son of Man came to seek out and to save the lost” (Luke 19:10) apply to ... our
ministries to homosexual persons.” p.218

10. In the true spirit of Jesus, to seek and to save practicing homosexuals does not mean
confirming their homosexual fantasies or conduct. p.219

11. Jesus expects those whom he forgives to repent, leaving behind forever their sinful
behavior.

12. Jesus displayed extraordinary generosity and compassion to sinners in order to win them
over to the kingdom - at the same time he intensified the law’s demand in a number of
areas

p.221
13. Advocates of homosexual practice contend that the homosexual and the church is the new

“Samaritan” in our midst, whom we must recognize as our “neighbor.” p.226
F. Conclusion p.227

1. Jesus did not overturn any prohibitions against immoral sexual behavior in Leviticus or
anywhere else in the Mosaic law

2. Jesus did not regard sexual ethics as having diminished importance in relation to others
demands of the kingdom

3. It is highly unlikely that [Jesus] would have held some sort of secret acceptance of
homosexuality in the face of uniform opposition within the Judaism of his day 

4. Jesus was more demanding than the Torah, not less 
5. The idea that Jesus was, or might have been, personally neutral or even affirming of

homosexual conduct is revisionist history at its worst p.228
6. The portrayal of a Jesus as a first century Palestinian Jew who was open to homosexual

practice is simply ahistorical (all the evidence leads in the opposite direction)
V. The witness of Paul and deutero-Paul p.229

A. Romans 1:24-27 
1. Introduction 

a. The most substantial and explicit discussion of same-sex intercourse among men
and also lesbianism in the Bible 

b. The most difficult text for proponents of homosexual behavior to overturn 
2. Romans 1:24 p.231

a. Paul usually uses epithymia in a negative sense to refer to the desires of the sinful
impulse operating in the Spirit-less flesh of human existence (Romans 6:12;
13:14; Galatians 5:16-24; cf.  Ephesians 2:3; 4:22) p.232

b. akatharsian (uncleanness, foulness, depravity, ceremonial impurity, immorality)
(1) that Paul primarily had in mind immoral sexual behavior is evident from
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the direct connection between Romans 1:24and 1:26-27 and I
Thessalonians 4:6-7 p.233

(2) the term is used in close conjunction with sexual immorality in vice lists II
Corinthians 12:21; Galatians 5:19; cf. Colossians 3:5; Ephesians 4:19; 5:3

c. “God handed them over” to their sinful desires which carried with it the inevitable
result of self-degrading bodily behavior

d.  “Uncleanness,” stands primarily for immoral activity, not a desire that in turn
aims at or leads to such activity p.234

e. Human beings, left unrestrained by God to gratify their own desires, end up by
dishonoring themselves ( i.e. their own behavior toward one another constitutes
the initial “payback” for their “error “)

3. Romans 1:26 p.235
a. The specific form in which this dishonoring of their bodies took: a dishonoring of

one’s own self as a human being “gendered” by God in creation and discernible in
the material constitution of the human body

b. Conveys an intense, and thus potentially overpowering, impulse to act in a
manner contrary to right reason and nature 

c. The natural use as regards sexual intercourse is equivalent to “in accordance with
nature” used also in II Peter 2:12 p.236

d. Not only is there a natural use of the female by the male but also there is a
corresponding natural use of the male by the female (each a complementary
sexual other” p.237

4. Romans 1:27
a. “were inflamed” - “to kindle, light; set on fire, burn”
b. “with yearning” - desire, longing, yearning, craving, appetite, lust, passion p.238
c. a negative sense since the context speaks of a desire for things contrary to nature
d. “indecency” - “want of form, disfigurement”/obscene or disgraceful conduct (

used here, in Revelation 16:15 and I Corinthians 12:23 with reference to one’s
private parts)

e. “requital”- the payback/ reciprocal nature of the transaction p.239
5. Romans 1:18-3:20 within the sweep of Paul’s letter and the situation at Rome p.240

NOTE: Paul’s presentation of the gospel has a socio-ethical edge p.241
6. the argument of Romans 1:18-32 (the suppression of truth in creation/nature) p.246

a. suppression of knowledge shows itself especially in two ways: idolatry and same-
sex intercourse p.247

b. by virtue of succumbing to idol worship and falling prey to their own passions, a
punishment of sorts takes place (“the wrath of God is being revealed” in the
present time) p.249
(1) God steps back and allows the sinful passions of the flesh to take control

of those who turn their back on him p.251
(2) committing sin, satisfying one’s own perverse desires, being subjected to

one’s own degrading passions becomes its own punishment (with the
future punishment still to follow) 

c. three times Paul speaks of God “giving them over”
(1)  to the uncleanness of passions that dishonor their own bodies   1:24
(2)  to the dishonorable passions of same-sex eroticism   1:26
(3)  to an unfit mind that seeks to do what is not proper   1:28

d. Paul Achtemeier: “ ... nothing more than the permission to fall deeper into sin ...
divine discipline is the measure of grace, as divine permissiveness is the measure
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of wrath. A society in which discipline is disappearing and in which anything is
permitted is, in light of this passage, clearly a society suffering under the wrath of
God ...”

e. ”uncleanness” as used by Paul primarily refers to sexual sins    I Thessalonians
4:7; Galatians 5:19; I Corinthians 7:14;   II Corinthians 12:21;cf. Colossians 3:5;
Ephesians 4:19; 5:3 

f. “Dishonoring (one’s self) by same-sex intercourse (sexual immorality is uniquely
a sin against one’s own body) p.252

g. A failure to see fit to acknowledge God leads to an unfit mind and debased
conduct

p.253
h. Same-sex intercourse is seen as the epitome of self-degradation - an action utterly

contrary to nature 
i. Finally, Romans 1:32 supplies the conclusion which stresses both the culpability

of the participants (doing and even approving, despite knowing) and the ultimate
fate of death awaiting those who engage in such depraved conduct (“ knowing ...
worthy of death”)

7. Romans 1:26-27 (same-sex intercourse as “contrary to nature”) p.254
a. Same-sex eroticism functions as a particularly poignant example of human

enslavement to passions and of God’s just judgment precisely because it parallels
in the horizontal-ethical dimension a denial of God’s reality like that of idolatry in
the vertical-divine dimension.

b. Same-sex eroticism is contrary to nature because the primary sex organs fit male
to female, not female to female or male to male 

c. Visual perception of the material creation that God made should lead to a mental
perception about the nature of God and God’s will.

d. Similarly, ...  the appeal to nature in Romans 1:26-27 has to do, at least primarily,
with the visual perception of male-female bodily complementarity (the fitness of
the sex organs) p.257

e. Paul viewed same-sex intercourse as an unnatural use of the gendered body
because of the clear anatomical discomplementarity of such intercourse p.258

f. Progression
(1) 1 , a false wisdom suppresses the truth about God and creationst

(2) 2 , foolish worship of objects sculpted in the image of created things nd

(3) 3 , distortion of one’s moral compass and the satisfaction of desires thatrd

are inherently self-degrading p.262
g. God manifests this wrath at least initially by passively allowing the sinful desires

to take their own course rather than by bringing supernatural destruction p.263
h. The dishonoring of God leads to a dishonoring of self
i. If one disregards the book of Leviticus and asks oneself what clues existing in

nature might aid in discerning the Creator’s will for sexual expression, then
human anatomy and procreative function comprise the most unambiguous
indications of divine intent. p.264
(1) 1 , same-sex intercourse represents one of the clearest instances ofst

conscious suppression of revelation in nature (it involves denying clear
anatomical gender differences and functions - leaving one “without
excuse”)

(2) 2 , common ground between Paul ... and Jews in antiquity: homosexualnd

conduct was a particularly repulsive example of depravity p.265
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j. Visible manifestation in creation of same-sex discomplementarity   p.266
(1) 1 , culpability for doing what God is clearly shown to be wrong throughst

the visible evidence in creation 
(2) 2 , self degrading character - dishonoring one’s own body, pursuingnd

dishonorable passions, ignoring the natural use of the opposite sex, and
committing acts that are clearly contrary to nature and indecent 

(3) 3 , there is a similarity between idolatry and same-sex  intercourserd

(exchanging the truth of God for a lie)

 Idolatry  Same-sex intercourse 

vertical relationship with God horizontal relationships with each other 
suppressing the visible evidence in creation contrary to visible evidence in nature 
in the sphere of the mind in the sphere of body and passions 
human decision divine handing-over 
exchange of God for idols exchange of opposite sex for same-sex
not glorifying God dishonoring themselves 
foolish act self-degrading behavior 

(4) 4 , blurring of gender distinctions in general and same-sex intercourse inth

particular
k. God responded to idolatry with the punishment of allowing individuals to debase

their bodies in their horizontal relationships with one another p.267
l. Romans 1:24-27 suggest Paul regarded same-sex intercourse as more egregious

than any other immoral act p.268
8. Did procreation for Paul have heuristic and prescriptive value? p.270

a. For Paul, homosexual acts were sinful, first and foremost, because they
demonstrated the rejection of God’s intention that sexual intercourse be between
sexual “others,” an intention revealed by the anatomical complementarity of male
and female sex organs 

b. additional reasons: for Paul procreation had more of a heuristic rather than a
prescriptive value (implying that those who argue that sexuality involves more
than procreation missed the point) p.272
(1) he did not emphasize the supreme importance of procreation and sexual

pairing
(2) his expectation of an imminent coming of Christ led him to promote the

benefits of a singlehood that he himself modeled 
(3) he recommended marriage not for the purposes of procreation but for the

purpose of avoiding sexual immorality (sex did not have to lead to
procreation, it had real value is a release for sexual desire)    I Corinthians
7:2-5 

9. Did Paul think that homoerotic behavior was ”dirty” but not sinful? p.273
a. A plain reading of Romans 1:26-27 makes clear that Paul regarded same-sex

intercourse and unrestrained passion for such practices as sin
b. Some argue that Paul treated same-sex intercourse either as not sinful or as sin

only in a very diminished and virtually inconsequential sense (cf. L. William
Countryman)    pp.274-275

c. To think that Paul, a Jew, regarded homoerotic conduct as merely “dirty” rather
than “sinful” behavior flies in the face of historical probability, especially since all
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other Jewish texts from antiquity express not only disapproval but abject horror at
such conduct p.276

d. The context surrounding Romans 1:26-27 makes clear that same-sex intercourse
is sin for Paul 
(1) 1 , all the other conduct described in Romans 1:18-32 is evaluated asst

sinful (so surely same-sex intercourse is as well)
(2) 2 , the heading for Romans 1:18-32 as a whole refers to God’s wrathnd

“upon every ungodliness and unrighteousness of human beings who
suppress the truth in unrighteousness” 

(3) 3 , same-sex intercourse parallels the sin of idolatry since both suppressrd

the truth about God and God’s creation
(4) 4 , the description of Gentile behavior in Romans 1:18-32 is presented asth

partial proof of the “charge” that “all are under sin”    Romans 3:9; cf. 3:23
“all have sinned”

10. Does Romans 2:1-3:20 condemn those who condemn homosexual practice? p.277
a. Likewise without excuse Romans 2:1,2 cf. 1:18-32 
b. If Gentiles who are ignorant of Scripture are culpable because they know from

creation/nature that what they are doing is wrong, how much more guilty are those
who have access to the direct revelation of Scripture? p.278

c. Even without access to Scripture, people knew that what they were doing was
wrong p.280

d. All stand under God’s judgment for their sin p.281
e. I Corinthians 6:9 and I Timothy 1:10 make it clear that homosexual conduct on

the part of anyone, including believers, is among the serious sins that can
disqualify one from “inheriting the kingdom of God” p.282

f. That Paul was seeking to establish that all/any sin equally rendered people
culpable to God’s judgment does not mean that all sins were equally egregious for
Paul 

p.284
g. Paul cautioned against the judging of others when it led one to exempt oneself

from personal scrutiny and the call of the gospel (as with the Jewish interlocutor
in Romans 2). He counseled believers engaged in the task of turning straying
believers back to the right path to be conscious of their own failings    Galatians
6:1 

11. Did Paul think only idol worshipers could engage in same-sex intercourse?
a. Contrary to what some critics of Paul’s argument suggests, he is not saying in

Romans 1:18-32 that idolatry, the worship of statutes or images, is the necessary
prerequisite for homosexuality p.285

b. For Paul the sinful passions to which God hands Gentiles over did not originate
with the beginning of idolatry, but with Adam (i.e. the full range of sinful
passions and the behavior arising from them - including homoerotic behavior -
preceded the worship of idols) p.286
(1) he knew that the vices mentioned in Romans 1:29-32 could also be found

among Jews who are not idolatrous in the strict sense 
(2) he made the point that sin in all its most degrading expressions is going to

be more rapid in cultures were people turn from the worship of the true,
living God to the worship of god’s of their own making 

12. Did Paul not have creation in mind when he spoke of same-sex intercourse? p.289
a. Since Paul traces the origin of all sinful passions ultimately back to the Fall, it is
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not surprising that the biblical creation stories serve as a backdrop to the narrative
in Romans 1:18-32 (the inter-textual connection between Romans 1:23 and
Genesis 1:26 is unmistakable) p.290

b. When Paul critiques sexual behavior of any sort as immoral his standard remains
tied to Genesis 1-2 p.293

c. For Paul, the only legitimate sexual union for Christians is that between one man
and one woman in permanent, exogamous and monogamous marriage 

13. Excursus: the claim that Romans 1:26 refers to heterosexual intercourse p.297
a. Argument: Romans 1:26 refers to heterosexual anal or oral intercourse 
b. Response: although Romans 1:26 does not explicitly state that females had sexual

intercourse with females, the parallel wording in Romans 1:27 strongly infers it
14. Excursus: why Paul mentions female same-sex relations first p.299

B. The vice lists in I Corinthians 6:9 and I Timothy 1:10 p.303
NOTE: in addition to Romans 1:24-27 these two texts mention same-sex intercourse explicitly
1. The meaning of “malakoi” in I Corinthians 6:9 (literally means “the soft ones” - i.e.

“effeminate males who play the sexual role of females”) p.306
a. In I Corinthians 6:9 “malakoi” are sandwiched in between adulterers and

“arsenokoitai” (people who have something to do with an immoral act of same-
sex intercourse) p.307

b. Immoral sexual intercourse, then, would appear to be an identifying mark of the
“malakoi”

c. The epithet “soft” suggests males playing the female role in sexual intercourse
with other males (acceptance of phallic penetration by another male) - becoming
the passive homosexual partner and perhaps allowing themselves to feminize their
appearance p.309

d. In I Corinthians 6:9, “malakoi” should be understood as the passive partners in
homosexual intercourse, the most egregious case of which are those who also
intentionally engage in a process of feminization to erase further their masculine
appearance and manner p.312

2. The meaning of “arsenokoitai” in I Corinthians 6:9 literally means “male-bedders” - i.e.
“males who take other males to bed” (“men who sleep or lie with males”)
a. A neologism occurring for the first time in extant literature here in I Corinthians

6:9 and later in I Timothy 1:10 p.313
b. That “arsenokoitai” refers to same-sex intercourse is strengthened by its pairing

with “malakoi” p.316
c. “arsenokoitai” refers to the active partners in homosexual intercourse 
d. The translations of “arsenokoitai” in the early translations of Scripture confirm a

general reference to “men who have sex with males” p.322
e. The first element of the compound (“arsen -, “male[s]”) is the object, not the

subject
p.323

f. The suffix on the second element of the compound noun (-koitEs) indicates that
“bedders of, the ones taking to bed or lying with” is masculine 

g. “Men who take males to bed” can hardly be understood to refer to exploitative
heterosexual intercourse p.324

h. The pairing of “malakoi” and “arsenokoitai” suggests that the “malakoi” would be
among the consensual male partners of the “arsenokoitai,” though the pairing
certainly does not preclude other, less effeminate partners than transvestites and
transsexuals with homosexual proclivities 
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i. “arsenokoitai” in Paul’s writing would apply to all forms of same-sex intercourse 
including the kinds of non-exploitative forms allegedly manifested in our
contemporary context 
(1) 1 , the term “arsenokoiEs” itself indicates an inclusive sense: all men whost

play the active role in homosexual intercourse (had Paul intended to single
out pederasts he could have used the technical term “paiderastEs”) p.325

(2) 2 , the likely derivation of the word from the Levitical prohibitions (LXX)nd

strengthens the case for an inclusive meaning (prohibition speaking
generically of all men who have sexual intercourse with any and every
kind of male) cf.  Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13 p.326

(3) 3 , Josephus and Philo both reject homosexual intercourse on the groundsrd

that it is not intercourse between a man and a woman (an inherent
distortion of male sexuality - a man substituting a male for a female in
sexual intercourse)
NOTE: the only acceptable, complementary partner for sexual intercourse
was someone of the opposite sex

(4) 4 , the meaning which Paul gave to “arsenokoitai” ultimately has to beth

unpacked in light of Romans 1:24-27 
(a) when Paul speaks of the sexual intercourse of “males with males”

(arsenes en arsesin) in Romans 1:27, he obviously has in mind
“arsenokoitai”

(b) there were no exceptions for Paul p.327
i) he like all other first century Jews opposed the same sex

intercourse between men because he believed that woman
was created by God to be man’s one and only sexual
partner

ii) he believed that the anatomical and procreative
complementarity of male and female visible in nature
supported this conclusion 

(5) 5 , the context of I Corinthians makes clear why “malakoi” andth

“arsenokoitai” belong with other forms of sexual immorality: they
participate in a form of sexual behavior other than that sanctioned in the
context of a monogamous, lifelong, not incestuous, opposite-sex marriage
bond 

(6) 6 , if Paul condemned both active and passive partners, how doesth

exploitation factor in the equation? p.329
(a) condemnation of both partners indicates that the relationship is

consensual 
(b) Paul is not condemning any passive partners who might be raped,

rather, those who willingly engage in same-sex intercourse, follow
their sinful and innate impulses for forbidden sex, who enjoy it,
who show no remorse for their conduct and are under no coercion
from others

(7) 7 , the list of devices in I Corinthians 6: 9-10 contain inter-textual echoesth

to Deuteronomic law that indicate a contrast between same-sex intercourse
in all its forms and heterosexual marriage  

j. The combination of terms “malakoi” and “arsenokoitai” are correctly understood
in our contemporary context when they were applied to every conceivable type of
same-sex intercourse p.330
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3. The meaning of “arsenokoitai” in I Timothy 1:10 p.332
a. Some argue that the preceding context of sexual terms implies that

“andrapodistai” has a particular type of slave dealer in mind: people who sell boys
or girls to be “slaves for brothel houses”

b. Given the association between the practices of some slave traders and the
homosexual desires of some buyers, the close proximity of the two terms
(“andrapodistai” and  “arsenokoitai”) is not surprising p.333

c. However, there is a difference between recognizing some overlap in the semantic
fields of the two terms on the one hand and restricting the semantic fields of each
term only to such an overlap on the other hand 

d. The derivation of “arsenokoitai” from Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 (a formulation that
is not limited to prostitution), its actual usage in Judeo-Christian literature, and
the unqualified Judeo-Christian rejection of all forms of homosexuality make an
overly narrow interpretation of the word implausible p.334

e. That “arsenokoitai” has in mind the broad prohibitions in Leviticus against all
forms of male to male intercourse is even clearer in I Timothy 1:10 than in I
Corinthians 6:9 since the vice list is described as coming from”the law” in I
Timothy 1:8-9

f. Early Judaism and Christianity rejected same-sex intercourse because it regarded
any sexual intercourse outside of marriage, a monogamous union between man
and woman, as immoral p.336

g. References to same-sex intercourse in I Corinthians 96:9 and I Timothy 1:10
corroborate our understanding of Christian teaching - that all homosexual
intercourse is excluded from faithful Christian living

C. Conclusion p.337
1. People who engage in homosexual intercourse do so in spite of the self-evident clues

implanted in nature by God; specifically, male-female anatomical, physiological,
psychological, and procreative complementarity 

2. Opposition to same-sex intercourse, [also comes from] the creation stories in Genesis 1-2
and the Levitical prohibitions, both of which have inter-textual echoes in Romans 1:18-
32 

3. Participation in same-sex intercourse is partly its own payback for turning away from the
one true God ... [and] at the same time it is evidence of God’s future judgment 

4. In I Corinthians 6:9, the term “malakoi” has most in view males who actively seek to
transform their maleness into femaleness in order to make themselves more attractive as
receptive or passive sexual partners of men;“arsenokoitai” has most in view men who
serve as the act of sex partners of the “malakoi” p.338

VI. The hermeneutical relevance of the biblical witness p.341
A. Where the Scriptures are clear, the question of hermeneutic centers on whether any contemporary

considerations preclude the direct application of the Bible’s message to the modern debate 
1. Is the issue a matter of significant concern in the Bible?

a. Is there a consistent perspective in the Bible?
(1) How often is the issue addressed?
(2) If infrequently addressed, does infrequency imply insignificance or

universal agreement?
(3) Is it likely that any biblical writers might have a different position?
(4) Is there continuity between the Testaments?

b. Is it a serious moral issue for biblical writers?
(1) Does violation lead to exclusion from God’s people?

Page 29 of  47



(2) Do any biblical writers regard the issue as a matter of indifference?
(3) Do biblical writers prioritize it as one of the core values of the faith?p.342

2. Does the biblical witness remain valid in a contemporary setting?
a. Is the situation to which the Bible responds comparable to the contemporary

situation?
b. Are the arguments made by biblical writers still convincing?
c. Do new socio-scientific insights or cultural changes invalidate the biblical

witness?
(1) Do these new insights directly engage the arguments marshaled by the

biblical authors?
(2) How certain are these new insights?
(3) Are the writers of Scripture limited or blinded by their cultural horizon?
(4) Were there other perspectives or opinions available in the authors own

time?
d. Has the church adopted a consistent and strong witness on the issue over the

centuries?
e. Does a new work of the Holy Spirit and the church justify changing the biblical

position?
(1) Does the biblical position run counter to the “weightier matters” of

love/justice?
(2) Does this alleged “new work” promote God’s kingdom?
(3) Does the change involve a total reversal of the biblical position or only a

modification?
B. The burden of proof is on those who would reject the biblical position, particularly a strong and

consistently held New Testament position on a moral issue with strong support from the Old
Testament and subsequent church tradition. p.346
NOTE: such is the case with respect to homosexuality 

C. Arguments and responses p.347
1. The Bible condemns only exploitive, pederastic forms of homosexuality 

a. Proposal 
(1) since the dominant expression of same-sex love in the Greco-Roman

world was pederasty ( sex between adult male and an adolescent boy)
Jewish and Christian writers had this in mind 

(2) because contemporary expressions of homosexuality can be mutual, non-
exploitative, and caring, no one can predict what the Bible would have
said about homosexuality had this been the prevailing model in antiquity 

b. Response 
(1) the biblical texts themselves nowhere limit their rejection of homosexual

conduct to exploitative forms
(a) Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 are unqualified

i) if homosexual actions were wrong primarily because they
were exploitative, why would Leviticus 20:13 specify a
penalty of death for both participants, exploited as well as
the exploiter?

ii) in Leviticus 20:13 both parties involved are under divine
judgment 

(b) Romans 1:26-27 is equally absolute in its wording
i) the contrast in 1:27 is not between exploitative homosexual

relationships and loving homosexual relationships but
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between heterosexual and homosexual conduct p.348
ii) both parties involved are divine judgment p.349
iii) Paul does not present a picture where one party is being

degraded and exploited, but rather portrays both partners as
seeking to gratify their urges with one another and together
reaping the divine recompense for their mutually degrading
conduct

iv) the phrase contrary to nature is not a reference to having
sex with a youth or exploiting someone 

(2) it is misleading to argue as if Jewish Christian writers had nothing but
negative images from which to base their judgment of homosexuality

p.350
(a) the notion that mutually caring same-sex relationships first

originated in modern times seems absurd  
(b) moving statements about compassionate same-sex love can be

found in Greco-Roman literature (cf. the speeches in Plato’s
Symposium)

2.  The Bible primarily condemns homosexuality because of its threat to male dominance 
p.361

a. Proposal 
(1) homoeroticism threatened to undermine the prevailing cultural pattern of

male dominance and female subordination 
(2) the passive, subordinate role of women in sexual intercourse and the

active, dominant role of men were in keeping with the respective “natures”
or inherent character traits of women and men 

(3) Paul and the early church fathers absorbed these cultural values 
(4) their visceral response to homosexual behavior stems from their outrage at

men adopting the passive, penetrated role of socially inferior women and
women attempting to take on the active role of socially superior men

p.362
b. Response 

(1) Ancient sources, including Jewish sources, do indeed indicate that gender
stratification was an element in the critique of homoeroticism   p.363

(2) however this was not the only argument employed in antiquity against a
male and female homoeroticism

(3) behind the various arguments was the simple recognition of a “fittedness”
of the sex organs, male to female p.364

(4) the fittedness of the penis and vagina provide clues as to how God desires
sexual pairing to be organized by gender (anatomical clues point to God’s
intention that human sexuality involves opposite-sex pairing as opposed to
same-sex pairing) p.365

(5) homoeroticism denies the sexual, bodily gender differences of male and
female and attempts a merger that nature never intended, that is, for which
complementary sex organs were not provided p.367

(6) gender is blurred 
(a) 1 , not even in I Corinthians 11:3-16 is total male dominance thest

overriding consideration p.368
i) in I Corinthians 7:3-4 he insists on the mutuality of

conjugal rights 
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ii) in the community of the baptized there is neither male and
female    Galatians 3:28 

(b) 2 , for Paul, homoeroticism constitutes an extreme expression ofnd

human revolt against the divinely ordained natural order and not
just a subversion of customary gender roles
i) he regards homosexual intercourse as such an obvious

violation of the natural order that Gentiles who do not
know Scripture are without excuse when they engage in
such behavior

ii) at stake is nothing less than gender differentiation itself
(mixing two things that were never intended by God to be
mixed)

(c) 3 , Paul’s position toward homosexual behavior was morerd

uncompromising than that of the prevailing Greco-Roman culture 
p.369

i) the Greeks and Romans approved of certain forms of
homosexual behavior, particularly in cases where the
passive or penetrated partners were socially inferior

ii) in a system where social hierarchy is the primary concern,
such concessions are quite understandable

iii) the fact that biblical authors made no such concessions
suggest that the concern was broader than status
differentiation

iv) critics must argue that Jesus and Paul were more
misogynistic than their Greek and Roman contemporaries
(an argument that has little merit)

v) it is more plausible to argue that the biblical writers had in
view another concern: gender differentiation as a structural
design divinely imbedded in creation for the health and
vitality of the human race 

(d) 4 , on lexical grounds there is little basis for claiming that Paul’sth

references to “nature” refer to contingent cultural norms (cf.
Romans 2:14-15,27; 11:21,24; Galatians 2:14-16; 4:7-9)  
pp.369-372
i) in all of these instances, “nature” corresponds to the

essential material, inherent, biological, or organic
constitution of things as created and set in motion by God
(not personal preferences or prejudices, custom, a culturally
conditioned sense of what is normal, or social convention )

ii) “nature” in these verses goes beyond what one feels and
thinks to what simply “is” by divine design (by virtue of the
way God shaped them) p.373

iii) note: one usage of “nature” (physis) in I Corinthians 11:14-
15 deserves special attention because here it conflates with
cultural custom
a) long hair on women was an inference that could be

drawn from direct observation of nature, that
women have hair on their head for a covering, not
that nature itself directly granted long hair only to
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women 
p.374

b) the logic of Paul’s argument p.375
1) nature has given women hair on their heads,

and this hair serves as a covering
2) this should teach that long hair is

appropriate for women, not for man
3) in turn this should teach that a head

covering, such as a veil, is appropriate for
women and not for men (i.e. the tendency
for many men to develop baldness)

c) significant loss of head hair on a woman
immediately occasioned speculation that she was
afflicted by some illness or disease (unnatural)p.376

d) reaction to baldness in a man is altogether different
(a natural course of affairs for some men)

e) women must have a covering for their head; for men
and it is at best only an option p.377

iv)  for Paul, physis meant “nature” in the strict sense 
(7) critics ignore or downplay the importance of the anatomical (and

procreative) complementarity of male and female for Paul’s negative
assessment of same-sex intercourse p.378
(a) not just a dishonoring of gender dispositions, much less of cultural

conventions
(b) a dishonoring of gendered bodies through a blatant and foolhardy

disregard of the visible physical (and functional) differences of
men and women 

(8) by “nature” Paul means the clear anatomical and procreative compatibility
of male and female sex organs  - that God did not intend sexual
intercourse to be conducted among members of the same sex p.380

3. The Bible has no category for “homosexuals” with an exclusivity same-sex orientation;
same-sex passion was thought to originate in over-sexed heterosexuals
a. Proposal 

(1) since ancient moralists regarded homosexuality as a manifestation of an
insatiable heterosexual lust and we do not, their opposition to
homosexuality (including Paul’s) must be disregarded in our own society

(2) what Paul derogates are homosexual acts committed by apparently
heterosexual persons p.382

(3) Paul is explicitly distinguishing between natural homosexuals who
experience only desires for the same sex and unnatural homosexuals who
are really overstimulated heterosexuals p.383

b. Five-fold  Response p.384
(1) 1 , whether all moralists viewed all erotic passion as an overflow ofst

heterosexual desire is doubtful
(a) there is considerable testimony in ancient sources to the belief that

same-sex passions, at least in some cases, were congenital
(b) some ancient medical writers concluded that homoerotic

orientation originated in an inherited disease of the mind or (for
women) in the anatomical deformity of an overly large clitoris
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p.385
(c) bisexual individuals, perhaps, could be so described (heterosexuals

exploring homoeroticism) but not all forms of homoerotic
expression in antiquity were bisexual

(d) Paul could not have been unaware of the existence of men whose
sexual desire was oriented exclusively toward other males 

(2) 2 , it is putting the cart before the horse to claim that ancient moralistsnd

opposed homosexual expression precisely for the reason that homoerotic
passion was excessive heterosexual lust p.386

(3) 3 , the contention that in antiquity “homosexual desire is not itselfrd

‘contrary to nature’” is false
(a) sex with a member of the opposite sex (defined as natural) is

exchanged for sex with a member of the same sex (defined as
unnatural) p.387

(b) the intertextual echoes to Genesis 1-2 in Romans 1:18-32 and in
other discussions of sexual issues in Paul make an appeal by Paul 
to the male-female norm in creation obvious p.388

(4) 4 , whether Paul held all homoerotic desire to stem from over-sexedth

heterosexuals can hardly be established with certainty from Romans 1:27
(5) 5 , the translations “beyond nature” and “contrary to nature” cannot beth

played off against each other, and moreover  “nature”here has little to do
with innate desires 
(a) “beyond” and “contrary to, against, in opposition to” are not

necessarily mutually exclusive 
(b) same-sex intercourse is “beyond” or “in excess of” nature in the

sense that it transgresses the boundaries for sexuality both
established by God and transparent in nature even to the Gentiles 
p.389

(c) same-sex intercourse is “in transgression” or “violation of” natural
boundaries”/laws (the material creation around human beings and
the bodily design of humans themselves guide into the truth about
the nature of God and the nature of human sexuality respectively)

    p.390-391
(d) the emphasis in Romans 1:26-27 is on exchanging the natural

sexual use of persons of the opposite sex for an unnatural use of
persons of the same sex, not on the overflow of passions p.392

4. Homosexuality has a genetic component that the writers of the Bible did not realizep.395
a. A homosexual brain? (the popular view being promoted by a homosexual-activist

groups and their supporters is that people are either “born gay” or not  - i.e.
homosexuality is not a chosen behavior but a genetically determined orientation)
(1) Proposal 

(a) a homosexual brain: homosexual orientation is at least partly
determined by intrauterine hormonal influences on fetal brain
development p.396
i) cf. 1991 study done by Simon LeVay (a homosexual

neurobiologist) founded the Institute of Gay and Lesbian
Education p.397
a) he studied the area of the hypothalamus known as

INAH3 in 19 homosexual males, 16 heterosexual
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males, and 6 females 
b) he concluded that INAH3 was two times larger in

heterosexual males than in the females and
homosexual males

(b) the media trumpeted LeVay’s results as proving that
homosexuality is caused by immutable brain differences that
distinguish homosexuals and heterosexuals 

(2)  Response 
(a) such a conclusion is irresponsible 

i) it was a single author study (measurements were not made
by more than one investigator)

ii) the sample size was so small that it’s impossible to
conclude that the group constituted a representative sample
of the larger population 

iii) he may have misjudged the sexual orientation of some of
the individuals since over a third of the allegedly
heterosexual males died of AIDS (if the medical chart for a
given individual did not specifically state a homosexual
orientation, LeVay assumed that the individual was
heterosexual)

iv) his study did not confirm that all homosexuals have a
smaller INAH3
a) three of the 19 homosexuals had a larger INAH3

than the average heterosexual male 
b) three of the “heterosexual”males had an INAH3

smaller than the average homosexual male p.398
v) a more careful (blind) study by William Byne did not find a

difference between male homosexual and male
heterosexual INAH3

vi) there is no proof that INAH3 has any bearing on sexual
behavior let alone sexual orientation

(b) there is no proof that the size differential (if one exists) is largely
attributable to prenatal development of the brain 
i) a different size of the INAH3 for heterosexual and

homosexual males (on average but not all cases) could be
due to any number of other post-natal factors typical of
each of these population groups 

ii) plastic structures in the brain can be altered through
nutrition, disease, exercise, traumatic experiences, learning,
pleasure stimuli, interpersonal dynamics, repetitious
behavior, and adolescent and adult or hormonal changes 

b. A homosexual gene? p.399 
(1) 1993 scientist Dean Hamer found what the media immediately hailed as

the discovery of a “gay gene” 
(a) Hamer and his colleagues recruited 40 pairs of homosexual

brothers who also had a high incidence of homosexual relatives on
the maternal side of the family

(b) since women have two X and no Y chromosomes and men have
one X and one Y chromosome, any genetic factor for
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homosexuality in this group would have to show up on the X
chromosome passed on by the mother 

(c) in 83% of these pairs the scientists claimed to have discovered a
particular genetic sequence in the region of the X-chromosome
known as Xq28 (just by random chance one would expect 50% of
the brothers to share the same variations as the mother has two X
chromosomes)

(2) Response 
(a) the alleged finding was greeted with considerable criticism from

the scientific community 
i) Hamer failed to check his results against a heterosexual

control group p.400
ii) Hamer inflated the statistical significance of his findings 
iii) one of Hamer’s researchers accused him of neglecting to

report findings that would have undermined the
significance of his results (that researcher was fired )

(b) 1995, Hamer and his colleagues conducted a second study with
results that were less dramatic
i) this study checked for the same genetic sequence among

the test group’s heterosexual brothers, who were found to
be less likely to carry the variation in Xq28

ii) homosexuals who had bisexual brothers showed no linkage

iii) lesbian sisters from other families were also checked but
none carried the chromosomal marker in Xq28

iv) Hamer acknowledged, “we have not found the gene, which
we don’t think exists, for sexual orientation ... there will
never be a test that will say for certain whether a child will
be gay - we know that for certain”

(c) Hamer’s team did not locate a chromosomal marker for lesbians or
bisexuals
i) the alleged discovery applies only to a relatively small

segment of the exclusively homosexual population: those
who have both a homosexual brother and homosexual
maternal relatives 

ii) the marker was neither a necessary nor a sufficient cause of
homosexual orientation for this very limited segment of the
homosexual population 

iii) there is no proof that the marker provides any direct bearing
on sexual orientation 

(d) 1999, researchers failed to replicate Hamer’s findings although
they used a larger sample size p.401

(e) a theory of genetically determined behavior does not coincide with
scientific assessments of the role of genes 

(f) genetic influence on homosexuality is, if existed at all, relatively
weak in comparison with family, societal, and other environmental
influences 
i) few people would want to argue that violent behavior is so

genetically predetermined that humans who engage in it
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should be absolved of responsibility
ii) yet this and more is precisely the conclusion that the

homosexual lobby wants the general public to draw about
homosexual behavior p.403

c. Evidence from identical twin studies 
(1) Introduction

(a) identical twins are monozygotic: produced from one egg and one
sperm

(b) non-identical or fraternal twins are dizygotic: formed from two
eggs and two sperm 

(c) because identical twins are a perfect genetic match a genetic basis
for homosexuality would have to show up in higher “concordance
rates” for identical twins in which at least one twin was
homosexual 

(d) if homosexuality were determined completely by the genes, one
would expect the concordance rate in such cases to be100% (the
identical twin of a homosexual would always be homosexual)

(2) Studies
(a) 1991, Bailey and Pillard reported a homosexual concordance rate

of 52% for identical twin pairs 
(b) 1992, King and McDonald announced concordance rates of 25%

for male and female identical twins 
(c) 1993, Bailey and Pillard reported a concordance rate of 48% for

identical twins p.404
(3) Response 

(a) the samples were not randomly obtained (volunteers were recruited
through advertisements in gay publications making it likely that the
test groups would have an artificially high number of homosexual
twins whose code twins were also homosexual)

(b) subsequent studies corrected the sample bias with dramatically
lower concordance rates ( 11% and 13.6%)

(c) common nurture or environment is likely to be a significant factor
accounting for concordance rates p.405

(d) research on twins has amply documented high behavioral imitation
rates 

(e) the best way to rule out the environmental factor in identical twin
studies is to assess concordance rates among the identical twins
raised in different households (NOTE: in 1986 a study found that
in none of the four pairs of identical twins was the code twin also
lesbian)

p.406
d. Intrauterine hormonal influences? p.407

(1) Observation: a testosterone surge in the embryo produces male genitals
and other typically male characteristics (without that surge, the embryo
develops female characteristics )

(2) Question: could it be, then, that male embryos that receive inadequate
doses of testosterone, and female embryos that receive too much develop a
homosexual orientation?

(3) Response: 
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(a) such would not prove that homosexual behavior under normal
circumstances is traceable intrauterine hormonal influences 

(b) there is a general agreement that significant hormonal differences
between adult homosexual and heterosexual men do not exist

p.408
(c) to say that homosexual behavior is caused by abnormal hormone

levels during pregnancy is to go beyond the current data 
e. Childhood gender nonconformity and the socialization of children 

(1) life stories of many homosexuals include early childhood memories of
feeling out of place with respect to members of the same sex 

(2) there is a consensus in scientific literature that children who exhibit a high
degree of gender nonconformity have an increased likelihood of
developing a homosexual identity as an adult 

(3) it is also plausible that gender nonconformity is a precipitating cause for
some forms of developing homosexuality rather than effect of a latent
homosexual orientation 

(4) gender nonconformity in the child and attendant feelings of being different
from others of the same sex can be created or significantly exacerbated by
disruption of a proper relationship with the same-sex parent or with same-
sex peers p.409

(5) some studies indicate that poor emotional bonding with the same-sex
parent characterizes a significantly higher percentage of homosexuals and
heterosexuals p.410

(6) some psychiatrists give a secondary role to the opposite sex parent in
predisposing a child to homosexual behavior as an adult (e.g. a close-
binding or demanding mother may impair her son’s attachment to his
father or same-sex peers by criticism of the father or of males in general)

(7) a child’s perceptions may or may not conform to reality or a parent’s intent

(8) childhood and adolescent relationships with same-sex peers play a critical
role in shaping sexual identity 

(9) Darryl Byrne contends for an “exotic becomes erotic”theory of
homosexual development: that individuals become erotically or
romantically attracted to those who were dissimilar or unfamiliar to them
in childhood p.411
(a) if this dynamic is reflective of homosexual experience it points to

an important difference between heterosexual and homosexual
attraction - the difference between wanting to have a member of
the opposite sex as a complementary other and wishing to be
someone else of the same sex as a replacement of one’s sexual self
p.412

(b) such children may be reacting to an insecure gender identity by
becoming sexually attracted to what they would like to see in
themselves - an unhealthy, narcissistic attraction to one’s own sex
and a symptom of an unmet need for sexual self-acceptance 

(c) consistent with this explanation is the fact the promiscuous, casual
sex and “open,” short-term relationships are hallmarks of male
homosexual activity (and fits with the much higher rates of
substance abuse reported among homosexuals)
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(10) self-identified homosexuals and bisexuals are 3 to 9 times more likely to
have experienced sex as a child (usually with an adolescent or adult male)
than their heterosexual counterparts
(a) the higher correlation suggests that sexual abuse may be at least a

causative factor in predisposing some people to adult homosexual
behavior 

(b) an early association of sexual arousal with an adult or adolescent of
the same sex (particularly in the case of boys), or an association of
heterosexual sex with trauma (particularly in the case of girls), may
incline the child in the direction of homosexual relationships p.413

(11) it is probably not possible to pinpoint any one socializing factor that leads
a person to develop a homosexual orientation (but environmental factors
and reactive psychological development appear to be key ingredients)

f. Cross-cultural studies: extreme variations in the cultural manifestation of
homosexuality 
(1) a comparison of ancient Greek culture and ancient Israelite culture provide

two very different examples of how cultural reactions to homosexual
behavior can affect its social expression or whether it expressed at all

(2) Daniel Greenberg categorizes the historical and social manifestation of
homosexuality according to four ideal types: p.414
(a) transgenerational (the partners are from different generations) 
(b) transgenderal (one of the partners takes on the gender identity of

the opposite sex)
(c) class-structured (partners belong to different social classes)
(d) egalitarian (the partners are social equals)

(3) cultural norms, not some form of genetic determinism, play the dominant
role in manipulating how and whether homosexuality will come into
expression p.415

(4) cultures that become increasingly accepting of one or more forms of
homosexuality can expect to see over a period of time marked increases in
the incidence of homosexual behavior in a population p.416

g. The impact of urban life and education
(1) homosexuality is primarily an urban phenomenon
(2) an environment that provides increased opportunities for and fewer

negative sanctions against same-gender sexuality may both allow and even
elicit expression of same gender interest and sexual behavior 

(3) women who are college graduates are nine times more likely to identify
themselves as lesbian or bisexual than women who only graduate from
high school p.417

(4) some attribute the dramatic rise in rates of female homosexuality either to
“greater social and sexual liberalism” and “ greater sexual
experimentation” that coincides with higher education or to a “ higher
level of personal resources that can allow women to please themselves
rather than men”

(5) male homosexuality appears to be governed more by pure libido, whereas
female homosexuality is more cognitive and relational 

(6) consistent exposure to a smorgasbord of variant sexual behaviors and the
intense questioning of a heterosexual norm in educational settings can
result in sevenfold and ninefold increases in the numbers of people
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identifying themselves as homosexual or bisexual 
(7) this suggests that it is possible for aggressive homophile instruction in the

schools to recruit some additional children into the homosexual lifestyle
who otherwise would have gone through life as self-identifying
heterosexuals

p.418
h. The elasticity of sexual behavior 

(1) advocates of homosexual behavior usually dismiss the notion that
increased public support for homosexuality will lead to an increased
number of homosexuals
(a) homosexuality is an immutable condition
(b) homosexuals are locked into a lifelong condition 
(c) clear lines separate homosexuals from bisexuals and bisexuals

were heterosexuals 
(2) response 

(a) evidence to date points to considerable fluidity in a spectrum from
heterosexual to homosexual 
i) individuals who at one time or another experience

homosexual impulses do so at different levels of intensity,
at different times of life, and for periods of different
duration 

ii) none of this corresponds to a doctrine of biological
determinism 

(b) given such fluidity across the Kinsey spectrum, it seems far-
fetched to think that exclusive homosexuals have a gene that does
not permit them to become heterosexually aroused under any
cultural parameters or individual life experience, while another
group of homosexuals has a gene that permits them to be
predominantly homosexual, and a third group of homosexuals has
a gene that permits them to be mostly homosexual, and so on p.420

i. Can homosexuals change?
(1) change can take different forms 

(a) a reduction or elimination of homosexual behavior
(b) a reduction in the intensity and frequency of homosexual impulses
(c) the experience of heterosexual arousal and marriage
(d) reorientation from exclusive or predominant homosexuality to

exclusive or predominant heterosexuality
(2) the notion of genetic mutability cannot stand up to scrutiny p.422

(a) significant shifts in sexual orientation often occur apart from any
therapeutic treatment, on both ends of the Kinsey spectrum 
i) therapists have found that homosexuals are most likely to

achieve significant movement in the direction of
heterosexuality when clients have had some history of
heterosexual arousal, did not engage in homosexual activity
early in life, and begin treatment highly motivated to
change 

ii) long-term success depends upon the existence of a strong
support network for their move out of the gay community,
including the development of close but not erotic same-sex
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relationships 
iii) forgiveness of the same-sex parent, overcoming anxiety

associated with living up to heterosexual stereotypes,
overcoming fear of heterosexual courtship customs,
assertiveness training, and healing of sexual abuse may
constitute important elements in the restoration process for
many homosexuals 

(b) in addition to the secular treatment of homosexuality, there are also
numerous faith-based ministries which seek to assist homosexuals
in the process of change
i) Exodus International (actually an umbrella organization for

about 100 faith-based ministries) p.423
ii) Homosexuals Anonymous
iii) Courage (Roman Catholic)
iv) OneByOne (PC USA)
v) Regeneration (Episcopal)

(3) critics attempt to explain away reports of change in sexual orientation
p.424

(a) that so-called homosexuals who have changed to heterosexuals
were not really true homosexuals to begin with, but at most only
bisexuals 

(b) that true homosexuals who think they have changed are kidding
themselves (may have discontinued homosexual behavior but they
continue to feel homosexual impulses that will someday relapse)

(4) response
(a) the critics’ reasoning is dogmatic, based primarily on ideological

conviction rather than evidence 
i) fundamental premise, homosexual orientation is immutable

(born that way - implying some sort of genetic or hormonal
determinism)

ii) such critics reject environmental influences even though the
consensus in the scientific community is that environmental
and psychological factors play a significant role in the
development of homosexuality

iii) such critics ignore the identical twin studies which have
conclusively demonstrated that genetic influence is at best
small and, in any case, certainly not immutable 

iv) such critics ignore cross-cultural comparisons which show
incredible malleability in rates and forms of homosexuality,
not to mention intra-cultural comparisons such as the effect
of urban settings, education, income, and religion on the
incidence of homosexuality p.425

v) such critics discount the enormous affect that parental
upbringing and peer socialization has on sexual
development of children 

vi) such critics overlook the fact that sexual orientation shows
remarkable elasticity 

vii) such critics must deny that homosexuals can become
heterosexuals but if they are to be consistent they must also
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deny that heterosexuals can become homosexual 
viii) such critics have to explain away all the testimonies from

ex-homosexuals 
(b) an acceptable standard of “cure” is not the removal of every last

vestige of temptation but rather the ability to successfully manage
such temptations p.426
NOTE: one has no difficulty acknowledging significant change in a
“recovering alcoholic” who generally stays away from the bottle
but from time to time struggles with an internal, physiologically
connect the desire to drink 

(c) that changes in sexual orientation usually do not come about easily
should occasion no surprise - many pleasurable forms of behavior,
particularly sexual behavior, tend toward compulsion and addiction

(d) there is a biological or physiological component to the particular
experience of sexual arousal (patterns of sexual arousal imbedded
in the brain are not easily removed)

(e) in the current political climate, not only do ex-homosexuals not
received societal congratulations, they are also vilified by
homosexual-activist groups p.427

(f) when society and even the church states that change is both
impossible and wrong (homophobic), very few will be inclined to
change 

(g) society cannot make such a distinction as how to distinguish a true
homosexual from a bisexual or heterosexual who is acting just like
a true homosexual p.428

(h) at least some homosexuals are capable of change 
(i) Christian faith entails a strong belief in the power of the Spirit of

God to change the lives of those who submit themselves to the
Lordship of Jesus Christ 

(j) even victory presupposes an ongoing struggle with sinful desires:
Christians are not guaranteed that they will be freed from such
desires altogether, but rather that their identity is not defined by
such desires p.429

j. Relation of the scientific data to Paul’s views p.430
(1) the genetic or intrauterine component of homosexual orientation is indirect

and not dominant 
(2) scientific research on homosexuality reinforces what Scripture and

common sense demonstrate: human behavior results from a complex
mixture of biologically related desires (genetic, intrauterine, post-natal
brain development), familial and environmental influences, human
psychology, and repeated choices

(3) whatever predisposition to homosexuality may exist is a far cry from
predestination or determinism and is easy to harmonize with Paul’s
understanding of homosexuality 
(a) that homosexual behavior was something freely chosen

i) they exchanged ...    Romans 1:23,25,26
ii) God gave them over ...    Romans 1:24,26,28

(b) that humanity is subjugated and ruled by its own passions (a
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humanity not in control but controlled)
(4) experience of homosexual urges is part of a larger phenomenon of various

sinful impulses that all humans experience p.431
5. There are only a few biblical texts that speak directly to homosexuality p.432

Response :
a. Relatively small, though not as small as some of alleged

(1) Genesis 9:20-27; 19:4-11 
(2) Judges 19:22-25 
(3) Leviticus 18:22; 20:13 
(4) Ezekiel 16: 50 (and possibly 18:22; 33:26)
(5) Romans 1:26-27 
(6) I Corinthians 6:9 
(7) I Timothy 1:10 (same-sex intercourse is sin)
(8) Jude 1:7 (possibly)
(9) II Peter 2:7

b. other texts referring to homosexual cult prostitution 
(1) Deuteronomy 23:17-18
(2) I Kings 14:24; 15:12; 12:46;
(3) II Kings 23:7
(4) Job 36:14
(5) Revelation 21:8; 22:15

c. such an argument confuses frequency with degree of importance p.433
(1) other forbidden forms of sexual conduct received little negative

documentation in the Bible but are not for that reason insignificant sins
(a) bestiality, prostitution
(b) incest   I Corinthians 5 

(2) the idea of determining the importance of an issue by counting of the
number of texts that speak directly to it is a rather constricted and
ahistorical way of viewing Scripture 
(a) the odds of any major positive figure connected with earliest

Christianity having either no opinion or a positive opinion about
homosexual conduct in any form is extremely remote p.437

(b) the burden of proof is decidedly upon anyone who would want to
argue that Jesus or any New Testament writer would have been
open to same-sex intercourse 

(3) although there are a limited number of texts that speak directly to the
issue, these texts are part of a much larger biblical worldview that
consistently portrays only one model for sexual relations - that between a
man and a woman in lifelong partnership
(a) Genesis 1-3; 9:20-27; 19 p.438
(b) Leviticus 18:22; 20:13
(c) Deuteronomy 22:5; 23:17-18 

d. Throughout the Bible there is not a single hero of faith that engages in
homosexual conduct

e. On a prescriptive level, every regulation that affirms the sexual bond affirms it
between a man and a woman, without exception 

f. An abundance of Old Testament laws and Proverbs regulated and established
proper boundaries for sexual intercourse between male and female

g. By way of contrast, there are no laws distinguishing proper homosexual conduct
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from improper homosexual conduct, because in every law code homosexual
conduct is presumed to be forbidden in toto

h. There is no conception of a proper homosexual union - it was universally
understood homosexual unions were abominable p.439

i. Universal silence in the Bible regarding an acceptable same-sex union, when
combined with the explicit prohibitions, speaks volumes for a consensus
disapproval of homosexual conduct 

j. There is not a single shred of evidence anywhere in the Bible that would even
remotely suggest that same-sex unions are any more acceptable than extramarital
or premarital intercourse, incest, or bestiality 

6. We do not follow all the injunctions in the Bible now, so why should those against
homosexual conduct be binding? p.441
a. Response 1: the problem with this line of reasoning is that, in cases where the

church deviates in its moral practices from portions of the Bible, one can usually
find a trajectory within the Bible itself that justifies a critique or modernation of
such texts

p.442
b. Response 2: seven considerations make the biblical mandate concerning

homosexuality hard for Christians to ignore or downplay p.449
(1) 1 , it is proscribed behavior (a sin of commission rather than omission)st

(2) 2 , it is prescribed behavior (not proscribed thoughts, theories, ornd

worldviews)
(3) 3 , it is behavior proscribed by both Testaments (OT/NT in completerd

agreement)
(4) 4 , it is behavior proscribed pervasively within each Testament p.450th

(5) 5 , it is severely proscribed behavior (death penalty/grounds for exclusionth

from the kingdom of God)
(6) 6 , the proscribed behavior is proscribed absolutely (every and any formth

of homosexual behavior)
(7) 7 , it is proscribed behavior that makes sense (complementarity of maleth

and female - the natural order of God’s will for sexuality)
c. Response 3: human passions are notoriously unreliable indicators of God’s will (“

I feel this, therefore I should be allowed to do it”) p.451
NOTE: the New Testament does not assure believers that the process of being
transformed into the image of Christ or of having Christ formed in us is painless
(“take up your cross and follow me”)

7. Excursuses:
a. The dearth of lifelong, monogamous homosexual relationships p.452

(1) 1 , the fact that homosexual unions are sometimes formed in anst

atmosphere of mutual love says nothing one way or the other about the
legitimacy of homosexual intercourse - it merely confirms that caring
bonds can and should be established between members of the same sex 

(2) 2 , all the data for homosexual conduct indicates that it has a very poornd

track record so far as enduring monogamous relationships are concerned
(homosexual males rarely exhibit serial monogamy, let alone lifelong
monogamy) p.453
(a) the consensus among the couples interviewed was that the

heterosexual model of monogamy did not work for gay
relationships
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 p.457
(b) the rule of monogamy for heterosexual relationships is the

exception for male homosexual relationships 
b. The analogy between the early church’s inclusion of Gentiles and contemporary

affirmation of homosexuality 
(1) Proposal:

(a) like homosexuals today, Gentiles were treated by many among the
first generation of Jewish Christians with revulsion p.461

(b) Christian should rethink its opposition to same-sex intercourse 
(2) Response

(a) 1 , ethnicity has to do with ancestry not desire (the Bible isst

primarily condemning an activity or form of behavior, not a state
of being)

p.462
(b) 2 , mere inclination or the experience of temptation is not sin  -nd

the issue is whether one is mastered by the desire
(c) 3 , unlike the Bible stance on same-sex intercourse, the Hebrewrd

Bible or Greek Septuagint is not unequivocally and univocally
opposed to Gentiles (Christians could find legitimization for the
inclusion of Gentiles in Scripture itself, whereas no such
legitimization could be given for same-sex intercourse) p.463

(d) 4 , in complete contrast to the issue of same-sex intercourse, theth

attitude toward Gentiles taken by all the authors of texts that
subsequently made it into the New Testament canon was one of
affirmation of Gentile entry into the people of God without
requiring circumcision (but Paul took a radically different approach
when it came to matters involving violations of sexual standards -
regarded as transparently sinful even for Gentiles) p.465

(e) ...  there exist today ...  a statistically small percentage of
homosexuals who are not sexually promiscuous and are able to
form long-term monogamous sexual unions and do not engage in
medically dangerous sexual practices and appear to be involved in
mutually affirming relationships ... [but] ... the clearest clue that
God gives for appropriate expressions of sexuality, the anatomical
and procreative complementarity of male and female, suggest that
something greater is at stake that even sexual fidelity and physical
health p.466

8. Since we are all sinners anyway, why single out the sin of same-sex intercourse? p.469
a. Introduction 

(1) The problem with this argument is that, followed with logical conclusion,
it would result in a church that never takes a stand against sin and evil, a
church that neither exhibits its own redemption to the world nor calls the
world to responsible conduct 

(2) The church must always approach the rebuking of sin among its members
with humility and sensitivity, repenting of its own faults, and providing
offending members with support for change p.470

b. The negative effects of societal endorsement of homosexuality p.471
(1) 1 , ecclesiastical and societal affirmation will lead to an increase in thest

incidence of homosexuality and bisexuality, which in turn will lead to a
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large number of people afflicted with serious health problems and
shortened life expectancy 

(2) 2 , societal endorsement of homosexuality [opens the door to] pedophiliand

and its role in recruiting homosexuals into the fold p.479
(3) 3 , affirmation of homosexuality [opens the door to] greaterrd

permissiveness as regards sexual promiscuity p.480
(4) 4 , there is the harmful effect of total annihilation of societal genderth

norms (one of the explicit goals of homosexual activist organizations)
p.482

(5) 5 , those who in good conscious regard homosexual intercourse as sinth

become publicly marginalized p.483
(a) in the name of antidiscrimination those who uphold moral values

are discriminated against while those who violate such values
receive affirmative-action 

(b) conscience-directed opposition to homosexual behavior is regarded
as homophobia p.484

(6) 6 , it is not only the church and society that suffered with homosexualityth

is approved - ultimately, it is the individual homosexual who suffers in his
relationship to God when the church shirks its duty to call sin a sin 
(a) the church deceives the homosexual by affirming a lifestyle that

God deems to be sin
(b) acceptance is not forgiveness, affirmation is not transformation,

and inclusion is not reconciliation 
(c) the church must not shirk its duty to affect the costly work of

reconciliation that liberates persons from bondage to a sinful self 
p.485

(d) it is not kindness for the church to give its blessing to forms of
sexual expression that degrade the body created by God

(e) the church should reject the notion that the only alternatives are to
affirm homosexual behavior or to hate and harass homosexuals 

(f) the church must love the homosexual by humbly providing the
needed support, comfort, and guidance to encourage the
homosexual not to surrender to homosexual passions 

(g) on grounds of health and sexual morality, same-sex intercourse
cannot be regarded as a light or relatively harmless sin p.486

VII. Conclusion p.487
A. Recapping the arguments (four reasons why those who engage in same-sex intercourse act

contrary to God’s intentions for human sexual relations)
1. Same-sex intercourse is strongly and unequivocally rejected by the revelation of Scripture

a. Homosexual behavior is a violation of the gendered existence of male and female
ordained by God in creation

b. Homosexual intercourse distorts the sexuality intended by God for the health and
vitality of the human race 

2. Same-sex intercourse represent the suppression of the visible evidence in nature
regarding male-female anatomical and procreative complementarity p.488

3. Societal endorsement of homosexual behavior will accelerate the many negative social
effects arising from such behavior by, first, undermining efforts to deter those already
engaged in same-sex intercourse from continuing that behavior and, second, substantially
increasing the number of people who both participate in same-sex intercourse and view
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themselves as homosexual, bisexual, or transgender 
4. The practicing homosexual’s relationship with the Creator will be put in jeopardy p.489

B.  Church and the civil policy matters 
1. with regard to church policy, practicing, self affirming homosexuals should be treated as

any other persons engaged in persistent, unrepentant acts of immoral sexual behavior 
2. in addition, if same-sex intercourse is sin, churches must make hard decisions regarding

membership and discipline
a. the key here is not whether the person is homosexually inclined but whether he or

she is having same-sex intercourse and doing so in a self-affirming mannerp.490
b. as regards the blessing of same-sex erotic unions by clergy - such a union cannot

be blessed without sanctioning the form of sexual intercourse in question (sin is a
constitutive part of what is being blessed)

3. At the same time, there should be no impediment to church office for someone with a
homosexual orientation or preference who remains celibate, does not endorse homosexual
behavior, and gives every evidence of wanting to remain committed to the Bible’s and
church’ teaching on homosexuality p.491

4. On matters of public policy, Christian should work toward a society that neither
prosecutes nor promotes homosexual behavior
a. Positively, Christians should support the decriminalization of homosexual

behavior and full prosecution of crimes against homosexuals 
b. Negatively, the church should oppose any attempts to make “sexual orientation” a

specially protected class, or to grant to same-sex relationship status and benefits
comparable to those married couples receive

C. A final word 
1. Love God and love the homosexual neighbor
2. The homosexual and lesbian are not the church’s enemy but people in need of the

church’s support for restoring to wholeness their broken sexuality 
3. To denounce same-sex intercourse and then stop short of actively and sacrificially

reaching out in love and concern to homosexuals is to have as truncated a gospel as those
who mistake God’s love for accepting people as they are and who avoid talk of the
Gospel’s transformative power p.492

4. The policy stances that the church must take toward same-sex intercourse do not diminish
the believer’s call to love the individual homosexual 

5. This book has been aimed at showing that affirming same-sex intercourse is not an act of
love, however well-meaning the intent p.493
NOTE: that road leads to death: physically, morally, and spiritually 

6. What does constitute an act of love is befriending the homosexual while withholding
approval of homosexual behavior, working in the true interest of the homosexual despite
one’s personal repugnance for same-sex intercourse, pursuing in love the homosexual
while bearing the abuse that will heavily come with opposing homosexual practice 
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