REVIEW OF HOMOSEXUAL DEFENSE OF HOMOSEXUALITY NOTA BENE
Nota bene is a Latin and Italian phrase meaning “note well”. It instructs one to note well the matter at hand. In present-day English, it is used to draw the attention of the reader to a certain (side) aspect or detail of the subject on hand, translating it as "pay attention" or "take notice". (Reference: From Wikipedia, the free encyclopedia)

Sometimes I see an article, etc. that is interesting and/or informative. At times I would like to furnish additional material, however, most of the time it does not fit the format that is designed for Essays by Fox.  Note well, or NOTA BENE will provide a format for additional material on Essays by Fox.

Donald R. Fox

Review Of Homosexual’s Defense Of Homosexuality
Larry Ray Hafley
            [A brother in Christ sent me a homosexual’s defense of homosexuality with the request that I comment upon it. After the review, be sure to read the addendum article by Kyle Butt of Apologetics Press. It thoroughly destroys the homosexual defense. Because the sinful, homosexual lifestyle is an increasing moral threat, our readers may want to save the material for future reference. We, and our children, especially, need to “be ready to give an answer” to the promoters of the homosexual agenda. Such evil is a spiritual cancer; it is becoming worse and worse, increasing unto more ungodliness. So, beware and be informed.] 
Dear Pastor and Members:

I walk for exercise at the track at the...YMCA, and from that track I can see the sign where you put up messages. Yesterday I noticed the sign said something to the effect of “Society may change its views, but God never changes His.” Sorry I can’t remember the exact wording.

It got me to thinking, and I believe that your sign is true. Society’s views are changing, and in doing so, are becoming more in line with God’s views. I write this in reference to the current debate over homosexuality that we hear so much about these days.

            [Please cite the passages which show that today’s views of homosexuals are in accord with God’s views.]
You see I am a gay man, a Christian, who has studied the scriptures relating to homosexuality and when examined beneath the surface, I understand that God loves me the way he created me, and that it is possible to live a Spirit filled life and to be in a committed same sex relationship. Let me share with you my story.

            [God loves pedophiles, too. Suppose a pedophile said, "I understand that God loves me the way he created me, and that it is possible to live a Spirit filled life and to be in a committed sexual relationship with my children." How would you answer him? 
            A polygamist might say, "I understand that God loves me the way he created me, and that it is possible to live a Spirit filled life and to be in a committed sexual relationship with several women and/or men.” How would you answer him? 
            Further, what Scriptures teach "that it is possible to live a Spirit filled life and to be in a committed same sex relationship." You cited none. Please do so.] 
I was raised in a Christian household, as a Methodist, and accepted Christ at an early age, but it was not until I was in college that I asked the Holy Spirit to control my life and realized what a Spirit controlled life could be. But like so many, I did not really relinquish control of my life to God.

            [If you did not truly relinquish control of your life to God, how do you know what a Spirit controlled life could be? No one can accept Christ who does not allow the Spirit to control his life (Rom. 8:1-4, 9, 14; Gal. 5:16, 24; Col. 2:6; 1 Jn. 2:3-6). Your statement above shows a great deal of religious error and spiritual confusion. Being so wrong about those fundamental, foundational facts of the gospel makes the rest of your story suspect. If the foundation is cracked and broken, how secure is the building?
            The Bible says nothing about Christians being raised as Methodists. Please show by the Bible that it is possible for one to be a Christian in the Methodist church.] 
Fast forward to 1995, when I began to question my sexuality. I have never wrestled with God, and with myself, like I did over this issue, but never before had I dealt with something that would affect my family, my work, my spirituality, my peace of mind, and, in fact, my mental well being. Through prayer and counsel with several ministers of various denominations, and after asking God to show me the truth, I went to my church at the time, and our bishop, rather than the pastor, was speaking that day, and although I can’t remember his exact words, I knew as I listened that God was speaking through him, to me, affirming that He had created me just the way I was, and that my sin wasn’t being homosexual, my sin was denying God and His creation by lying to myself and those around me, and therefore to God Himself, about who I was. The bishop’s message was not about homosexuality, by the way, but the message from the Holy Spirit to me through the bishop was about affirming who I was and that God loves his creation and wanted to use me, but couldn’t as long as I was living a lie. The moment that I made that realization, sitting alone in church (my family was in Tennessee visiting relatives that week) I felt the greatest peace have ever felt, and I knew the peace came from God Himself. It was as if God was breathing a huge sigh of relief as I finally gave in to Him, and the breath of God carried my biggest burden away, never to bother me again. Of course have had other struggles and burdens, but my sexuality is not among them.

            [Again, you cite no Scripture, just the word of a man. Suppose that same bishop told a pedophile or a polygamist the same thing? What, then?
            You went to a number of men and counsellors “asking God to show (you) the truth.” Why did you not simply turn to the Scriptures? “Thy word is truth” (Jn. 17:17)? You went to the wrong source. He told you what you wanted to hear. So, you are at peace and comfortable. Well, so are certain polygamists and pedophiles, but that does not make them right any more than it justifies you.
            You confuse the terms “pastor” and “bishop,” making them separate offices. However, in the New Testament, a pastor was a bishop, a bishop was a pastor–Acts 20:28; Phil. 1:1; 1 Tim. 3:1; Titus 1:5, 7; 1 Pet. 5:2. Obviously, you were not being taught and led by the Spirit when you listened to officers in a church unknown to the New Testament.]
During that time I began to study the Bible as it relates to homosexuality and in the years since I have learned that many “Christians” have made assumptions and misinterpreted many passages, not only regarding sexuality, but also regarding the ways in which we respond to “the law” and walk in the Spirit as well. I want to share with you what I have learned, as the Word of God is where we find the truths that govern our faith.

            [Later, as we shall see below, you deny that “the Word is where we find the truths that govern our faith.” You later will argue that we are to follow an evolutionary, evolving, changing faith, one that may ignore the rules and commandments of the word of God. In essence, therefore, the careful reader will see that you ultimately deny that “the Word of God is where we find the truths that govern our faith.”] 
There are four points I would like to make, and I could write more on each one, but I will try to keep it as short as possible. First I would like to discuss the passages in the Bible that many people use to condemn gays. I have tried to quote the King James Version where I have cited specific passages, but some of the references may be from different translations. I do not consider myself a biblical scholar, rather more of a biblical student, but I assure you there is scholarship and quality research to back up what I say.

I will start with the story of Sodom. The sin of Sodom was not homosexuality; it was their behavior and callous indifference toward the weak and vulnerable. Read Ezekiel 16:49-50 (49Behold, this was the iniquity of thy sister Sodom, pride, fulness of bread, and abundance of idleness was in her and in her daughters, neither did she strengthen the hand of the poor and needy. 50And they were haughty, and committed abomination before me: therefore I took them away as I saw good.) and all the other verses in the Bible that discuss Sodom, and you will see that not one of them mentions homosexuality. In Ezekiel the abominable things are listed, and they are pride, attitude, and refusal to help the needy. Sure, irresponsible sex is one of the elements of the story, but I hardly think God would have approved what the men of Sodom were doing if the angels had been female, so it is not just a homosexual thing. This story does not condemn homosexuality as an orientation, nor does it condemn or even speak of committed loving same sex relationships.

            [Why not let the Old Testament tell us the definition of a sodomite? “There shall be no whore of the daughters of Israel, nor a Sodomite of the sons of Israel. Thou shalt not bring the hire of a whore, or the price of a dog, into the house of the Lord thy God for any vow: for even both these are abomination unto the Lord thy God” (Deut. 23:17, 18–note the contrast between a female whore and a male sodomite.). And there were also Sodomites in the land: and they did according to all the abominations of the nations which the Lord cast out before the children of Israel” (1 Kgs. 14:24; cf. 15:12; 22:46; 2 Kgs. 23:7). 
To follow up on Sodom, read Jude 7 (Even as Sodom and Gomorrah, and the cities about them in like manner, giving themselves over to fornication, and going after strange flesh, are set forth for an example, suffering the vengeance of eternal fire.). Many assume that “going after strange flesh” must mean homosexuality, because it seems unnatural to them. But in that time, according to Genesis 6, the “Sons of God” (angels) took the daughters of humans as wives. Most people think this is what sealed Sodom’s fate. Jude was talking about heterosexual sex between human women and male angels, or strange flesh, not sex between two men.

            [Ezekiel 16 has other things to say about Sodom-like behavior. “Moreover thou hast taken thy sons and thy daughters, whom thou hast borne unto me, and these hast thou sacrificed unto them to be devoured. Is this of thy whoredoms a small matter” (Ezek. 16:20). “Thou hast played the whore also with the Assyrians, because thou wast unsatiable; yea, thou hast played the harlot with them, and yet couldest not be satisfied. Thou hast moreover multiplied thy fornication in the land of Canaan unto Chaldea; and yet thou wast not satisfied herewith. How weak is thine heart, saith the Lord God, In that thou buildest thine eminent place in the head of every way, and makest thine high place in every street; and hast not been as an harlot, in that thou scornest hire; But as a wife that committeth adultery, which taketh strangers instead of her husband” (Ezek. 16:28-32–read through verse 35). 
            Better research your material on the angels of Genesis 6. Angels do not cohabit as do men. “For in the resurrection they neither marry, nor are given in marriage, but are as the angels of God in heaven” (Matt. 22:30). And Jesus answering said unto them, The children of this world marry, and are given in marriage: But they which shall be accounted worthy to obtain that world, and the resurrection from the dead, neither marry, nor are given in marriage” (Lk. 20:34, 35). Note the contrast. 
            Jude 7 utterly destroys your argument–“Both lesbianism and sodomy or homosexuality are condemned. If either a man or a woman seeks to satisfy the lust for sexual relations with one of the same sex, there is the going after different or strange flesh than God intended. In context, Jude 7 does not mean anything else. It refers to homosexual activity” (Clinton D. Hamilton, Truth Commentaries, 2 Peter & Jude, 437, 438).] 
Everyone has heard the verses in Leviticus that are used to condemn homosexuals, but let me put them in context. Leviticus 18:22 (Thou shalt not lie with mankind, as with womankind: it is abomination.) and 20:13 (If a man also lie with mankind, as he lieth with a woman, both of them have committed an abomination: they shall surely be put to death; their blood shall be upon them.) should be understood after considering what was going on at the time. Three different times we are told that these and other rules in those chapters are meant to prevent the Israelites from doing what the Egyptians and Canaanites did, in this case, homosexual temple prostitution. Many sexual practices, along with other things, are mentioned in these chapters, and these are practices that were going on in the other cultures as parts of fertility rituals and a desire for immortality (semen was thought to be the essence of life, and depositing semen into the body of one of the priests was believed to gain the favor of the goddess of love and fertility, Ishtar or Astarte, to guarantee immortality.). This is not a condemnation of homosexuality in general, or of loving same sex relationships, this is a condemnation of practicing temple prostitution to seek the favor of a false god.

            [The text of those passages does not say what you say. Plainly, they say that a man is not to lie with a man as he does with a woman, no matter where he is. However, if your interpretation be correct, what shall we say about the very next verse, Leviticus 18:23? “Neither shalt thou lie with any beast to defile thyself therewith: neither shall any woman stand before a beast to lie down thereto: it is confusion.” Since it is in the same context, shall we say that bestiality is allowed as long as it is not part of some pagan ritual? “No,” you say? Well, what if a bestial man, one who is at peace with his sexuality (having been assured by men that God created him as he is and that he is living a Spirit filled life because God loves him) were to make the same argument on verse 23 that you make on verse 22–how would you answer him?]
Even more commonly used as a condemnation of homosexuality are Paul’s writings in Romans 1:21-28 (21 Because that, when they knew God, they glorified him not as God, neither were thankful; but became vain in their imaginations, and their foolish heart was darkened.

22 Professing themselves to be wise, they became fools, 23 And changed the glory of the uncorruptible God into an image made like to corruptible man, and to birds, and fourfooted beasts, and creeping things. 24 Wherefore God also gave them up to uncleanness through the lusts of their own hearts, to dishonour their own bodies between themselves: 25 Who changed the truth of God into a lie, and worshipped and served the creature more than the Creator, who is blessed for ever. Amen. 26 For this cause God gave them up unto vile affections: for even their women did change the natural use into that which is against nature: 27 And likewise also the men, leaving the natural use of the woman, burned in their lust one toward another; men with men working that which is unseemly, and receiving in themselves that recompence of their error which was meet. 28 And even as they did not like to retain God in their knowledge, God gave them over to a reprobate mind, to do those things which are not convenient;). Briefly, Paul is addressing people who refuse to acknowledge and glorify God (v. 21), who began worshipping idols (v. 23), and were more interested in earthly pursuits than spiritual pursuits (v. 25), and gave up their natural, or innate, passion for the opposite sex in an unbounded search for pleasure (v. 26-27) and lived lives of covetousness, malice, envy, strife, slander, disrespect for parents, pride, and hatred of God (v. 29-31). The model of homosexuality that Paul addresses is associated with idol worship or temple prostitution and people who in their search for earthly pleasure broke away from their natural sexual orientation and participated in promiscuous sex with anyone available. He does not address people whose natural orientation is homosexuality, or their willingness to enter into committed relationships.

            [ First, in the addendum below, the arguments from Romans 1 are dealt with in some detail. Second, your assumptions and assertions are not proof. Paul says the act of a man taking a man and a woman taking a woman are “against nature.” He did not say they are against real worship or true worship. He said such acts are “against nature.” An evolutionary downward spiral of depravity is catalogued in Romans 1:18-32. Shall we say that the fornication and adultery of Romans 1:29 and 2:22 is legitimized as long as it is not in an idol’s temple?] 
The last two verses that are often used against gays are 1st Corinthians 6:9-10 (9 Know ye not that the unrighteous shall not inherit the kingdom of God? Be not deceived: neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effeminate, nor abusers of themselves with mankind,

10 Nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor extortioners, shall inherit the kingdom of God.) and 1st Timothy 1:9-10 (9 Knowing this, that the law is not made for a righteous man, but for the lawless and disobedient, for the ungodly and for sinners, for unholy and profane, for murderers of fathers and murderers of mothers, for manslayers,

10 For whoremongers, for them that defile themselves with mankind, for menstealers, for liars, for perjured persons, and if there be any other thing that is contrary to sound doctrine;). The Greek word in 1st Corinthians 6:9 used to refer to homosexuals is malakoi, and is translated “effeminate” in the King James Version. Some theologians think this word, taken in the context of the time it was written, meant soft, like a woman, or traits like vanity and self indulgence, traits unacceptable to men at the time. Others carry it further, thinking the term refers to male prostitutes. Another Greek word used here and in 1st Timothy 1:10 is arsenokoitai, a combination of two words meaning, “bed” and “male”. In other writings of the time that discuss homosexual sex, or one of the partners in gay sex, this word was never used, and other words were used. Paul would not have needed to resort to this ambiguous compound word, which other writers used to describe instances when one male used his superior power or position to take sexual advantage over another. Newer versions of the Bible seem to suggest that to commit the sin referred to in 1st Corinthians 6:9 one must use homosexuality in an aggressive or offensive way (NIV – “homosexual offender” and NSRV – “sodomite” and as we have seen, the men of Sodom were the ultimate example of sexual aggression and oppression).

These verses have been mistranslated, misinterpreted, misapplied, and mistakenly singled out as proof that God does not approve of loving and committed same sex relationships, where in fact, none of those verses address the subject, rather they address particular sexual acts committed by certain people who have turned away from God, or who are seeking favor from other gods.

            [Let us see how other versions translate the passages you cited. “Do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived. Neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor homosexuals, nor sodomites...will inherit the kingdom of God” (1 Cor. 6:9, 10–NKJV). “Or do you not know that the unrighteous shall not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived; neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effeminate, nor homosexuals...shall inherit the kingdom of God” (1 Cor. 6:9, 10). “Do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived; neither the immoral, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor sexual perverts...will inherit the kingdom of God” (1Cor. 6:9, 10–RSV). Those texts are plain. The homosexual lifestyle is a sin which will keep one out of heaven. They say nothing about homosexual living being a sin if only if it is connected with idolatry or some other sin]. 
My second point is that homosexuality is a natural orientation and that the Bible affirms that two people of the same sex, who love each other and love God, can live in a committed relationship with God’s blessing. This issue is addressed in the story of Ruth and Naomi, whose same sex commitment as recorded in the book of Ruth is used by thousands of heterosexual couples every year as part of their ceremony. Note Ruth 1:16-17 (16 And Ruth said, Intreat me not to leave thee, or to return from following after thee: for whither thou goest, I will go; and where thou lodgest, I will lodge: thy people shall be my people, and thy God my God: 17 Where thou diest, will I die, and there will I be buried: the LORD do so to me, and more also, if ought but death part thee and me.). It would seem inconsistent to use these words to define and celebrate spousal love, but then insist that those who originally spoke the words did not love each other as spouses.

            [A child might pledge such love and devotion to his mother and father. Would that justify pedophilia? A hunter might have such love for his hunting dog, not wanting to be separated from him as his hunting dog. Would such tender words justify bestiality? 
            Too, if Ruth and Naomi had a “same sex commitment,” why, following the tender words of Ruth, do we hear Scripture and Naomi say, “So they two went until they came to Bethlehem. And it came to pass, when they were come to Bethlehem, that all the city was moved about them, and they said, Is this Naomi? And she said unto them, Call me not Naomi, call me Mara: for the almighty hath dealt very bitterly with me. I went out full and the Lord hath brought me home again empty: why then call ye me Naomi, seeing the Lord hath testified against me, and the Almighty hath afflicted me (Ruth 1:19-21)? It does not sound like Naomi was too excited about her alleged lesbian lover, does it? Note also that the text refers to Ruth as Naomi’s “daughter in law” and to Naomi as Ruth’s “mother in law” (2:19, 22). Why use those terms if they were each other’s spouse and were united in “spousal love”?] 
    
There is also the story of Jonathan and David, whose relationship obviously goes beyond male bonding and friendship, but I am going to skip this and go straight to the book of Acts in order to look at the story of Phillip and the Ethiopian Eunuch (Acts 8).

            [Obvious to whom? No, you are not going to make a smear and attempt to let it go. I insist that you prove your insinuation, your vile and veiled assertion. You will not be allowed to make such statements without proof and then run from them. Shall we take Solomon’s tender words about animals and say that he practiced bestiality (Prov. 5:19; Song of Solomon 1:9; 2:9, 17; 3:1; 4:1, 2, 5; 7:3)? If one should say, in an attempt to justify his bestiality, that Solomon’s references go “beyond animal bonding and friendship,” but that he was going to skip that and go straight to the book of Acts, would you allow such a slur against Solomon to pass? No, and neither shall we allow you to do the same to David!] 
The story is told of a eunuch who is reading a passage from Isaiah 53:7-8 which discusses the suffering of God’s anointed One. The eunuch questioned Philip as to why he, a man despised by religious leaders as eunuchs were in that day, could not be baptized and Philip gave him assurance, telling him that as long as he believed in his heart that Jesus is the Son of God, that he could be baptized, and they proceeded to go to the water and the man was baptized. The Greek word used here is eunouchos which means “guardian or keeper of the couch.” These people were placed in positions of high trust in royal palaces and they guarded the women in the households. Given their intimate access to the women of the household, they had to be men who could be trusted not to have affairs or force themselves on the women. It stands to reason that men who had a reputation for being disinterested in women would make the ideal eunuch. Much is written about the role of eunuchs in ancient times, and it is clear that some of these references refer to natural eunuchs, or men who are not sexually attracted to women, and it is probable that most if not all of these men were gay. This particular eunuch felt despised and rejected by religious leaders, much as today’s gays are. Now we don’t know if in fact this eunuch was gay, but we do know that he was in a class of people who would have been associated with homosexuality and that fact was completely irrelevant to Philip as he was guided by the Holy Spirit in saving this man, and from this we can learn that one’s sexual orientation has no bearing as to whether or not one can become a Christian.

 

            [“Now we don’t know if in fact this eunuch was gay”–with this admission, you have destroyed your whole argument! It is the very thing you must prove! However, even if you did prove it, the eunuch could be baptized just like some of the former fornicators and homosexuals were in Corinth; that is, upon the basis of repentance. Once again, you assume certain facts not in evidence. Then, you assert them and expect us to accept them. It will not work. Proof is demanded. Your assertions are not proof. 
            You say, “This particular eunuch felt despised and rejected by religious leaders, much as today’s gays are.” Who told you this? How did you learn this? Proof, please. 
            Suppose someone said he was a eunuch because he preferred sex with small children and/or animals and that, therefore, he was no danger to women, so Philip baptized him and let him go on his way to continue his pedophile and homosexual lifestyle. How would you answer that argument? Would you answer it by saying, “Now we don’t know if in fact this eunuch was a pedophile or one who practiced bestiality, but we do know that he was in a class of people who would have been associated with pedophilia and bestiality and that fact was completely irrelevant to Philip as he was guided by the Holy Spirit in saving this man, and from this we can learn that one’s sexual orientation has no bearing as to whether or not one can become a Christian”? How would you answer that argument? When you answer it, you will have answered yourself.] 
Jesus himself affirms homosexuals in the very same passage that people often use to disclaim them. In Matthew 19 Jesus speaks of God making male and female, and they being joined and the two become one flesh. But in this same chapter in verses 11-12 ( . . .) He speaks of three classes of men who should not marry women: eunuchs who have been so from birth, eunuchs made that way by others, and eunuchs who have made themselves that way for the sake of the kingdom of heaven. This third category are those who forswear marriage to better serve God. The second reference is to castrated males. The first, those who have been so from birth, as noted above seen refers to men who are not attracted sexually to women, which would include homosexual men. So from this passage we see that most people are created for heterosexual marriage, but Jesus acknowledges that some of us are created by God to follow a less common path, made that way by God. This to me is very affirming, it is as if Jesus is speaking to me directly. He assures me that I was born the way I am, in other words, that God created me as a homosexual man.

            [Again, assertion, but no proof. One who should not marry because he is a eunuch certainly could not function as a practicing homosexual, either. 
            Too, suppose I used your reasoning about the first eunuch by having you say of yourself, “The first, those who have been so from birth, as noted above, refers to men who are not attracted sexually to women, which would include bestial and some pedophile men. So from this passage we see that most people are created for heterosexual marriage, but Jesus acknowledges that some of us are created by God to follow a less common path, made that way by God. This to me is very affirming, it is as if Jesus is speaking to me directly. He assures me that I was born the way I am, in other words, that God created me as a bestial, pedophilic man.” How would you answer your own argument?
            Could not a polygamist argue, “Some of us have been born sexually attracted to a number of women. So we see that people are created for monogamous, heterosexual marriage, but Jesus acknowledges that some of us are created by God to follow a less common path, made that way by God in that we desire a number of women. This to me is very affirming, it is as if Jesus is speaking to me directly. He assures me that I was born the way I am, in other words, that God created me as a polygamist man. Therefore, I may be married to multiple women at the same time.” How would you answer his argument? 
            Further, the text does not say that homosexuals, pedophiles, and bestial men are “created by God to follow a less common path, made that way by God.” Again, your perversion of the text shows that you are not guided by the Spirit of God. Your handling of the word of God is like that of those in 2 Peter 3:16 who wrest the Scriptures unto their own destruction.]
 Even more telling is the story from the gospels where Jesus heals the servant of a Roman centurion. This story is told in Matthew 8:5-13 ( . . .) and Luke 7:1-10 ( . . .) The Greek word used to describe the servant in Matthew is pais. In that time, the word had three possible meanings: son or boy, servant, or a particular type of servant, a master’s “male lover”. In Luke, additional words are used to describe the one who is sick. Luke says the pais was the centurion’s entimos duolos. Doulos means slave in a common or generic way and was never used to mean boy or son, and entimos means honored. So he was not a son, or an ordinary slave, which leaves only one option, that he was his master’s male lover. Also, when speaking of his other slaves in Matthew, the centurion uses the word doulos, but when speaking of the sick man, he used pais, indicating he was not ordinary slave, and when pais was used to describe a servant who was not an ordinary slave it meant only one thing, a slave who was the master’s male lover. Jesus did not question this relationship, He just healed him. And Jesus held up this gay centurion’s faith as an example of the type of faith others should aspire to, “I have not found faith this great anywhere in Israel.” Jesus goes on to say “I tell you, many will come from the east and west (beyond the borders of Israel) to find a seat in the kingdom of heaven, while their heirs (those considered likely to inherit heaven) will be thrown into outer darkness.” In other words, Jesus says many who are like this gay centurion, who come from beyond the assumed boundaries of God’s grace, are going to be admitted to heaven, and warned that many who may think themselves likely to be admitted will be left out. 

            [More mere assumptions and unsubstantiated assertions. One fact, among several, completely eliminates your argument. As we have seen, homosexuals “shall not inherit the kingdom of God” (1 Cor. 6:9-11). Therefore, we know that the promises of Matthew 8:12 do not apply to the scenario you have created. Too, granting your gay assumption, it is not likely that the Jews would have said such a homosexual man “was worthy” or that they would have let him build them a synagogue, for we know what the law of the Jews said about such men. “If a man also lie with mankind, as he lieth with a woman, both of them have committed an abomination: they shall surely be put to death; their blood shall be upon them” (Lev. 20:13). 
            But, again, let us make the centurion of the passage a pedophile. If you can make him a homosexual, we can make him a homosexual pedophile, for, according to you, he loved a “boy.” We have as much right to assume the one as you do the other. Now, tell us, would the Lord have spoken so approvingly of a pedophile centurion? 
            Shall we expect you to accept a pedophile who argued, “Jesus did not question this relationship, He just healed him. And Jesus held up this pedophile centurion’s faith as an example of the type of faith others should aspire to, ‘I have not found faith this great anywhere in Israel.’” Jesus goes on to say ‘I tell you, many will come from the east and west (beyond the borders of Israel) to find a seat in the kingdom of heaven, while their heirs (those considered likely to inherit heaven) will be thrown into outer darkness.’ In other words, Jesus says many who are like this pedophile centurion, who come from beyond the assumed boundaries of God’s grace, are going to be admitted to heaven, and warned that many who may think themselves likely to be admitted will be left out”? Tell us, please, will you accept a pedophile who uses your argument? If not, how about a polygamist?] 
Truly, these examples have shown me that God crated eunuchs, men who had no interest in women, which is how homosexuals would have been described in those days, and that being a eunuch, or a homosexual in itself, does not prevent one from knowing God and being saved. Also revealing is that being in a committed same sex relationship is of no consequence and has no negative bearing on one’s faith, or their relationship with Jesus.

 

            [Since I have as much right to my own presumptions as you do to yours, let me have you to say. “Truly, these examples have shown me that God created pedophiles and bestial men who had no interest in women, which is how pedophiles and bestial men would have been described in those days, and that being a pedophile, or a homosexual in itself, does not prevent one from knowing God and being saved. Also revealing is that being in a committed same sex relationship, whether with a goat or a child, is of no consequence and has no negative bearing on one’s faith, or their relationship with Jesus.” If the argument will work for you, it will work for pedophilia and bestiality, too.]  

Thirdly, which of the 613 laws of the Old Testament are we to follow? Most of these rules are not followed by Christians today, if so, we would not wear the fabrics we wear, or eat many of the foods we eat, or do business on Sunday (or Saturday, depending on your interpretation), or shave our beards. Some say there are moral laws and ceremonial laws, so let’s just consider the Sabbath rule which is one of the Ten Commandments. We hear a lot about the Ten Commandments these days, yet few, if any, follow this commandment. What does Jesus say about it? In Matthew 12 Jesus is accused of letting his disciples break one of the Ten Commandments. They were in a grain field on the Sabbath and some of the disciples became hungry, and began plucking heads of grain to eat. Some Pharisees in the field pointed out to Jesus what was going on. Even though Moses said (Numbers 12:32-36) that such a man should be stoned to death, and the men were clearly acting unlawfully, Jesus took another approach, telling the Pharisees “If you had known what this means, “I desire mercy and not sacrifice,” you would not have condemned the guiltless.”(12:7)

            [The Old Testament law has been nailed to the cross, so we are not to be judged with respect to Sabbath days, as the Scripture teaches (Col. 2:14-16; Cf. Eph. 2:14-16). (Since you did not know this simple fact, how safe is your teaching with respect to other passages?) We are dead to the law which included the ten commandments, the Sabbath law and the command not to covet (Rom. 7:4-7). 
            You completely misapply Matthew 12. Note that Jesus affirmed that his disciples were “guiltless,” yet you affirm they were “acting unlawfully” and were worthy of death. I think I shall accept the Lord’s judgment of his disciples. Note the comments of G.C. Brewer on Matthew 12:1-8:
            “(1) ‘David and his comrades entered into the tabernacle and ate the showbread, which we all know was a violation of the law, yet you justify them; but you condemn my disciples for doing that which the law does not forbid.’ If the Pharisees had not held that what David did was justifiable, they could have replied: ‘Two wrongs do not make a right. David sinned, and so do you. You have said that David did an unlawful thing, and by putting the conduct of your disciples on the same ground you admit that their act was unlawful.’ But Jesus did not make the act of his disciples equal to that of David. He said David did an unlawful deed, and yet the Pharisees excused him. The disciples had done nothing unlawful, and the Pharisees condemned them. Thus their inconsistency and hypocrisy were exposed.
            “(2) But since some of the bystanders might suppose that the Sabbath law prohibited all manual labor, Jesus next shows by the law that some work could be done on the Sabbath day. The priests, in the discharge of their duties in the temple on the Sabbath, perform manual labor, and yet their work in not unlawful. Why? Because the general law against labor on the Sabbath day was modified by the specific law concerning the temple service. Both were commands of God, one forbidding labor and the other requiring this labor in the temple. Therefore, the prohibition of labor on the Sabbath was not universal and did not include what the disciples had just done.
            “(3) ‘One greater than the temple is here. If the greatness and importance of the temple justify the priests in their work on the Sabbath, even to the extent that a special law was made requiring this service, then, when a greater service than the temple service is being performed, it certainly cannot be considered a violation of the Sabbath law. The service my disciples are rendering me is greater than the service the priest perform in the temple.’ Because of their constant attendance upon the Lord the disciples had not been able to provide and eat food. Therefore, they were at this time hungry.
 
            “(4) ‘You Pharisees should go and learn the meaning of what God said through Hosea: ‘I desired mercy, and not sacrifice.’ A feeling of sympathy toward my hungry disciples and mercy to them is far more acceptable to God than any such narrow, legalistic, hairsplitting contentions about the Sabbath as you are guilty of....’ (A little later Christ showed that these hypocrites could interpret the law as flexible enough to allow deeds of kindness to an ox or a sheep. But that was not mercy on their part; it was a desire to save their property.)
            “(5) ‘The Sabbath was made for man, and not man for the Sabbath. Since, therefore, the Sabbath was made for man’s comfort and benefit–given as an act of mercy to toiling and suffering man–a deed done for man’s benefit, an act of mercy to relieve suffering, it is not a violation of the spirit and intent of the Sabbath law. Therefore, or for this reason, since the Son of man came on a mission of mercy, he is Lord of the Sabbath day also. And if in his ministrations of mercy he sees proper to modify or even to set aside the Sabbath law, he has the authority to do so’” (Contending For The Faith, 244, 245). 
                    
What was Jesus talking about. Hosea 6:6 says “I desire mercy and not sacrifice.” The prophets chastise people who follow the law, but ignore human suffering around them. Jesus accuses the Pharisees of doing the same thing. His point is clear, human need and compassion are more important than rules. Jesus confirmed this by breaking rules himself and ignoring other’s rule breaking behavior (Luke 13:10-17, John 8:1-11, Mark 7:1-22). 

            [Earlier, in the beginning of your treatise, you argued that the “Word of God” should “govern” or rule our lives as it provides us with spiritual truth. Now, you argue that it may be ignored.”
            Observe McGarvey’s summary comments on Matthew 12:1-12 and Hosea 6: “Assuming, with the consent of all parties, that it was lawful to relieve the sufferings of ‘one sheep’ on the Sabbath, he argues, much more is it lawful to do the same for a man; and hence the general conclusion that ‘it is lawful to do well on the Sabbath-days.’ It is not an excusable violation of law, but it is lawful. From the two disputations taken together, the people learned that works of religion, like those of the priests in the temple, and works of humanity, like feeding the hungry and healing the sick, were lawful on the Sabbath” (Commentary On Matthew, 105). 
            You state that, “Jesus confirmed this by breaking rules himself and ignoring other’s rule breaking behavior (Luke 13:10-17, John 8:1-11, Mark 7:1-22).” If Jesus did what you say he did, how do you explain these words of Jesus? “Whosoever therefore shall break one of these least commandments, and shall teach men so, he shall be called the least in the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever shall do and teach them, the same shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven” (Matt. 5:19; Cf. 7:21; 12:50; Lk. 6:46; Jn. 12:48; Jas. 2:10, 11; Rev. 22:14). 
            Your citation of Luke 13:10-17 is answered in the quoted comments of Brewer and McGarvey above.
            Your reference to John 8:1-11 is unfortunate for you. It overturns your position and argument. In the case of the woman who was “taken in the adultery in the very act,” the Lord did not break a rule, nor did he sanction those who did so. Those who witnessed her sin were to first cast a stone at her. It was not Jesus place to do so–“The hands of the witnesses shall be first upon him to put him to death, and afterward the hands of all the people” (Deut. 17:7 ). When they would not do so, Jesus could not. (They were still under the Old Testament law at this time--Matt. 23:2, 3; Rom. 7:4-7; Col. 2:14-16). 
            Observe, too, that Jesus did not say to the woman, “Well, because they broke rules, I will just ignore your breaking of the rule against adultery. Go thy way.” No, he said, “Go, and sin no more.” According to you, he should have said, “Go on and commit adultery, because your case allows polygamous marriages, homosexual, pedophile, and bestial sex, so what does it matter if you commit a little adultery?”
            You made no argument on Mark 7, but that text proves a boomerang to you. It deals with those whose traditions (the commandments of men) had made void the word of God. That exactly describes you. The word of God says, “Thou shalt not lie with mankind, as with womankind: it is abomination. Neither shalt thou lie with any beast to defile thyself therewith: neither shall any woman stand before a beast to lie down thereto: it is confusion (Lev. 18:22, 23). Yet, you say that men may do so, thus making void the word of God. As their human tradition voided the commandment to honor thy father and mother, so your authorization of homosexuality and bestiality makes void the prohibitions of the word of God. 
You may say that Jesus did this under the authority of God, but that we are to follow the law. But look what He tells Peter in Matthew 17. A tax collector asks Peter if Jesus pays the temple tax, which was required by law. Peter assumed Jesus would obey the law and told the tax collector such. When he saw Jesus, before he could speak, Jesus asked him, “What do you think” From whom do kings of the earth take toll or tribute? From their children or from others?” Jesus asked, “What do you think?” Peter responded that the rulers of the earth taxed others and not their children. “Then,” Jesus said, “The children are free.”

            “The argument is this: As the kings of the earth take tribute from strangers, and not from their own children, so I, being a Son of the King for whom this tribute is collected, should be free from paying it. It is clear from this argument that it was the Jewish temple tribute which was in question; for the force of the argument depends on the assumption that Jesus was a son of the king for whom this tribute was collected” (McGarvey, 155). 
Jesus was telling Peter he was free . . .from the legalism and rule keeping. Jesus expected His followers to rely on their gift of the Holy Spirit, to think for themselves. (See John 16:12-15). Eventually Jesus told Peter to pay the tax, so as not to offend the tax collectors, but only after Jesus made it clear that His followers can not put their spiritual lives on auto-pilot. The ancient scriptures must be balanced with the ever evolving work of the Holy Spirit. Paul follows this in his letter to the Galatians (5:18) “But if ye be led of the spirit, ye are not under the law.” This is so powerful in our lives, that we do not have to strive to keep this rule and that rule, rather we can rely on the Holy Spirit, living in us, guiding our lives and our thoughts and molding us into God’s vessel!

            [What do you say to a pedophile priest who makes the same argument from Matthew 17 and says that since“Jesus was telling Peter he was free . . .from the legalism and rule keeping,” then so am I? Remember, the bestial man may be saying that he is what he is because Jesus taught him “to rely on (his) gift of the Holy Spirit, (and) to think for (himself).” If so, what do you say to him? Too, a polygamist might say the same. What then?
            Even if you say that Scripture teaches that bestiality is a sin, remember that “The ancient scriptures must be balanced with the ever evolving work of the Holy Spirit,” and “that we do not have to strive to keep this rule and that rule, rather we can rely on the Holy Spirit, living in us, guiding our lives and our thoughts and molding us into God’s vessel” even as a pedophile priest or a sheep lover. Or, a polygamist might defend himself thusly, “The ancient scriptures must be balanced with the ever evolving work of the Holy Spirit,” and “that we do not have to strive to keep this rule and that rule, rather we can rely on the Holy Spirit, living in us, guiding our lives and our thoughts and molding us into God’s vessel” with multiple, marriage partners.] 
So, if there were a scripture that spoke against committed same sex relationships, which there is not, the Spirit could guide us to ignore that scripture in our compassion for other people. In other words, if God’s love is manifest b y two people of the same sex who love each other and commit themselves to each other, so be it. Praise God.

            [Given your arguments immediately above, please tell me whether you accept the following statement. “So, if there were a scripture that spoke against committed polygamous, pedophile or bestial sex relationships, which there is not, the Spirit could guide us to ignore that scripture in our compassion for other people and animals. In other words, if God’s love is manifest by bestiality, by people and animals who love each other and commit themselves to each other, so be it. Praise God.” If you will not accept that statement, how would you answer it?]
My last point is that God uses homosexual people to spread His word and goodness just as he uses heterosexual people. I know of many homosexual men and lesbians who are Christians and who are committed to God, and I don’t think God would use them in the miraculous ways that He does, or answer their prayers as He does, or bless their lives as He does, unless He was pleased and affirming of their lives. After all, He is the one who created us, and who uses us if we let Him, and we glorify Him when we do. There are gay people in all walks of life that God uses everyday. Doctors in our community; firefighters and police, including some who died as heroes in New York during the tragedy of September 11; ministers, including local pastors as well as the chaplain of the New York City Fire Department who also died on 9-11; and just plain everyday people, such as the brave hero who helped overcome the hijackers and brought down the fourth plane on that day. I know gay people who deliver meal on wheels, who volunteer their tie to raise money for worthy causes, such as diabetes, an Alzheimer’s and who fight for our country to preserve our way of life. Artistic talents, given by God, are used in song and visual arts and so many other ways to enrich our lives, and I don’t believe any of this would be possible if God did not approve of this part of His creation. 

            [Many will say to me in that day, Lord, Lord, have we not prophesied in thy name? and in thy name have cast out devils? and in thy name done many wonderful works? And then will I profess unto them, I never knew you: depart from me, ye that work iniquity” (Matt. 7:22, 23)
            How would you answer a bestial-sex man who said, “My last point is that God uses bestial people to spread His word and goodness just as he uses heterosexual people. I know of many bestial men and pedophile priests who are Christians and who are committed to God, and I don’t think God would use them in the miraculous ways that He does, or answer their prayers as He does, or bless their lives as He does, unless He was pleased and affirming of their lives. After all, He is the one who created us, and who uses us if we let Him, and we glorify Him when we do. There are bestial people in all walks of life that God uses everyday”? 
            I wonder if there are any artistic, talented, brave polygamists or pedophiles, or “Doctors in our community; firefighters and police, including some who died as heroes in New York during the tragedy of September 11"? If so, would that justify those sins?] 
 

So that is my testimony, and the story that goes along with it. Of course there is much more than this that could be told, but I made this as brief as I could. And I know that some of the findings I have discovered for myself may be hard for you to accept, but remember, it is the Holy Spirit that allows you to find spiritual truths. Maybe you have already found them.

 

            [Unfortunately, your testimony is neither authoritative nor sufficient. We will be judged by the word of Christ, by the gospel, the perfect law of liberty, not by your testimony (Jn. 12:48; Rom. 2:16; Jas. 1:25; 2:12). 
            Since you say “it is the Holy Spirit that allows you to find spiritual truths,” has he not allowed polygamists, pedophiles, and bestial sex devotees to find spiritual truth? Would they be justified in their sexual pursuits if they said that it is the Holy Spirit who allowed them to find their spiritual truth that such behavior is pleasing and acceptable to God?] 
 

During that time when I was struggling, a Sunday school teacher taught us what a paradigm shift was. I can’t remember the example he cited, or the lesson he was teaching, but I do remember the term and that he told us that a paradigm shift is sometimes necessary to accept a truth when it conflicts with what we think we already know. For me, opening my heart and mind to learn what I have about homosexuality took a paradigm shift, and for me it has made all the difference in the world, and I thank God for this, and from making me the person that He made me, just as I am.

 

            So, how would you answer a pedophile and/or a bestial sex lover who said, “During that time when I was struggling, a Sunday school teacher taught us what a paradigm shift was. I can’t remember the example he cited, or the lesson he was teaching, but I do remember the term and that he told us that a paradigm shift is sometimes necessary to accept a truth when it conflicts with what we think we already know. For me, opening my heart and mind to learn what I have about pedophilia and bestiality took a paradigm shift, and for me it has made all the difference in the world, and I thank God for this, and from making me the person that He made me, just as I am,” a pedophile who loves God and sometimes a billy-goat?
            What if a polygamist was smitten by the same “paradigm shift”? Could he keep his many wives and be pleasing unto God?] 
 

So, as I said above, I believe as Americans shift their views toward acceptance of homosexuals and of same sex relationships, they are moving toward a closer understanding of God and the diversity of His creation. Thank you for allowing me to share this with you.

 

            [How would you respond to a pedophile who said, “I believe as Americans shift their views toward acceptance of pedophiles, polygamists, and bestial sex relationships, they are moving toward a closer understanding of God and the diversity of His creation”?] 
 

            [Addendum: Please note the article below by Kyle Butt of Apologetics Press. It effectively answers much of the homosexual defense.]
 

 

HOMOSEXUALITY—SIN, OR A CULTURAL BAD HABIT?

by Kyle Butt, M.A.

For this reason God gave them up to vile passions. For even their women

exchanged the natural use for what is against nature. Likewise also the men,

leaving the natural use of woman, burned in their lust for one another, men

with men committing what is shameful, and receiving in themselves the

penalty of their error which was due (Romans 1:26-27).

Against the backdrop of a thoroughly pagan Roman society, Paul presented one

of the most outstanding summations ever written of God’s plan for the

salvation of man—the epistle to the Romans. In order to set the stage for

the Gospel (Romans 1:16-17), Paul used the major portion of the first three

chapters to convince his readers that “all have sinned and fall short of the

glory of God” (Romans 3:23). As evidence of the ubiquitous nature of sin,

Paul listed specific sins of the pagan Gentile world (Romans 1:18-32), and

of the hypocritical Jewish world (Romans 2:1-29).

One of the specific sins of the Gentile world listed by Paul was the

abandonment of proper sexual relationships between men and women. The women

began to lust for other women, and the men “burned in their lust for one

another, men with men committing what is shameful” (Romans 1:27). The

contrast in verse 26 is between the “natural” and the “unnatural.” These

heathens “left aside and thus discarded” the natural form of intercourse

between a man and his wife (Lenski, 1951, p. 113). The fact that this

exchange involved sexual intercourse is well established (see Bauer, 1979, p

 886; Cranfield, 1975, p. 125).

Does Paul’s reference to homosexuality in this chapter serve as a

condemnation of the practice in general, or is Paul discussing a practice

that was confined to the culture of the first century and that cannot be

cited to condemn the type of so-called “loving homosexual relationships”

that exist today? Many have chosen to relegate Paul’s condemnation to

cultural status, and argue that it does not condemn all homosexual behavior.

For example, Rowland Croucher wrote:

The homosexual practices cited in Romans 1:24-27 were believed to result

from idolatry and are associated with some very serious offenses as noted in

Romans 1. Taken in this larger context, it should be obvious that such acts

are significantly different from loving, responsible lesbian and gay

relationships seen today (2002).

The argument set forth by Croucher and others basically hinges on the phrase

“against nature.” What does the Bible mean when it says that the practices

of this pagan society were “against nature?” And, is everything that is done

“against nature” sinful? Does the Bible condemn all activities that “go

against nature”? First Corinthians 12:9-10,29-30 describes miracles that go

against nature. Also, Paul described God as acting contrary to nature by

grafting the wild olive branch (Gentiles) into the good olive tree (see

Davies, 1995, 324). Obviously, the Bible declares some things to be good,

even though they go against nature.

What type of “nature” is being discussed? Is Paul discussing the Gentiles’

nature, the nature of humanity in general, the natural order of things,

God’s nature, or some other nature? Davies claims that Paul’s idea of nature

entails solely cultural situations (1995, p. 323). Boswell claims that

nature always involves possession (1980, p. 108), which means if a thing is

against someone’s nature, it is a thing he or she would not normally do.

Thus, the Jews should not act against their nature, the Gentiles should not

act against their nature, and God will not act against His nature—all three

natures being different. Boswell and Davies definitely confine the

condemnation of verses 26 and 27 to first-century culture.

DeYoung, however, presents the accurate assessment of the text. He refers

back to the creation model, citing that homosexual practices go against the

natural pattern set by God when He created man and woman (1988, pp. 429-441)

 Thus, Cranfield says that such practices are “contrary to the intention of

the Creator” (1975, p. 123). Homosexuality, therefore, goes against the

natural order of marriage, not of ethnicity or the culture of Jews or

Gentiles, but the marriage bed that should be undefiled among all

nationalities and cultures.

Is Romans 1:26-27 a cultural or a universal condemnation? One should

consider the fact that Romans 1:18-3:20 pronounces all humans in every

culture, race, and organization under sin. No person will be justified by

the law (3:20). No person will receive forgiveness if he does not obey God

from the heart (2:29). No person will attain salvation if he despises the

riches of God’s goodness (2:4). No person will see the kingdom of God if he

is a murderer (2:29). Neither will a person inherit salvation if he or she

practices homosexuality, whether he or she is a Gentile in Rome or a banker

in New York City (1:26-27).

Verses 29-32 of Romans chapter one are simply a continuation of the sin list

introduced in verse 24. No scholar would remotely contend that “unloving,”

“unforgiving,” and “unmerciful” were cultural traits that do not transcend

the passage of earthly time and culture. Yet some would try to separate

homosexuality from this list, thus separating it from Paul’s list of

timeless truths; transforming it into a culturally bad habit. Such does

violence to the text of Romans.

Another device used by pro-homosexual scholars to defend their position is a

plea of ignorance. They do not submit a plea of their own ignorance, of

course, but a plea of Paul’s ignorance. It is affirmed that Paul was not

aware of the true love that can exist between homosexual couples. They say

Paul did not deal with gay people; rather, he dealt with homosexual acts

(Boswell, 1980, p. 109). Therefore, the type of homosexual “love” that

exists today is supposedly much higher and nobler than anything Paul had

seen among the Romans and Greeks during his lifetime.

Ukleja strongly opposes the above claim. He declares that Paul was one of

the most educated men of his day. He was raised in Tarsus, the third most

intellectual city in the world, ranking only behind Athens and Alexandria.

In Athens they spent their time in nothing else but to tell or hear some new

thing. Tarsus was much the same. Paul knew the Stoic poets, and he studied

Greek literature and culture. One would be naïve to think that Paul was not

cognizant of the fact that certain Greeks regarded homosexuality as the

highest form of love (1983, p. 354).

Every past, present, or future society wants to think that it has arrived at

the pinnacle of some new form of thought or practice. Societies want to

claim inventive prerogative in industry, civility, scholarship, and even

sexuality. Arrogance is epitomized in the idea that Paul and his

contemporaries knew nothing of the “exalted homosexual love” of the present

day. Let wisdom’s voice be heard ringing loudly throughout the halls of

time: “That which has been is what will be, that which is done is what will

be done, and there is nothing new under the sun” (Ecclesiastes 1:9). The

twenty-first century may well be the most inventive, “progressive” time

period the world has ever seen, but it must be understood that this

generation did not invent a form of exalted homosexual love that is pure and

right in the sight of God.

Another argument draws itself into battle array against the idea that Romans

1:26-27 describes all homosexual behavior. This argument, commonly known as

the “abuse argument,” states that God does not condemn all homosexual

activity, only the abuse of such activity. The “supporting evidence” is

this: God never condemns eating, but he does condemn gluttony, which is the

abuse of eating. Further, God never condemns heterosexual intercourse, but

he does declare that the abuse of such intercourse in the form of

fornication and adultery is sinful. Therefore, some have concluded that Paul

did not condemn all homosexual activity in Romans 1, but only inappropriate,

abusive homosexual activity.

This argument is very tenuous indeed. If fornication and adultery are abuses

of the sexual relationship, in what way do they abuse it? They are abuses to

the marriage relationship that was established with the first man and the

first woman. Genesis 2:24 records: “Therefore a man shall leave his father

and mother and be joined to his wife, and they shall become one flesh.”

God—in all of Holy Writ—never declared that the act of sex outside of His

marriage parameters is acceptable. Sex is permitted only within holy

matrimony. The only type of holy matrimony instituted by God is between a

man and a woman. This is confirmed by every biblical text that deals

specifically with the subject. For example, 1 Corinthians 7:2 states:

“Nevertheless, because of sexual immorality, let each man have his own wife,

and let each woman have her own husband” (emp. added). Even Jesus, in

Matthew 5:32 and 19:1-9, identified marriage between a male and a female as

the only place in which sexual intercourse is sanctioned. If one must plead

that the homosexual activity described in Romans is an abuse of something,

let him plead that it is the heinous abuse of the God-instituted marriage

relationship.

Homosexuality has been against the will of God since the beginning of

Creation when He made humans male and female. Romans 1:26-27 deals

specifically with homosexuality, and condemns it as a practice that is wrong

in every culture, during every time period. There never will be a day when

the text of Romans 1:26-27 can accurately be twisted to permit any type of

same-sex intercourse. Nor will there be a day when a practicing homosexual

who refuses to repent will be saved from his or her sins. God wants all men

and women everywhere to be saved (2 Peter 3:9), but He demands that they

repent of and turn away from their sins, “because He has appointed a day on

which He will judge the world in righteousness” (Acts 17:30-31).
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