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STATEMENT DH-055-2

THAT WHICH IS UNNATURAL:
Homosexuality in Society, the Church, and Scripture
(Part Two in a Two-Part Series on Homosexuality)

by Joseph P. Gudel

Summary

The gay rights movement does not just want the right to privacy and to be left
alone. Attempting to promote their cause as a civil rights instead of as a moral
issue, they want special legal protection for, and cultural acceptance of, their
lifestyle. Even many Christian churches have condoned or are sympathetic to
homosexuality, ignoring the Bible's teachings concerning our sexuality. In the
Old Testament we find heterosexuality to be proclaimed as God's natural order
of creation, a teaching Jesus upheld in the New Testament. Biblically,
homosexuality is described as both an "abomination" and "unnatural." God calls
us to reject sin, but to love and value all people.

How can anyone dare to speak out against another person's lifestyle? Especially within the church, are not Christians
called to be loving and inclusive? Does not the Bible itself tell us that we are to reach out to people instead of being
judgmental and self-righteous?

Questions like these come up whenever the Christian or the church takes a stand on a moral issue, especially
homosexuality. I realize that it is not "politically correct" to speak critically concerning any person or group.
Nonetheless, true Christian love does not ignore immorality and the lives ruined by it, but speaks out in the hope of
helping those individuals.

This is particularly true when militant pro-homosexual groups, both within society and the church, have attacked the
traditional Judeo-Christian understanding of this important issue. Thus this article is written, not as an attack on
homosexuals, but in defense of the biblical teaching on this topic and to help those ensnared in this lifestyle.

THE GAY RIGHTS MOVEMENT'S POLITICAL AGENDA

In Part One of this series (Summer 1992) I went into some detail showing that even from a secular perspective the
unbiased reader is forced to admit that homosexuality is neither a healthy nor a natural lifestyle. However, over the
past 20 years or so there has been a growing gay rights movement within America. This movement has been
militantly demanding not just the homosexuals' right to do whatever they wish to do behind closed doors, but, more
importantly, that society fully accept their lifestyle as both healthy and normal, even demanding special rights and
legislation as an "oppressed minority."

Concerning the demands of the gay rights movement, gay spokesperson Jeff Levi in a 1987 speech to the National
Press Club in Washington stated: "We are no longer seeking just a right to privacy and a protection from wrong. We
also have a right — as heterosexual Americans already have — to see government and society affirm our lives."1
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As far back as 1975, in an article entitled "Gays on the March," Time magazine quotes gay activist Barbara Gittings:
"What the homosexual wants, and here he is neither willing to compromise nor morally required to compromise —
is acceptance of homosexuality as a way of life fully on a par with heterosexuality."2 In response to this, Time wisely
reflected: "It is one thing to remove legal discrimination against homosexuals. It is another to mandate approval....It
is this goal of full acceptance, which no known society past or present has granted to homosexuals, that makes many
Americans apprehensive" (emphasis added).3

In view of their stated goals, it is extremely significant that today there is legislation pending in the United States
Congress which proposes to do just what the gay rights movement has demanded: fully legitimize homosexuality as
an acceptable and sanctioned alternative lifestyle. The Senate version, sponsored by Senator Edward Kennedy, is
bill S. B. 574. The House version, sponsored by Representative Barney Frank (an openly avowed homosexual), is
measure H. R. 1430.

For most Americans it is shocking simply to have a bill like this being considered in the halls of Congress.4 What is
even more amazing is that already it has approximately 140 congressional sponsors, as well as the full support of
President Bill Clinton.5

If passed this bill would make it illegal for any organization, including Christian businesses and churches, to refuse
employment to practicing homosexuals. It would legalize same-sex "marriages," something not now recognized in
any U.S. jurisdiction. Homosexual "couples" would have the right to adopt children. And every school system
would have to include homosexuality as a positive alternative lifestyle in any sex education course offered.

Concerning the radical gay rights agenda now being advanced, Fr. John F. Harvey — a nationally known professor
of moral theology at De Sales School of Theology and someone actively involved in counseling homosexual persons
for over thirty years — writes:

Homosexual activists...are not requesting merely the right to live their lifestyle in private, to be left
alone; to use their own words, they want to convince all elements of society — even children —
that "gay is as acceptable as straight."....I think that gay-rights legislation would harm children at
an impressionable, malleable, and gullible age. There is plenty of evidence for the position that
homosexual propaganda can sway young people into homosexual activity and, perhaps, permanent
orientation in that direction.6

As evidence that influencing children at a very early age is part of the gay rights agenda one need look no further
than New York City's public school curriculum. Included in the curriculum materials are four pro-homosexual books
aimed at very young children.

One, Heather Has Two Mommies, is a children's book about a lesbian couple having a child through artificial
insemination. Another book, Daddy's Roommate, describes a boy with divorced parents who visits his father and his
father's new male roommate (obviously his lover). In a third book, Gloria Goes to Gay Pride, part of the text reads:
"Some women love women, some men love men, some women and men love each other. That's why we march in
the parade, so everyone can have a choice."7

The rationale for these books is found on page 145 of the city's "Children of the Rainbow" first-grade curriculum
which states that teachers must "be aware of varied family structures, including...gay or lesbian parents," and
"children must be taught to acknowledge the positive aspects of each type of household."8

In an article describing this, John Leo writes in U.S. News and World Report: "A line is being crossed here; in fact, a
brand new ethic is descending upon the city's public school system. The traditional civic virtue of tolerance (if gays
want to live together, it's their own business) has been replaced with a new ethic requiring approval and
endorsement (if gays want to live together, we must 'acknowledge the positive aspects' of their way of life)."9

It is clear that the gay community wants much more than simply the right to privacy. But what about their civil
rights? Are new laws really essential to protect those in the gay community? In answer to this Roger J. Magnuson, a
nationally renowned trial lawyer, states: "Homosexuals have all of the same rights heterosexuals do. They are
protected by the Bill of Rights, by federal and state statutes, and by common-law decisions. They have the same
status before the law as do other citizens....The issue is not whether rights have been infringed. The issue is whether
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new rights, not previously recognized, should be created."10

There is no question about the homosexual's right to practice whatever deviations he or she wants to in the privacy
of his or her own home. There are many questions, however, about their attempt to codify their behavior as
acceptable and good, to force their lifestyle on the rest of society, and to influence those too young to understand the
moral implications of this issue.

It is simply an emotional ploy to attempt to portray this issue as involving civil rights for an oppressed minority. No
one would ever say it is a sin to be black or Hispanic, just as no one would say it is a sin to be female or to be
physically handicapped. But God's Word does say it is a sin to engage in homosexual behavior, as we shall see
below.

HOMOSEXUALITY AND THE CHURCH

Very few churches today come right out and affirm homosexuality as official church teaching. There are a few,
though, which do. Foremost among these is the Metropolitan Community Church, founded by Troy Perry in 1968,
largely for practicing homosexuals.

The only mainline denomination that has actually called for affirming and fully accepting homosexuals is the United
Church of Christ (UCC). As far back as 1975 they voted to end any "discrimination" based on sexual preference and
left it to individual UCC congregations to decide for themselves what they believed on this matter. In 1983 the UCC
General Synod passed a resolution stating that "a person's sexual orientation is not a moral issue."11 Finally, in 1991
the UCC General Synod approved the call for its congregations to "boldly affirm, celebrate, and embrace the gifts
for ministry of lesbians, gays, and bisexual persons."12

Many other denominations are close to this view. Some, such as the Episcopal Church, have openly practicing
homosexual clergy, with the full knowledge of their church's governing bodies. Others, such as the United
Methodist Church (UMC), have officially rejected homosexual practice as incompatible with the Christian faith.
However, at least 44 UMC congregations "have formally opened their doors to homosexuals" and called on their
bishops to bless "same-sex union ceremonies."13 Similarly, the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America's 1991
study guide on sexuality affirms that "no absolutistic judgments can be drawn" concerning homosexuality.14

However, the guide then goes on to promote "committed" homosexual relationships.15 A new gay magazine which
describes itself as a "journal for gay and lesbian Christians" has a 10-page listing of "Christian" churches and
organizations that "welcome gays and lesbians into full membership and participation."16

Very few Christian denominations today have remained faithful to the Bible's clear affirmation that homosexuality
is a sin. Among these would be the Roman Catholic Church, the Southern Baptist Convention, the Lutheran Church-
Missouri Synod, the Wisconsin Evangelical Lutheran Synod, and the Greek Orthodox Church.

THE BIBLE AND HOMOSEXUALITY

The Authority of Scripture

It is extremely revealing to note that almost every pro-gay group within the church shares one thing in common: they
reject the Bible as being fully the Word of God. Of the above mentioned denominations which have accepted
homosexuality or are sympathetic to it, none of them believe that we have God's inerrant Word in the Old and New
Testaments. Likewise, the many pro-homosexual books that have come out almost all reject — or even ridicule —
the church's historic stance on the inspiration and authority of Scripture.

Three different lines of attack on Scripture are found in the various pro-homosexual literature. The first is simply to
ignore the biblical writers on the grounds that they were men who oftentimes made mistakes, and thus to reject what
Scripture says as being morally authoritative. Thus John Barton states that "the Bible is not a code at all; it is a big
baggy compendium of a book, full of variety and inconsistency, sometimes mistaken on matters of fact and theology
alike."17 And elsewhere, in John Boswell's widely cited work, we find: "In considering the supposed influence of
certain biblical passages...one must first relinquish the concept of a single book containing a uniform corpus of
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writings accepted as morally authoritative."18

A second attack relates to the first — that is, the biblical writers were ignorant about homosexuality. They did not
know all that we do today, it is argued, and so we must judge and interpret the Bible with our modern understanding
of biology, psychology, sociology, and so forth. "With the quantum leaps that have been achieved in biology,
psychology, and sociology, minds in the twentieth and twenty-first centuries must subject traditional religious
arguments about nature to more thorough and critical analyses."19

It is not within the purview of this article to give a detailed defense of the inspiration and reliability of the Bible.20

However, the simple response to these attacks is that both Judaism and Christianity have always held to the full
authority of Scripture, as did Jesus Himself. In speaking of the Old Testament, for example, our Lord succinctly
declared: "Scripture cannot be broken" (John 10:35). Parts of Scripture cannot be accepted while other parts are
rejected. And in speaking of the guidance His apostles would receive, including guidance on their future writings
(i.e., the New Testament), Jesus told them: "But the Helper, the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will send in My name,
He will teach you all things, and bring to your remembrance all things that I said to you" (John 14:26; cf. 2 Tim.
3:16).

It is ludicrous to believe that the Creator of the universe, in guiding the biblical authors, was ignorant concerning the
things we now know about homosexuality through modern biology, psychology, sociology, and so forth. To deny
scriptural statements about homosexuality on these grounds is to completely deny God's superintendence in the
authorship of Scripture.

A third type of attack is to state that it really does not matter what heterosexuals think the Bible says about
homosexuality, because homosexuals must interpret Scripture in view of their own experiences. Hence, in the book
Building Bridges we find the statement that "the scriptures contain some insights that can be made known to the
Christian community only through the testimony of lesbian and gay people." Thus homosexuals must "interpret the
scriptures in the light of their own experiences."21

The problem with this is that a person could justify any type of behavior by saying that Scriptures pertaining to a
particular behavior can only be understood by those who engage in such behavior (e.g., incest, adultery, fornication,
and even bestiality). Those who believe this should remember the words of our Lord: "Therefore take heed that the
light which is in you is not darkness" (Luke 11:35).

Human Sexuality

Genesis 1-2

For those who believe that statements of the Bible are normative for our daily lives, the most important question to
consider regarding homosexuality is: What was God's purpose in creating human sexuality? The answer to this
question is more important than any other area of discussion.

From the very beginning of His revelation to humankind, God has revealed His order of creation, especially as it
relates to sexuality. In Genesis 1 we are told that one purpose in creating the two sexes was procreative — through
the sexual union of male and female we could reproduce the race: "Male and female He created them. Then God
blessed them, and God said to them, Be fruitful and multiply; fill the earth and subdue it" (Gen. 1:27b-28).

More detail is provided in Genesis 2, however, where we are told that in addition to procreation, there is a unitive
function of sexuality that has to do with fulfilling our need for companionship: "And the Lord God said, 'It is not
good that man should be alone; I will make him a helper comparable to him'" (Gen. 2:18). Then, after God created
Eve and presented her to Adam, Adam rejoiced in his God-given companion. The chapter concludes: "Therefore a
man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife, and they shall become one flesh" (Gen. 2:24-25).

In this second chapter several items emerge. First, man has need for companionship: "It is not good that man should
be alone" (Gen. 2:18); second, God makes provision to meet this need: the creation of woman (2:19-23). Concerning
this, Samuel Dresner, Visiting Professor at Jewish Theological Seminary, states: "Woman is formed and becomes
his partner. In her, man finds completion."22 And third, God ordains the institution of marriage. We are told that the
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man would (1) "leave his father and mother," (2) "cleave to his wife," and (3) "they shall become one flesh." Thus
we find that heterosexuality is proclaimed to be God's natural order of creation.

In the New Testament, whenever the subject of sexuality comes up, the heterosexual norm of marriage is always
upheld. For example, Jesus, in answer to a question, quoted Genesis 1 and 2: "Have you not read, that He who made
them at the beginning 'made them male and female,' and said, 'For this reason a man shall leave his father and
mother and be joined to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh'? So then, they are no longer two but one flesh.
Therefore what God has joined together, let not man separate" (Matt. 19:4-6).

In addition, the apostle Paul reaffirms the norm of heterosexuality in several of his letters, also quoting the Genesis
passages (e.g., Eph. 5:25-33; cf. 1 Cor. 7:2-3, 10-16; 1 Tim. 3:2, 12). And while some protest that we cannot take
Genesis 1 and 2 as modern scientific treatises,23 these chapters nonetheless teach us spiritual truths concerning God's
intended order for His creation.

It is only in the heterosexual union of marriage that we find the fulfillment of God's intended order, both procreative
and unitive. However, pro-homosexual writers argue that while homosexual activity in and of itself cannot be
procreative it can still fulfill the unitive role of Genesis 2. In response to this Harvey writes:

Consider the three common forms of sexual activity between homosexual persons. Mutual
masturbation in no way constitutes a physical union.... Among female homosexuals some form of
genital massage is used to bring the partner to orgasm, but this is not a physical union. In anal or
oral intercourse between males the intromission of the penis in an opening of the body not meant
to be used for the genital expression of sexuality cannot be called a true physical union....By way
of contrast, the heterosexual union aptly symbolizes the psychological and spiritual union that
ought to exist between a man and a woman.24

One does not need a Ph.D. to realize that homosexuality is anatomically aberrant; that is, there is a created biological
order intended in our sexuality. As an editorialist at Harvard's Peninsula journal writes: "How can (homosexual)
people be happy when they're persistently deceiving themselves, believing that it is just as natural for sperm to swim
into feces as it is to swim into eggs?"25

"The true religious goal of human sexuality can be seen, not as satisfaction, but as completeness."26 This fulfillment
is unattainable in homosexuality.

Now that we have considered God's positive purpose in creating human sexuality, we are ready to look at biblical
texts which explicitly address homosexuality. Space precludes a detailed response to pro-homosexual interpretations
of these passages. The interested reader can check the resources listed in the endnotes for further reading.

Leviticus 18 and 20

You shall not lie with a male as with a woman. It is an abomination. (Lev. 18:22)

If a man lies with a male as he lies with a woman, both of them have committed an abomination.
They shall surely be put to death. (Lev. 20:13)

Although these prohibitions explicitly condemn homosexuality as an abomination before God, we are told that they
are not relevant today. Why? First, the pro-homosexual interpretation is that since these condemnations are
contained in the "Holiness Code" of Israel, they were only applicable to ancient Israelites, to keep them separate
from the pagan practices of their neighboring tribes.27

Second, parts of this code are not kept today. Letha Scanzoni and Virginia Ramey Mollenkott assert that
"consistency and fairness would seem to dictate that if the Israelite Holiness Code is to be invoked against twentieth-
century homosexuals, it should likewise be invoked against such common practices as eating rare steak, wearing
mixed fabrics, and having marital intercourse during the menstrual period."28

Much effort need not be expended answering these objections. First, God did not condemn certain behavior for the
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Israelites only because Israel was to be kept separate from Canaanite practice. Otherwise, if the Canaanites did not
practice child sacrifice and bestiality, would these then have been all right for the Israelites? Of course not! Having
sexual relations with an animal and killing one's child are inherently wrong and evil, even when they are not related
to pagan worship; they are abominations before God. And yet, these specific prohibitions also are listed in this
passage, both immediately before and after the condemnation of homosexuality (Lev. 18:21-23).

Other prohibitions listed in Leviticus include incest and adultery (Lev. 18:6ff; 20:10). Were these too only
condemned because of the Canaanites? To argue in this fashion is dishonest and denies that there are eternal moral
absolutes.

What of the fact that other parts of the Holiness Code in Leviticus are not kept today? Again, the answer is simple.
The Holiness Code contained different types of commands. Some were related to dietary regulations or to
ceremonial cleanliness, and these have been done away with in the New Testament (Col. 2:16-17; Rom. 14:1-3).
Others, though, were moral codes, and as such are timeless. Thus incest, child sacrifice, homosexuality, bestiality,
adultery, and the like, are still abominations before God.

Romans 1:18-27

For this reason God gave them over to degrading passions; for their women exchanged the natural
function for that which is unnatural, and in the same way also the men abandoned the natural
function of the woman and burned in their desire toward one another, men with men committing
indecent acts and receiving in their own persons the due penalty of their error. (Rom. 1:26-27)

If there were no other passage than this which condemns homosexuality, those engaged in this lifestyle would still
be, in Paul's own words, "without excuse" (Rom. 1:20). Paul's intent in Romans 1 - 3 is to show that all have sinned,
Jew and Gentile alike, and turned from God. It is not an accident that the apostle begins his argument with a
reference to the Creator and His creation (1:16-20). His Jewish/Christian audience would immediately have
connected this with Genesis 1 - 2, which, as we have seen, tells us not only about God's created order, but also about
the complementary design of male and female within that order.

In his catalogue of sins (Rom. 1:18-32) Paul lists homosexuality and lesbianism first after idolatry

not because they are the most serious sins, but because they are warning signs that a violation of
reason and nature has occurred. Men have inverted God's order by worshipping the creature rather
than the Creator, and as a signal of this error, like the blinking red light on the dashboard of a car
which is functioning improperly, God has given them up to "dishonorable desires" in the inversion
of their sexual roles.29

Two main arguments are raised against the historic understanding of this passage. The first is that Paul was not
referring to true homosexuality here because he stated that they exchanged "the natural function for that which is
unnatural." It is argued that for those with a true homosexual orientation, that is their "natural" sexual expression.
Hence he could only mean heterosexuals who were leaving their heterosexual relations for what was against their
natures.30

This argument involves an amazing anachronism. That is, those saying this are attempting to place a very recent
twentieth century understanding of homosexuality back into the first century mindset of Paul. People in the first
century did not think in terms of "sexual orientation." It is inconceivable for Paul to have even attempted to make a
psychological differentiation such as this. Concerning this, Richard Hays writes: "The idea that some individuals
have an inherent disposition towards same-sex erotic attraction and are therefore constitutionally 'gay' is a modern
idea of which there is no trace either in the NT or in any other Jewish or Christian writings in the ancient world."31

The second attempt to refute Paul's clear condemnation of homosexuality argues that his words "unnatural" or
"against nature" do not refer to a certain created order, but rather use "nature" in the sense of "current convention" or
"current custom."32 While "nature" is sometimes used in this fashion (e.g., 1 Cor. 11:14), the context of Paul's
argument in Romans 1 clearly is that of creation and the natural order established by the Creator Himself (Rom.
1:20, 25). Thus Paul is asserting that homosexuality is a gross violation of God's natural design for His creation. In
addition, it should be noted that the phrase "against nature" was used in connection with homosexual intercourse by



CRI, P.O. Box 8500, Charlotte, NC 28271
Phone (704) 887-8200 and Fax (704) 887-8299

7

both Philo and Josephus, contemporaries of Paul.33

1 Corinthians 6:9 and 1 Timothy 1:10

Do you not know that the wicked will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived:
Neither the sexually immoral nor idolaters nor adulterers nor male prostitutes nor homosexual
offenders... (1 Cor. 6:9, NIV)

In both 1 Corinthians 6:9 and 1 Timothy 1:10 the apostle Paul states that those guilty of sexual immorality will not
inherit the kingdom of God. At the time Paul wrote his letters there was no word in classical, biblical, or patristic
Greek which corresponded with our English term "homosexual." Instead, homosexual behavior was described (e.g.,
Rom. 1:26-27). The words Paul uses here — malakoi ("male prostitute") and arsenokoitai ("homosexual offenders")
— have been translated in different ways. Because of this those condoning homosexuality have tried to lessen the
impact of these verses, saying that all Paul was condemning was either homosexual prostitution or pederasty (i.e.,
men having sexual relations with boys).34

Virtually every Greek lexicon, however, including all of the standard English ones, has understood these words
(especially arsenokoitai) to be referring to homosexuality.35 Arndt and Gingrich's lexicon says malakoi refers to
persons who are "soft, effeminate, especially of catamites, men and boys who allow themselves to be misused
homosexually."36 Likewise, arsenokoites means "a male homosexual, pederast, sodomite."37

We also find these terms in classical Greek literature (e.g., Lucian and Aristotle) "sometimes applied to obviously
gay persons."38 As well, if Paul were only condemning certain types of homosexuality he would certainly have
specified this. Instead, he used a term directly based on the Greek Septuagint translation of the prohibitions against
homosexuality in Leviticus:

meta arsenos ou koimethese koiten
gynaikos (Lev. 18:22)
koimethe meta arsenos koiten
gynaikos (Lev. 20:13)39

Paul, a rabbi thoroughly trained in the Torah, was certainly mindful of these Levitical condemnations and the
Septuagint translation of them when he chose his wording in 1 Corinthians and 1 Timothy.

Law and Gospel

Is homosexuality natural and healthy, as the gay rights movement wants us to believe? The answer from Scripture is
no, and as Christians we must not be involved in homosexuality nor be among those who, as Paul warns, "approve
of those" who are engaged in it (Rom. 1:32). The Roman Catholic church is correct in stating that homosexuality is
"an intrinsic moral evil."40

At the same time, though, we must reach out to all people with the love of Jesus Christ and His gospel, which alone
has the power to change lives. And we must speak out against hatred and violence directed toward any group,
remembering that we are all sinners, worthy only of God's judgment. We all have sin in our lives, and we are all
tempted in different ways (whether it be toward homosexuality, adultery, incest, greed, violence, pridefulness, or
whatever else).

Paul used the Law to show us, his readers, our sin and the fearful judgment awaiting us. But then, to those who truly
desired to follow after God, he announced the good news of the Gospel: "For the wages of sin is death, but the gift
of God is eternal life, through Jesus Christ our Lord" (Rom. 6:23).

For all who accept this gift, including homosexuals, there is reconciliation to God, regeneration as His children, and
"grace to help in time of need" (Heb. 4:16).
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