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GOD’S WORD ON HOMOSEXUALITY:
THE TRUTH ABOUT SIN
AND THE REALITY OF FORGIVENESS
John M acArthur
President and Professor of Pastoral Ministries
Through following a distorted meaning of “love,” some in the present day
have condoned homosexual practice, without realizing that b iblical love excludes
hom osexuality beca use o f its sinfulne ss. Christians can b est sha re the g ospel with
hom osexuals by calling their lifestyle what the Bible calls it—sin. Genesis 1–2,
Matthew 19, a nd Ephesians 5 describe clearly the way that God has instituted
marriage as a monogamous, heterosexual relationship. Genesis 19, Jude 7, and 2
Peter 2 illustrate how the Fall almost immediately eroded the purity of human
sexuality, including a devastation of the divine institution of marriage. Leviticus 18
and 20 and Rom ans 1 lay out very plainly God’s instructions about how repulsive
hom osexuality is in God’s sight. Yet Isaiah 56 and 1 Corinthians 6 make plain God’s
plan for homosexuals to find freedom and forgiveness through a life-ch ang ing fa ith
in Jesus Christ. The doo r is wide open for homo sexuals and lesbians to accept Go d’s
invitation.
*****
“All you need is love.”
So said the Beatles. If they had been singing about God’s love, the statement
would have a grain of truth in it. But what usually goes by the name love in popular
culture is not authentic lov e at all; it is actually a deadly fraud .
Far from b eing “all you need,” the world’s disto rted view of lov e is
something Christians desperately need to avoid. The apostle Paul makes that very
point in Eph 5:1-3. He writes, “Therefore be imitators of God, as beloved children.
And walk in love, as Christ loved us and gave himself up for us, a fragrant offering
and sacrifice to God. But sexual immorality and all impurity or covetousness must
not even be name d am ong yo u, as is pro per amon g saints.”
The simple com mand of ve rse 2 (“walk in love, as Christ loved us”) sums
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up the who le moral ob ligation o f the Christian. After all, God’s love is the single,
central princip le that de fines the C hristian’s entire duty.
This kind o f love really is “all you need.” Romans 13 :8–10 says, “The one
who loves another has fulfilled the law. T he co mmandments . . . are summ ed up in
this word: ‘You shall love your neighbor as yourself.’ Love does no wrong to a
neighbor; therefore love is the fulfilling of the law.” Galatians 5:14 echoes that
selfsame truth: “The whole law is fulfilled in one word: ‘You shall love your
neighbor as yourself.’” Jesus likewise taught that all the law and the prophets hang
on two simple principles about love— the First and Second G reat Commandments
(M att 22:3 8-40 ). In other wo rds, “love . . . is the bond of perfection” (Col 3:14,
NK JV).
W hen Paul commands be lievers to walk in love, the context reveals that in
positive terms, he is talking about being kind, tenderhearted, and forgiving to one
another (Eph 4:32). The model for such selfless love is Christ, who gave H is life to
save His peop le from their sins. “Greater lo ve has no one than this, that som eone lays
dow n his life for his friends” (John 15:13). And “if God so loved us, we also ought
to love one another” (1 John 4:11).
In other w ords, true love is always sacrificial, self-giving, merciful,
compassionate, sympathetic, kind, generous, and patient. Those and many other
positive, benevolent qualities (cf. 1 Cor 13:4-8) are wha t Scripture asso ciates with
divine love.
But notice the negative side as well, also seen in the context of Ephesians
5. The person who truly loves others like Christ does must refuse every kind of
counterfeit love. The apostle Paul names some of these worldly forgeries. They
include immorality, impurity, and covetousness. The passage co ntinues:
Let there be no filthiness nor foolish talk nor crude joking, which are out of place, but
instead let there be thanksgiving. For you may be sure of this, that everyone who is
sexually immoral or impure, or who is covetous (that is, an idolater), has no inheritance
in the kingdom of Christ and God. Let no one deceive you with empty words, for because
of these things the wrath of God comes upon the sons of disobedience. Therefore do not
associate with them (vv. 4–7; unless otherwise noted, biblical quotations are from the
NASB).
Imm orality is perhaps o ur generation’s favorite substitute for love. Paul uses
the Greek word porneia, which includes every kind of sexual sin. Popular culture
desp erately tries to blur the line b etween genuine love and immo ral passion. B ut all
such immo rality is a total p erversion of genuine love, b ecause it violates both the
Great Comm andment (M ark 12:29-30) by disobeying God ’s Word, and the Second
Great Commandment (Mark 12:31; cf. Rom 13:9-10) by seeking self-gratification
rather than the spiritual good and sanctification of others.
Imp urity is another devilish perversion of love. Here Paul employs the Greek
term aka tharsia, which refers to every kind of filth and impurity. Specifically, Paul
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has in mind “filthiness,” “foolish talk,” and “crude joking,” which are the peculiar
characteristics of evil companionship. That kind of camaraderie has nothing to do
with true love, and the apostle plainly says it has no place in the Christian’s walk.
Covetousness is yet another corruption of love that stems from a narcissistic
desire for self-gratification. It is the exact opposite of the example Christ set when He
“gave Himself up for us” (v. 2). In verse 5, Pa ul equates co vetousness with idolatry.
Again, this has no place in the Christian walk, and according to verse 5, the person
who is guilty of it “has no inheritance in the kingdom o f Christ and G od.”
Such sins, Paul says, “must not even be named among you, as is proper
among saints” (v. 3). Of those who practice such things, he instructs his readers to
“not associate with them” (v. 7), but rather to “expose” their deeds of darkness (v.
11). Christians, then, are no t showing authentic love unless they courageo usly speak
the truth about all the popular perversions of love.
Most of the talk about love these days ignores that principle. “Love” has
been redefined as a broad tolerance that overlooks sin and embraces good and evil
alike. But that is not love; it is apathy mixed with com prom ise.
Go d’s love is not at all like that. Remember, the supreme manifestation of
Go d’s love is the cross, where Christ “loved us and gave himself up for us, a fragrant
offering and sacrifice to God” (v. 2). Thus Scripture explains the love of God in terms
of sacrifice, atonement for sin, and propitiation: “In this is love, not that we have
loved God but that he loved us and sent his Son to be the propitiation for our sins”
(1 John 4:10). In other words, Christ made Himself a sacrifice to turn away the w rath
of an offended deity. Far from dismissing our sins with a benign tolerance, God gave
His Son as an offering for sin, to satisfy His own wrath and justice in the salvation
of sinners.
That is the very heart of the gospel. God manifest His love in a way that
uphe ld His holiness, justice, and righteousne ss without compromise. True love “does
not rejoice at wrongdoing, but rejoices with the truth” (1 Cor 13:6). That is the kind
of love we are called to walk in. It is a love that is “first pure, then peaceable” (cf. Jas
3:17). 1
The Loving Truth about H omosexual “Love”
If true love demands the courage to confront false love and its fruits, then
hom osexuality must be graciously yet firmly cond emned for being exactly what it
is—sin. Though homosexual advocates claim that their motivation is love, the Bible
identifies all such attractions and passio ns as co unterfeit love, a perversion of God’s
intended design for intimacy and procreation. The immorality, impurity, and

1

The introduction to this article is adapted from my article in Pu lpit magazine entitled, “The Kind
of Love You Don’t Need” (April 19, 2007), online at http://www.sfpulpit.com/2007/04/19/the-love-youdont-need/, accessed 9/27/08.
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covetou sness (lust) discussed in Eph 5:4-7 each describe an as pec t of the kind of
“love” that fuels homosexual desire. As for the conduct that flows out of that desire,
“it is disgraceful to even speak of the things which are done by them in secret” (v.
12).
The truth about homosexuality, as evidenced from the Scriptures, is that
such behavior is neither natural nor no rmal; an d it is certainly not morally neutral. It
is, instead, a distortion of God’s created order and a violation of His revealed
will—making it as profoundly sinful as it is disgraceful and bizarre. Christians who
advocate an attitude of tolerance and accep tance toward the homosexual lifestyle,
often in the nam e of love, are in fact exhib iting anything but true, biblical love.
Churches and Christian leaders who, in the name of love, defend homosexuality and affirm gay and lesb ian ministers and “marriages” not on ly degra de G od’s
moral standard but also lead others to sin. But condoning sin has no part in true love.
Authe ntic love for others d oes not exc use their wickedne ss, but rather encourages
them to do what is right. “By this we know that we love the children of God, when
we love God and observe His commandments. For this is the love of God, that we
keep His commandments?”(1 John 5:2–3). T o love Christ is to obey Him (John
14:15); and to love others is to encourage them to do the same (cf. Heb 10:24 ).
Compa ssionately but firmly speaking the truth to unsaved sinners, whatever
their pred ominant sin might be, is a primary part of what it means to love the lost
with a true love. Unless the sinner recognizes his sin, understanding the fact that he
is under God ’s wrath, he will not see his need for a Savior. And until he sees his need
for a Savior, crying out for mercy and trusting in Christ, he cannot be saved. T hus,
the loving evangelist is called to confront sin—showing sinners what Scripture says
about both their current guilt before a holy Go d and their future cond emnation if they
do not rep ent.
If the goal is to reach homosexuals with the go spel, C hristians m ust begin
by showing them from God’s Word that homosexuality in all its forms is an
abomination in the eyes of the Lord. The Bible never commends or condones
homosexual behavior on any level. Rather, it consistently and repeatedly condemns
it as that which God hates and promises to punish. Until homosexuals understand that
the lifestyle that defines them is inheren tly and un naturally sinful, they will never
desire the forgiveness God offers to them (a nd to all sinners) if they will forsake their
iniquity and em brace Jesus Christ.
The B ible and Ho mosexuality
On the issue of homosexuality, God’s W ord is neither silent nor unclear.
Sad ly, the contemporary church has been so inundated with pro-homosexual
literature and advo cacy, that it has in many cases lost bo th the ability to discern such
disgraceful iniquity and the resolve to fight against it. Pro-homosexual Christians
contend that the biblical injunctions against such behavior are either too ambiguous
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or too tied to ancient culture to remain relevant today. But the issue is not really a
lack of clarity— since the biblica l commands are straightforward ly clear; nor is it a
change of culture—since the moral rule of Scripture is founded in the unchanging
character of God. The real issue, as with most moral compr omise s in the modern
church, is a love o f sin, and an idolatrous desire for cultural acceptan ce mixed with
an arrogant disdain for the authority of Scripture. In spite of the fact that homosexuality has never been embraced or affirmed by God’s people in the history of either
Israel or the church, contemporary Christianity has done little more than muddy the
waters with unwarranted am biguity and controversy.
Thankfully, Go d’s W ord speaks directly to the issue of ho mosexuality in
both the Old and New Testaments. In so doing, it establishes the divine design (or
institution) for proper human sexuality, provides divine illustrations o f God’s wrath
against such sexual perversion, and sets forth divine instruction directly prohibiting
hom osexuality. Ye t, significantly, it also offers a d ivine invitation of re dem ption to
any and all who will repent of their sin and embrace Jesus Christ in faith.
The Divine Institution
Gen esis 1–2; M atthew 1 9; and Eph esians 5
The biblical case against homosexuality begins with the first few chapters
of Genesis where God, on the sixth day of creation, established the sacred institution
of marriage as that which only one man and one woma n can rightly enjoy together.
Genesis 1:27-28a states that, “God created man in His own image, in the image of
God He created him; male and fem ale He created them. God blessed them; and God
said to them, ‘Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth, and subdue it.’” In the
Hebrew, the words “male” and “fem ale” are in the emph atic po sition, giving the
sense of “the one male and the one female.” Only one man and one woman existed
in the beginning, and for a very impo rtant reason, nothing o ther than monogamous,
heterosexual marriage was possible. Th erein lies God’s perfect paradigm for
marriage, as that which involves one partner from each gender. 2
Based on the paradigm that was established at creation, the rest of Scripture
strictly forbid s any sexual activity outside m arriage — including all fornication (cf.
Acts 15:29; 1 Cor 6:9; Heb 13 :4), adultery (cf. Exod 20:14; Lev 20:10 ; Mark 19:18 ),
bestiality (cf. Exod 2 2:19 ; Lev 1 8:23 ; 20:1 5-16 ; Deut 27:2 1), and homosexuality (cf.
Lev 18:22; 20:13 ; Rom 1:26-27).
Genesis 2:24 underscores the divine plan for m arriage with these word s:

2
Gordan W e nh am (Genesis 1–15, Word Biblical Comm entary [Waco, Tex.: Word, 1987] 33) notes
regarding Gen 1:28, “Here, then, we have a clear s tatem ent of the d ivine p urp ose o f m arriag e: pos itively,
it is for the procreation of children; negatively, it is a rejection of the ancient oriental fertility cults.” The
rest of Scripture indicates tha t m arr iag e w as ins titu ted to p roc rea te m an kin d, to rais e u p c hild ren to fill
the earth (Ge n 1:2 8). It is also fo r th e p urpo se of c om pa nio ns hip , so tha t m an wo uld not be alone (2:18)
and for the purp ose of sexual fulfillmen t and pleasure (1 C or 7:4–5; cf. He b 13:4).
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“For this reason a man shall leave his father and his mother, and be joined to his wife;
and they shall become one flesh.” Commenting on this verse, Kenneth Matthews
writes, “Without question 2:24 serves as the bedrock for the Hebrew understanding
of the centrality of the nuclear family for the survival of society. Monogamo us
heterosexual marriage was always viewed as the divine norm from the outset of
creation. [On the flip side,] homosexual behavior was a confusion of sexual identity
between men a nd wo men.” 3 Homosexual unions (no matter what society may label
them) canno t rightly be called “m arriage s,” 4 since they involve only one gender,
possess no ability to procreate,5 and cannot provide the kind of sexual com panionship
that God intended.6
Lloyd R. B ailey summarizes the case for heterosexuality based on the
opening chapters of Genesis with these words:
A biblical case for exclusive heterosexual contact can (and has) been made on the basis
of the creation stories in Gen 1–3. Part of God’s grand purpose was the creation of “male
and female” (1:27) that would “Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the earth . . .” (1:28).
Furthermore, the proper complement to the male that God had created, in order to relieve
his sense of estrangement from the rest of creation (2:18-20), was the formation of a
fitting female sexual partner (2:20-24). Of course, other partners are possible (both lower
animals and human males) . . . but such activity falls outside the intended design. Thus

3

Kenneth A. M atthew s, Genesis 1–11:26, New Am erican Comm entary (Nashville: Broadman &
Holman, 1996) 2 24. N oting the Christian continuation of the Jew ish p ersp ective on h om osex uality,
Matthews writes, “Christian expectations for sexual behavior were the same and were a given am ong
Jewish converts, but the Gentile world did not follow such norm s. It was against the customary practices
of the Greco-Roman world that Pau l urged sex ual res traints (e.g., Ro m 1:24 -28; 1 Co r 6:9 ; 1 Thess 4:37).”
4
R. Kent Hughes (Ge nes is [W heaton, Ill.: Crossway, 2004] 63) underscores the importance of the
Ge nes is account on the topic of h om osex uality: “Now the obvious thing must be stated: Monogamous
heterosexual marriage was always viewed as the norm from the time of creation. The account is about
Adam and Eve ; there is no Adam and Steve! Legislators who would legitimize same-sex marriage, giving
it the putative status of heterosexual marriage, are attacking a creation ordinance and are reproaching G od
him self. W ha t un m itigate d D an te’ s te rro r aw aits su ch presum ption . G od wi ll not be m ocked!”
5
Daniel Block (Judges Ru th, New Am erican Comm entary [Nashville: Broadman & H olmann, 1999]
544) notes the short-sighted selfishness inherent in homosexuality. “ W ithin the conte xt o f th e O ld
Tes tam ent, since one lives on in one’s progeny, sexual activity takes on added significance in securing
one’s fu ture. H om osexu al activity thinks only of the p resent.”
6
Ibid. Block continu es, “B eginn ing wi th G en 1:2 7-2 8, the Sc rip tur es are cons isten t in aff irm ing on ly
heterosexual marriage. Th e intim acy d escr ibed in G en 2 :24-2 5 is n atura l, good , and holy, and it remains
so even after th e fall. W ithin the context of marriage, through sexual activity a husband and wife express
physical intimacy to complement their emotional and sp irit ua l unio n. A lthoug h this form of intim acy is
celebrated in Scripture as beau tiful and good, according to Lev 18:22 and 20:13, the sam e kind of
intimacy between two males is condemned in the sharpest of terms as [being] ‘an abomination,’ as on a
par with adultery and incest, as a capital crime. Accordingly, homosexual activity is not only ‘against
nature’; it is a crime ‘aga inst God,’ another exp ression of ‘doing wha t is right in one’s ow n eyes.’”
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a modern commentator has put it succinctly: “Even though an evaluation of same-sex
intercourse is not the point of the text, legitimization for homosexuality requires an
entirely different kind of creation story.” This is precisely what later Jewish and Christian
writers had in mind when they condemned same-sex intercourse as “contrary to nature.”7
The NT reiterates the paradigm established in Genesis 1–2 through the
words of bo th Christ and the apostle Paul. In M att 19:4-6, and its parallel in Mark
10:4-8, Jesus affirmed the fact that “from the beginning” God made human beings
“male and female” and that the sexual union represented in marriage involves a man
being “joined to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh.” Christ’s words (taken
from both Gen 1:27 and 2:24) underscore the fact that heterosexual marriage has
always been God’s intention, in spite of man’s attempts to distort, deny, or disregard
it. “The implication is that God instituted marriage by the creation of humans in two
gend ers, male and female, and that the wom an was created for the man just as, in a
corresponding way, the man was given to the wo man.” 8 Thus, homosexuality is not
simply another o ption for two co nsenting adults; it is instead a perversion of G od’s
design for the procreation, pleasure, and preservation of the human rac e. As Christ
affirmed, “[O]ur sexuality is of divine ordinance ; it is intended to be exercised in
mon ogamou s relationships.” 9
The apostle Paul also cites Gen 2:24 in Ephesians 5, in which he gives
instructions on marriage and also uses marriage as an illustration of Christ and the
church. When marriage is properly lived out, accord ing to the way that God purposed
it from creation, it not only brings great joy to the husband and wife, but also serves
as a picture of Christ’s love for His bride, the church.
In 1 Tim 1:9-10, P aul denounces “immoral men and homo sexuals” as among
those who a re “lawless and rebellious” and “co ntrary to sound teaching.” 1 0 The word
he uses for homosexuals, arsenokoitai, literally means “males in the ma rriage b ed,”
and “seems to have been coined using the terminology of LXX Lev 18:22 [and]

7
Lloyd R. B ailey: Leviticus-Num bers (Macon, Ga.: Sm yth & Helwys 2005) 255. Internal citation
from Rob ert Gag non, The Bible and Ho mosexual Practice (Nashville: Abingdon, 2001) 61-62.
8
James Montgom ery Boice, The Go spel of Matthew (Gr and Ra pids : Ba ker, 2 001 ) 2:4 01. To th is
poin t, Michael Green adds, “Marriage was meant to be complementary: God ‘made them male and
female’ ([v.] 4). It is no t a un isex wor ld. Th ere is a G od-or dain ed d iffere nce and com plem enta rity
between the s exe s. T hat is so obvious that it only needs to be stated today when homosexual relationships
have come to be seen as an equally valid alternative to marriage. The basic trouble abo ut it is tha t it
contravenes the com plemen tarity that God has built into the sexes” (The Message of Matthew, T he Bible
Speaks T oday [W heaton, Ill.: InterVarsity, 2000] 202 [em phasis in the original]).
9

Leon M orris, The Go spel according to Matthew, Pillar New Testament Commentary, ed. D. A.
Carson (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1992) 481.
10

W illiam M ounc e, Pa stor al E pistles, Word Biblical Comm entary (Nashville: Thomas Nelson,
2000) 38, notes of these two words that “[t] he fir st w ord r efers to m ale forn icators , and the s econ d to
sexual relations with the sam e sex.” Both w ere, in Paul’s m ind, a violation of the seve nth c om m and m ent.
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20:1 3.” 1 1 The term underscores the fact that Paul viewed any homo sexual acts as a
sinful perversion, as Knight explains:
The word Paul uses is composed of two components. . . . The former is the specific word
for male [arsein] with “strong emphasis on sex” (BAGD). The latter means generally
“bed” and is a euphemism for sexual intercourse (BAGD). The word does not refer, as
some writers have alleged, only to sex with young boys or to male homosexual prostitutes,
but simply to homosexuality itself (so Paul explicitly in Rom. 1:26, 27 . . .). Paul writes
elsewhere that the consequence for continued and unrepentant involvement in this, and
other sins listed here, is exclusion from the kingdom of God and that deliverance from
this, and the other sins, is an integral part of the gospel of Jesus Christ as Lord through the
power of the Spirit of God (1 Cor 6:9-11).12
Scripture, in both Testaments, views marriage as a sacred institution and any
sexual activity with someone o ther than one’s spouse is strictly forbidden by God
(Heb 13:4; cf. Gal 5:19). This not only includes fornication and adultery, but also any
form of homosexuality—since such runs contrary to the divine design established at
creatio n.
The Divine Illustration
Gen esis 19; Ju de 7; a nd 2 P eter 2
The Fall, with its co rrupting effects (G enesis 3), began to erode the purity
of human sexuality immediately; and God’s perfect paradigm for marriage was
quickly assaulted. Polygam y first appears in G en 4:1 9; demon ic sexual perversion in
Gen 6:2; lew dness in 9:22; adultery (or near adultery) in 12:15-19; fornication in
16:4; incest in 19:36; rape in 34:2; prostitution in 38:15 ; and sexual harassment in
39:7 . To this list, Genesis 19 adds the sin of homosexuality.
Go d’s strong opposition to homosexual behavior is perhap s most graphically
illustrated in His response to the despicable behavior of the men at Sodom. In Gen
19:4-7, during an angelic rescue mission to save Lot from the city, the inhabitants of
Sod om d emo nstrated the dre adful extent of their lust.
Before they [the angels, who had taken the appearance of men] lay down, the men of the
city, the men of Sodom, surrounded the house, both young and old, all the people from
every quarter; and they called to Lot and said to him, “Where are the men who came to
you tonight? Bring them out to us that we may have relations with them.” But Lot went

11

J ero m e D. Q uinn a nd W illiam C. W acker, The First and Second Letters to Timothy (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 200 0) 88 . The au thors further note that “there is little to be said lexically for confining the
mea ning of arsenokoitai to [merely] ‘m ale prostitutes’ or ‘call boys.’”
12
George W . Knigh t III, The Pastoral Epistles, New International Greek Tes tamen t Com men tary
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000) 86.
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out to them at the doorway, and shut the door behind him, and said, “Please, my brothers,
do not act wickedly.”
The savage mob, coming from every part of the city, was so consumed by
immoral lust that even after being blinded, they continued to grope for the doorway
(vv. 10-1 1). Lo t, of course, recognized their homosexual passions as inhe rently
wicked (v. 7). God did too, so much so that He utterly destroyed them for their great
iniquity (cf. 18:20-33; 19:23-29 ).1 3
Some have a ttempted to argue, unsucc essfully, that homosexual behavior
is not in view in this passage.1 4 But passing the incident off as sim ply a violent breach
of ancient hospitality laws goes against the con text. 1 5 The mo b did not want “to
know” (v. 5) Lot’s guests in a social way; they had no intention of befriending them
or of sharing common interests. Their intentions were entirely sexual, as evidenced
by both Lot’s condemnation in verse 7 (where he calls their actions “wicked”) and

13
Though Sodom was also guilty of other sins (Isa 1:10; 3:9; Jer 23:14; Ezek 16:49, 58), it was the
sin o f h om o se xu ality fo r w hic h th e c ity w as prim arily known. By the intertestamental period, it was
almost exclusively remembered for sexual debauchery (cf. Jub 16.5,6; 20:5; T. Levi 14.6; T. Naph 3.4;
2 Enoc h 10 :4; 34:1-2 ; Joseph us, Antiquities, 1.11). Jude 7 and 2 Pet 2:6–7 affirm this intertestamental
understand ing. Of cou rse, G ene sis 1 9 m akes the is sue self-evident in the context. As E. A. Speiser
(Ge nes is, An cho r Bib le [G arde n C ity, N .Y .: D oub leday & Co m pan y, 1964] 142) points out, “[I]t was the
city’s sex ual de prav ity, the m anife st ‘so dom y’ of its in hab itants , that provided the sole and self-evident
reason for its frightful fate.” Richard F. Lovelace (Hom osexuality and the Church [O ld Tap pan, N .J.:
Revell, 1978], 100–101) suggests that the other sins of Sodom fit the paradigm of Romans 1 regarding
the wholesale perversion of pagan societies.
14
For example, Walter Brueggemann (Genesis [Atlanta, Ga.: John Knox, 1982] 164) contends that
there is “co nsid erab le evid enc e that the sin of Sodom w as not specifically sexual.” Later he concludes,
“It may be that sexual disorder is one aspect of a general disorder. But that issue is presented in a way
scarc ely pertinent to contemporary discussion of homosexuality” (ibid.). For other examples, see D. S.
Ba iley, Hom osexuality and the Western Christian Tradition (London; Longmans, 1955), 4ff.; and J. J.
M cN eill, The Church and the Homosexual (Kansas City, Kans.: Sheed, Andrews and McM eel, 1976) 4250.
15
Lloyd R. B ailey (Leviticus-Num bers 249 ) resp ond ing to th ose w ho s ugge st ho spita lity is p rim ari ly
in view, writes, “Too mu ch is being m ade of violation of the rules of hospitality when som e mod ern
interpreters dis cu ss this epis od e. A fte r all, no biblical guideline to proper behavior comm ands that ‘Thou
shalt be hospitable.’ This later societal value, operative throughout the Mu slim N ear East, is being overemphasized here and ‘read into’ the Bible.” For an example of what Bailey is critiquing, note the
com m ents of Robert G. Boling on Judg 19:22, “As in Gen 19, the initial and determinative offense is a
violation of t he la w of hospitality” (Judges, Th e A nch or B ible [G arde n C ity, N .Y .: D oub leday &
Co m pan y, 1975] 276). K. Lawson Younger, Jr., responds to such interpretations of Judg 19:22 with these
words, “[S om e] ov erstre ss th e inh osp itality prob lem so th at the hord e’s a ttem pt at h om osex ual rap e is
reinterpreted as p urely a m atter c onn ected to the in hos pitality issue. Behind this is an effort to argue that
the Scriptures do not condemn hom osexuality as sin. This interpretation is untenable in light of Judges
19:24-25, where the host offer s the Gib eah ites th e con cub ine a nd h is daughter as alternatives (with rather
obvious sexual overtones), and the m en reject his offer and attem pt to press hom e their desire for the
man” ( Jud ges /Ru th, The NIV App lication Com m entary [G rand R apids: Z onde rvan, 2 002 ] 35 9).

162

The Master’s Seminary Journal

the offer of his daughters in verse 8 (where the same verb “to know” is used).1 6
Though their violence alone was worthy of conde mna tion, it was the homosexual
nature of their lust that made it particularly despicable to God (a point which both
Jude 7 and 2 Pet 2 :6-7 make certain). Thus, it is not merely violence or even
homosexual rape that is being condemned. Rather it is any type of homosexual act
or lifestyle. Such a conclusion is not only confirmed by considering later passages (in
Leviticus and the NT), but can also be defended from the passage itself. As Hamilton
explains:
We see at least four problems with the view that the prohibition here is only on
[homosexual] rape. First, nowhere in the OT does the verb yâda’ [“to know”] have the
nuance of “abuse” or “violate.” Second, the OT uses unmistakable language to relate rape
incidents. Thus the Shechemites “seized” and “lay with” and “humbled” Dinah (Gen.
34:2). Amnon “forced” and “lay with” his half-sister Tamar (2 Sam. 13:14). Similarly, the
biblical laws about rape also use these terms: “seize,” “lie with” (Deut. 22:25–27). Third,
this interpretation forces one meaning on “know” in v. 5 (i.e. “abuse”) but a different
meaning on “know” three verses later (i.e., “have intercourse with”), for it is unlikely that
Lot is saying: “I have two daughters who have never been abused.” Fourth, such an
interpretation forces these incredible words in Lot’s mouth: “Do not rape my visitors.
Here are my daughters, both virgins—rape them!” Clearly, then, the incident frowns on
homosexual relations [in general] for whatever reason.17
Hamilton concludes his case by noting that in the similar account of Judg 19:22 the
concubine and daughter are offered with the statem ent “and sexually mistreat the m.”
W hereas, by contrast, Lot avoids the use of any verb that would necessitate sexual
aggression.
A strong case, then, can be made from this text itself that a kind of
homosexual conduct is in view— as the object of God’s outpoured wrath and manifest
fury. In fact, the obvious truth is strengthened in the effort to answer the lame
misrepresentations of pro-homosexual advo cates. Because the Sodom ites were so
perverse, the Lord destroyed the entire city, burying it under fire and brimstone. The
term sodomy, coming from this incident, refers to such homosexual behavior as was

16
The sam e ver b, “to know,” is used elsewhere in Genesis to speak of sexual intimacy (cf. 4:1, 17,
25; 24:16 ). See V ictor P. H am ilton, The Book of Genesis 18–50 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995) 33–34
for a full lexical treatment of this verb, including the number of times it appears in the OT.
17

Ibid., 34-35.
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notoriously practiced b y the Sodo mites. 1 8 A “sodomite” was a homosexual, so called
because the sin of So dom was ho mosexuality.1 9
As noted earlier, both Jude 7 and 2 Pet 2:6 refer back to the calamitous
judgment on Sodom, removing any do ubt as to fact that sexual perversion was a
primary characteristic of the city—and the main reason it was subjected to the
judgment of God in such a uniquely devastating way. Jude writes of “Sodom and
Gomorrah and the cities around them” which “indulged in gross immorality and went
after strange flesh.” By using the term “gross immorality” (a compound word in
Greek), Jude indicates that their homosexual beha vior was especially despicable in
the eyes of God. T he “strange flesh” that they pursued refers to Lot’s angelic guests,
whom the men of the city thought were m ale visitors (as indicated by their demands
in Gen 19:5). “Virtually all commentators agree that this [passage] refers to the
incident in Gen 19:4-11, and most believe that this means the attempt at homosexual
relations,” explains Pe ter H. Davids. “[It was] a violation of the laws of purity which
prohibited the mixing of things, even between the sexes (Deut 22:5, 9-11). Thus
seeking sexual intercourse with a person of the same sex would be seeking a different
type of flesh than that which one was sup posed to seek.” 2 0 The debauched behavior
of the Sod omites, in seeking sexual pleasure from those outside G od’s d esign (in this
case, individuals whom they thought were fellow males), serves as a lasting
illustration o f the utter ab omination tha t homosexuality is in the eye s of God.
The apostle Peter, like Jude, writes that Sodom and G omorrah were
characterized by “the sensual conduct of unprincipled men” and therefore
“condemned . . . to destruction” (2:6-7). Lot, on the other hand, is regarded as
righteous beca use, altho ugh he lived amon g them, “his righteous soul [was]
tormented day after day by their lawless deeds” (2:8). 2 1
Though Lot an d his daughters were spared, everyone else in Sodom and the
surrounding cities was destroyed by incineration and asphyxiation. The word
translated “destruction” speaks of complete overthrow and ruin. In fact, the
devastation was so complete that the ruins of S odo m and Go morrah remain

18
W. Sibley Town er (Ge nes is, W estm inster B ible Com panion [Louisville, Ky.: Westminister John
Knox, 2001] 172-73) explains, “Th e en tire ep isod e ser ves to underscore h ow corrupt the S odom ite culture
was .”
19
“Sodomite” is a much better term to describe someone practicing hom osexuality than a term like
“gay.” The term “gay” is preposterous and misleading, because it implies happiness. But the sad reality
is that it is a word coined by people who experience massive guilt, massive loneliness, no future, no hope,
severe pain, and impending death. It is a word that is coined to describe an illusion. Homosexuals are the
most pained, troubled, hopeless people there are—because they are seeking pleasure outside God ’s design
and are u nde r Go d’s w rath. Th e term “So dom ite” is b ette r becau se it is a b iblical term an d it clearly
identifies homosexuality as a sin, like the behavior of Genesis 19.
20

21

Peter H . Da vids, The Letters of 2 Peter and Jude (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2006) 52.

Peter’s terminology speaks to the same “sphere of moral debauchery” as described by Ju de (cf.
D. E dm ond H iebert, Second Peter and Jude [Greenville, S.C.: Un usual Pub lications, 1989 ] 104).
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undiscovered. It is possible, though archaeologists do not know for sure, that the
cities are buried under the mineral-dense waters of the Dead Sea.
The precedent set by Sodom establishes a critical truth: depraved men
cannot pursue sensuality and ungodliness and escape Go d’s jud gment (cf. M att
25:41; Rom 1:18; 2:5, 8; Eph 5:6; 1 Thess 2:16; 2 Thess 1:8; Heb 10:26-27; Rev
6:17). The rest of Scripture refers back to Sodom and Gomorrah over twenty times
as an illustration and warning to those who might also choose to live ungodly lives
(cf. Matt 10:14, 15; 11:23, 24; Luke 17:28-32). It is an example that those in the
homosexual community today would do well to heed.
The Divine Instruction
Leviticus 18 , 20; Ro m ans 1
W hat the book of Genesis implies (though quite plainly) abou t homosexuality, through its discussion of the institution of marriage and the illustration of Sodom,
the Mosaic legal co de m akes explicitly clear: hom osexuality is detestable in the sight
of God. T he words of Lev 18:22 are straightforward and direct: “You [men] shall not
lie with a male as one lies with a female; it is an abomination.” And the consequences
are eq ually clear, “For who ever do es any of these abominations, those persons who
do so shall be cut off from among their people” (v. 29). The prohibition is reiterated
a couple chapters later with these words: “If there is a man who lies with a male as
those who lie with a woman, both of them have committed a detestable act; they shall
surely be put to death. Their bloodguiltiness is upon them” (20:13). No Israelite
would have questioned what God thought about homosexuality. Though the
surrounding Canaanite cultures indulge d in such perversions, the people of God knew
to avo id all such conduct.2 2
Significantly, the sin of homosexuality is listed in Leviticus 18 and 20 in the
context of other sexua l sins, indicating the ca tegorical timelessness o f the pro hibitions given in this section. The prohibition here was not limited to the civil or cultural
life of OT Israel, a point which both the immediate context and the rest of Scripture
confirms. 2 3 As Ro y Gane explains,
In Leviticus 18 and 20 the prohibition of homosexual activity (18:22; 20:13) appears
within the same legal framework that also covers incest, adultery, and bestiality. Adultery
is independently excluded by the seventh of the Ten Commandments (Ex. 20:14; Deut.

22

In addition, cross-dressing (Deut 22:5), sex changes (cf . D eu t 23 :1) , an d m ale prostitution (Deut
23:18) were also strictly forbidden.
23

W alt Kaiser (To wa rd O ld Testament Ethics [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983] 114) contends, “To
proh ibit homosexuality today, some would argue, would be like forbidding unclean meats. It is admitted,
of course, that there is a category of temporary ceremonial laws , bu t I do no t agree that h om osex uality
is among them. Nothing in its p rosc ription poin ts to or a nticip ates C hrist, and the death penalty demanded
for its violation places it in th e m oral realm and n ot in tem porary legislation.”
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5:18), all of which, according to the New Testament, have ongoing application for
Christians, whether they are Jewish or Gentile and live inside or outside the holy land
(Rom. 7:7, 12; 13:9; James 2:11; Cf. Matt. 19:18-19). If these moral laws given to the
Israelites are universal and timeless, why would the moral laws in Leviticus 18 and 20 not
be the same?24
Thus, homosexuality is viewe d in Leviticus as morally equal to sins such as adultery,
incest, and b estiality. As no ted earlier, such sins are wrong in any age and in any
culture, because they violate the design for marriage that God established at creation.
As John W alton explains,
[A]s with adultery, incest, and bestiality, it [homosexuality] is wrong because of the
nature of the sexual partner. An illicit sexual partner may be married to someone else
(adultery), may be a close relative (incest), may be an animal (bestiality), and may be
someone of the same gender (homosexuality). Monogamous homosexual relationships are
no more acceptable than only committing adultery with one person.25
Some comm entators, in an effort to minimize the extent of this instruction,
argue that the co mmand itself extend s only to O T Jewish m en. T hus, it is suggested
that the Bible d oes not prohibit females or non-Jewish m ales from pa rticipating in
homosexual acts. 2 6 But such fanciful attempts to defend lesbianism and modern
hom osexuality ultimately fall flat. For starters, it was because God hated the
homosexual perversions of other nations (specifically the Canaanites) that He gave
this instruction to the Heb rews. 2 7 Thus, to argue that homosexuality outside Judaism

24

Roy Gan e, Leviticus-Num bers, The N IV Application Com mentary (Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
2004) 32 8. Ga ne continu es by c itin g A cts 15 :20 , 29 to sh ow tha t the apo stle s saw these sexual
prohibitions as extending to the Gentile church, under the category of “imm orality.” He notes that “The
New Testament explicitly condem ns in cest ( 1 C or. 5 :1), m ale ho m osex uality (R om . 1:2 7; 1 C or. 6 :9; 1
T im . 1:10), and lesbianism (Rom. 1:26) practiced by any human beings. If we accept the biblical
evidence, Ch ristian s eve rywh ere a re ju st as a ccou ntab le to Go d for avoid ing th e pra ctices listed in
Leviticus 18 as the ancient Israelites were wh en the legislation was first given. The divine pen alty for
Israelites was to be “cut off” (18:29), which goes beyond death, and according to 1 Corinthians 6:9–10
the pen alty for Christian s also goes beyond death.”
25

John H. W alton, G enes is, The NIV Application Comm entary (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2001)

490.
26

Jacob M ilg ro m (Leviticus [Minneapolis: Fortress, 2004] 196 ) argu es th at the proh ibition s in
Leviticus 18 and 20 apply only to Jewish men and not to n on-Je wis h m en o r to w om en o f any e thnic ity.
H e writes, “To those who argue that the Bible enjoins homosexuality, a careful reading of the source text
offers a fundamentally different view. While the Bible never applaud s ho m osex uality, n eithe r doe s it
prohib it mos t people from engagin g in it.”
27
John D. Currid (A Study Commentary on Leviticus [Webster, N.Y.: Evangelical Press, 2004] 244)
notes, “N ot only is h om osex uality to be s hun ned bec aus e it is immoral, but it was also a common practice
of the Canaanites (see Gen. 19). Even pagan priests are known to have practiced it (see Deut. 23:18; 1
Kings 14:24). Th e Old Tes tamen t condem nation of all sorts of homosexual practices is unique in the
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is acceptable to G od runs co ntrary to the v ery reason Go d gave such com mands to
His people. Moreover, although lesbianism is not specifically mentioned in the OT,
the Jews understood that it was included in this prohibition—b eing condemned in the
Talmud. It is also directly pro hibited in the N T (R om 1 :26-2 7). Rabb i Jakobov its
explains the Jewish understanding of the OT teaching with these word s:
Whereas the more liberal attitude found in some modern Christian circles is possibly due
to the exaggerated importance Christians have traditionally accorded to the term “love,”
Jewish law holds that no hedonistic ethic, even if called “love,” can justify the morality
of homosexuality any more than it can legitimize adultery, incest, or polygamy, however
genuinely such acts may be performed out of love and by mutual consent.28
Go d’s utter hatred for homosexual behavior is brought home by the word
“abo minatio n,” which describes what God thinks of it, and any o ther violation of His
intended plan for heterosexual marriage. The word oc curs repeatedly in this context
(18:22, 26, 27, 29, 30; 20:13) and is also “a term especially frequent in the Book of
Deuteronom y, [which] refers to an act that is abhorrent or repugnant, such as idolatry
and inapp ropriate worship of God (see Deut 7:25; 27:15; 17:10; 12:31; 18:9 -14).” 2 9
In the same way that ido latry is a perpetual offense to God ’s moral character, subject
to His wrath and condemnation, so also is any perversion of His design for marriage.
The apostle Paul reiterates the prohibition of Leviticus in Rom 1:26-27,
where he writes,
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.
Bo th male hom osexuality and lesbianism are in view in this passage, with G od’s
judgment falling on both because they involve unnatural acts (so defined because
they violate the design of God for nature).3 0 The word translated “function” (chr sis)

ancient Near Eas t.” S ee also Gor don W enh am , “T he O ld Te stam ent A ttitude to Hom osexuality,” ET 102
(1991):359-63.
28
I. Jakobovits, “homosexuality,” EncJud 8:961 -62. C ited from M ark R ooker, Leviticus, NAC
(Nashville: Broadman & H olman, 2000) 247.
29

30

M ark R ooker, Leviticus 246.

Douglas M oo (The Epistle to the Rom ans [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996] 115) observes, “ In
keeping with the biblical and Jewish worldview, the heterosexual desires observed norm ally in nature are
traced to God’s creative intent. Sexual sins that are ‘against natu re’ ar e also, then , again st G od, a nd it is
this close association that makes it probable that Paul’s appeal to ‘nature’ in this verse includ e ap pea l to
God ’s created order.”
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was a com mon way to sp eak o f sexual intercourse, and in this context can refer to
nothing other than hom osexual acts. Suc h behavio r stems from “de grading pa ssions”— passion s, because in reality they are driven by selfish lust and not by true
love; and degrading passions, because they are a twisted expression of God’s creative
design. When man forsakes the Author of nature, he inevitably forsakes the order of
nature.3 1
In spite of the clarity of this passage, homosexual advocates have made
various attemp ts at explaining aw ay its force. At least three arguments are advanced:
First, it is claimed that the passage is irrelevant, on the ground that its purpose is neither
to teach sexual ethics, nor to expose vice, but rather to portray the outworking of God’s
wrath. That is true. But if a certain sexual conduct is to be seen as the consequence of
God’s wrath, it must be displeasing to him.32
Second, it is sometimes suggested that Pau l is not referring here to
hom osexuality in general, but to ped erasty (homosexual conduct involving an adult
male and an adolescent or pubescent youth). Yet, nothing in the text indicates that the
term should be limited to such behavior. 3 3 Moreo ver, ho mosexuality in the GrecoRoman world was no t limited o nly to pe derasty,3 4 nor would Paul’s Jewish
background have allowed for homosexuality of any kind.3 5
Third, homosexual advocates argue that Paul is speaking of an individual’s
sexual orientation (rather than the created o rder) when he uses the term “nature.”
Thus, for homosexuals, “their relationships cannot be described as ‘unnatural’, since

31
James Dun n (Romans 1–8 , Word Biblical Comm entary [Dallas, Tex.: Word Books, 1988] 74)
poin ts out that “Paul’s attitude to homosexual practice is unambiguous. . . . Hom osexuality is seen as a
passion whic h is ‘worthy of no respect.’ H omos exual practice is characterized with the em phasis of
repetition as ‘unnatural,’ where Paul uses very Greek and particularly Stoic language to broaden the
appeal of th e m ore ch ara cte ris tica lly Je wi sh rej ection of h om osex ua lity, a nd wh ere he in e ffe ct a pp eals
to his own readers’ comm on sense to recognize that homosexual practice is a violation of the natural order
(as dete rm ined b y God) .”
32

John R. W . Stott, Rom ans (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 1994) 77.

33

Ibid. S to tt d is m isses this argu m ent w ith on e sen tenc e: “A ll one ca n sa y in res pon se to th is
sugge stion is that the text itself contains no hin t of it.”
34

Robert Jew ett (Romans , H erm ene ia [Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 2007] 178-81) demonstrates the
widespread nature of hom osexuality in the Greco-Rom an world, and n ot just pederasty. For more on this,
see the discussion of 1 Corinthians 6 below.
35
Hans Conzelmann (1 Corinthians, Hermeneia [Philadelphia: Fortress, 1975] 106) underscores the
Jewish vie w o f hom osex ua lity. “ Th e Jew ish verdict o n th e latter is u ne qu ivo cal.” In th e corresponding
footnote (n. 35), he writes, “Homosexual intercourse is punished by stoning. For the Jew it is one of the
m ost abh orrent vices of the G entiles.”
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they are perfectly natural to the m.” 3 6 Ho wever, such far-fetched interpretations are
easily refuted (both from the context in R oma ns and from the way kata physin
[natura l] and para physin [unnatural] were used in ancient times).3 7 Mo reover, the
thought of “sexual orientation” would have been completely foreign to Paul, and
represents an anachronistic attempt to read modern conventions into the biblical
text. 3 8
So then, we have no liberty to interpret the noun “nature” as meaning “my” nature, or the
adjective “natural” as meaning “what seems natural to me”. On the contrary, physis
(“natural”) means God’s created order. To act “against nature” means to violate the order
which God has established, whereas to act “according to nature” means to behave “in
accordance with the intention of the Creator”. Moreover, the intention of the Creator
means his original intention. What this was Genesis tells us and Jesus confirmed. . . . God
created humankind male and female; God instituted marriage as a heterosexual union; and
what God has thus united, we have no liberty to separate.39
Thus, both the general revelation of nature and the special revelation of Scripture bear
out the fact that homosexuality goes contrary to God ’s intended plan.
To be sure, all human beings are born in sin, and individual people can
sometimes have varying tendencies and temptations toward certain sins. But no one
is born a homosexual, any more than anyone might be born a thief or a murderer.
Tho se who e ngage in a lifestyle of unrepentant theft, murder, adultery, or homosexuality do so of their own choice.4 0 And they have only themselves to blame when they

36

Stott, Romans 77. A s an ex am ple, Stott cites Joh n B oswe ll, Ch ristia nity, Social Tolerance and
Ho mo sexu ality (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1980) 107ff., who alleges that “the persons Paul
condemns are manifestly not homosexual: what he derogates are homosexual acts committed by
apparently heterosexual people” (Bosw ell, 109).
37
Richard Hays (“Relations Natural and U nn atu ral: A R esponse to John Bosw ell’s Exegesis of
Rom ans 1,” Journal of Religious Ethics [Spring 19 86] 19 2) dem onstrates that the two terms w ere “very
freq uen tly used . . . as a way of distinguishing between heterosexual and homosexual behaviour” (cited
from Stott, Romans 77-78).
38
Ibid., 200. Hays w r it es , “[ T ]o suggest that Paul intends to condemn hom osexual acts only when
they are comm itted by persons who are cons titu tion ally he ter osex ua l is to introd uc e a dis tinctio n e ntirely
foreign to P aul’s thou ght-world.”
39

Stott, Romans 78. Internal citation from C. E . B. C ranfield, A Critical and Exegetical Com mentary
on the Epistle to the Romans (Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1975) 1:125.
40

Cra ig L. Blombe rg (1 Corinthians, The N IV Application Comm entary [Grand Rapids: Zondervan,
1994] 123) writes, “Under no conceivable circumstances can the Bible be m ade to defend the often-heard
allegation th at G od cre ate d h om o se xu als th at w ay. W h at g en etic co m po ne nt m ay con tribute to
h om osexual predispositions remains to be determined but, like inherent predispositions to alcoholism ,
violence, or various diseases, such a component, if demons trated, would be an offshoot of the fall, not
of cre ation. Eq ually cru cially, genetic predispositions never exempt humans from biblical standards and
accou ntability before G od for m oral or im m oral beha vior.”
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receive “in their own persons the due penalty of their error.” Not only will they be
judged in the next life, as those who w ill not inherit the kingdom of God (1 C or 6:9);
but they also subject themselves to the grotesque physical consequences that come
with homosexuality—including sexually transmitted diseases like AIDS and a much
higher likelihoo d of criminal sexual violence.
The Divine Invitation
Isaiah 56, 1 Co rinthians 6
Although homosexuality is sharply condemned throughout Scripture, it is
important to end any discussion of it by offering hope to those enslaved to such
sexual sin. A divine invitation has be en exte nded to all sinners, including homosexuals, and it is this: You can find freedom and forgiveness at the Cross. Those who
sincere ly repent from their sin and lovingly embrace Jesus Christ as their Savio r will
be forgiven and granted eternal life.
God ’s willingness to forgive sexual aberrations is seen in the OT, perhaps
most clearly with regard to males who had become eunuchs. The M osaic Law was
very clear that God did not approve of eunuchs. “No one who is emasculated or has
his male organ cut off shall enter the assembly of the L ORD ” (Deut 23:1). W hether
by his own choice or by the decision of his parents, men who had undergone such a
procedure were an abomination to the L ORD .4 1
Yet, in Isa 56 :3-5, the L ORD indicates that the eunuch still has hope if he
will submit himself to the ways of God. (Of note in this passage is the fact that the
eunuch, though incapable of procreating, will be given an everlasting name if he
chooses to please the L ORD .)
Let not the foreigner who has joined himself to the LORD say,
“The LORD will surely separate me from His people.”
Nor let the eunuch say, “Behold, I am a dry tree.”
For thus says the LORD,
“To the eunuchs who keep My sabbaths,
And choose what pleases Me,
And hold fast My covenant,
To them I will give in My house and within My walls a memorial,
And a name better than that of sons and daughters;
I will give them an everlasting name which will not be cut off.”
Though outside G od’s p lan for his own se xuality, the eunuch who came to G od in
genuine repentance could be restored to His Creator. This divine invitation is further
illustrated in the NT in Acts 8, when the Ethiopian eunuch came to saving faith in

41
In ancient times, parents would sometimes crush the organs of their small boys at the age of ten
or so because they thought it would appease the deities.
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Jesus Christ through the ministry of Philip (cf. vv. 26-38). Though this man stood
condemned under the letter of the Mosaic legal code, he experienced God’s grace
when the Sp irit saved him thro ugh the preaching o f the gospel.
Salvation hope for homosexuals, extended to them through the divine
invitation of the gospel, is made even mo re explicit in Paul’s first letter to the
Corinthians. In 1 C or 6:9, the ap ostle again estab lishes the fact that homosexuality
is, without question, a sin—a behavior that is detestable in the eyes of God. Am ong
his list of those who w ill not inherit the kingdom of God, Paul includes both the
“effeminate” and the “homosexuals.”
By the time Paul wrote his letter to the Corinthians (in the mid-50s A.D.),
homosexuality had been part of Greek and Roman culture for centuries. It has been
claimed that both Socrates and Plato were homosexuals, along with fourteen of the
first fifteen Roman emperors. Nero, the ruler under whom Paul was eventual
martyred, reportedly had a boy named Sporis castrated in order to make him his
“wife,” in addition to his natural wife.4 2
So the Corinthian believers were no strangers to homosexuality, having at
least a secondhand knowledge of the widespread sexual perversion that permeated
the Roman culture. Some of them , due to their pagan pasts, were even more
intimately acquainted with the sins o f their day. They also understood, per Paul’s
instruction here, that such lifestyles were utterly unchristian and that those who
practiced homosexuality (or any of the other sins in Pau l’s list) showed themselves
to be outside of the kingdom of God. 4 3 Commenting on this verse, Barnett exp lains,

42
Th ough it is true that p ede rasty w as p ractic ed in the G reco -Rom an w orld (a s in this example) we
need no t as su m e th at P au l ha d o nly pederasty in mind w hen he denounced hom osexual practice. Richard
Oster (1 Corinthians, Th e C ollege P ress NIV Co m m enta ry [Jo plin, M o.: C ollege P ress , 19 95] 138 -39)
gives three reasons why: “1. The historical reco rd is q uite clear that homoerotic activity was not confined
only to pederasty in the classical world. Homosexual practices also took place between adult men and
between adult women. 2. To focus Paul’s conc ern o n th e sole is sue of pe dera sty reflec ts, I sus pec t,
mod ern convictions about the abhorrence of sexual activity (of any kind) with m inors. It is very
im prob ab le tha t Pau l wo uld ha ve ha d a ny t he olog ica l or cultural problems with sex between adults and
minors within th e contex t of m arital heterosex uality. Gen era lly speaking, Greek, Roman, and Jew ish
(first) marriages in Paul’s day inv olve d m arr iag e b etw een a n a du lt m ale an d a pu be scen t gir l, usu ally h alf
the age of her husband. The concept of lawful sex with minors was not the oxymoron that it is perceived
to be in m odern W estern culture. 3. Paul’s argum entation again st ho m oerotic ism elsew here [as in Romans
1] m akes it clear th at it is homoerotic behavior its elf, an d no t jus t som e form of it, tha t is con trary to
nature.”
43

Gordon H. C lark (First Corinthians [Jefferson, M d.: The Trinity Foundation, 19 91] 89 ),
commenting on v. 9 states, “Homosexuality is most definitely forbidden, both here and in Romans 1:27.
There is also the Old Testament, to which Paul appeals as muc h as he d oes to his o wn apo stolic
authority.” A few sentences later, responding to a liberal interpreter who wishes to dismiss the idea that
hom osexu ality is forbidden in this text, C lark writes, “It is incre dible how ridiculous liber als can b e.”
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The biblical norm for sexual expression is clear. It is either abstinent singleness or
heterosexual marriage. This is precisely the teaching of Jesus the Christ (see Matt.
19:3–12) which the Apostles to the Gentiles followed closely (see [1 Cor.] 7:1–40).
Anything else is porneia / “fornication,” and is not sanctioned by God. . . .
Paul’s list is explicit and detailed. He warns, ‘Don’t be led astray’ (verse 9),
suggesting that among them were those who saw no problem with these activities. They
have counterparts today, including some church leaders who sanction behaviour
condemned by the Bible. Yet the ‘Holiness Code’ as echoed here by Paul remains as a
permanent standard. . . . Those who practice these things will find no place in the kingdom
of God.44
Yet, though clearly co ndemning homosexuality as sin, this p assage again
emphasizes the divine invitation of salvation tha t extend s to homosexuals and to all
sinners. W hereas v. 9 exp lains the bad new s— that those who p ractice homosexuality
are on a path toward hell—v. 11 exclaims that such sinners can be saved and cleansed
from their sin. The fact was that some of the Corinthian believers had been
characterized by such behavior before their conversions. But God in His grace had
transformed their lives.
In order to emphasize the change that had taken place in their hearts, Paul
uses the strongest Greek adversative particle three times when he says, “But you were
washed, but you were sanctified, but you were justified.” What they had been before
salvation no longer mattered. What mattered now was that they had be en set free
from sin through faith in Christ. They were now “washed,” meaning regenerated and
cleansed by the Holy Spirit (Titus 3:5; cf. 2 Cor 5:17 ); “sanctified ,” mad e inwardly
holy such that they could now live pure and S pirit-filled lives (cf. Gal 5:16, 22-23);
and “justified,” having been clothed in the righteousness of Christ Himself (Rom
3:26; 4:22-25). Put simply, they had experienced total transformation from the inside
out, made possible be cause of the grace that was theirs through the cross.
Conclusion
W ithout question, any sexual conduct outside heterosexual marriage is
clearly forbidde n by Scripture. T his includes both male homosexuality and
lesbianism. Such homosexual unions violate the natural design of marriage as God’s
holy institution which He established at Creation. God’s attitude toward homosexual
conduct is demonstrated in H is wrath poured out on Sod om; and it is made ex plicit
in His instruction on the sub ject in both Lev iticus and Rom ans.
Nonetheless, the gospel invitation extends to every sinner— including the
homosexual— offering salvation, forgiveness, and eternal life to all who will embrace
Jesus Christ as their Savior and Lord. As He Him self promised : “Com e to M e, all
who are weary and heavy-laden, and I w ill give you rest” (M att 11:28). And in
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Pau l W. B arnett, 1 Corinthians (Ross-shire, Great Britain: Christian Focus, 2000) 96-97.
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another place, “All that the Father gives M e will come to Me, and the one who comes
to Me I will certainly not cast out” (John 6:37). Countless former homosexuals, even
in recent history, have been changed by the truth of the gospel. They are trophies of
divine grace, living proof that the love of God can save sinners from even the most
enslaving counterfeits.
Addendum: A Pastoral Perspective on the Gay Agenda 4 5
If you’ve been watching the headlines over the last co uple years, you may
have noticed the incredible surge of interest in affirming homosexuality. W hether it’s
at the heart of a religious scandal, political corru ption, radical legislation, or the
redefinition of marriage, homosexual interests have come to characterize America.
That’s an indication of the success of the gay agenda. And some Christians, including
some national church leaders, have wavered on the issue even recen tly. But sadly,
when people refuse to ackno wledge the sinfulness of homosexuality— calling evil
good and good evil (Isa 5:20)— they do so at the expense of many souls.
How should you respond to the success of the gay agenda? Should you
accept the recent trend toward tolerance ? O r should you side with those who exclude
homosexuals with hostility and disdain?
In reality, the B ible calls for a balance between what some people think are
two opposing reactions—cond emnation and compassion. Really, the two together are
essential elements of biblical love, and that’s something the homosexual sinner
desp erately needs.
Homosexual advo cates have b een remarkably effec tive in selling their
warped interpretations of passages in Scripture that address homosexuality. When
you ask a homosexual what the Bible says about homosexuality—and many of them
know—they have d igested an interp retation that is not o nly warped, but also
com pletely irrational. Pro-homosexual arguments from the Bible are nothing but
smokescreens— as you com e close , you see right through them.
Go d’s condemnation of homosexuality is abundantly clear— He opp oses it
in every age, including the patriarchs (Gen 19:1-28); the Law of Moses (Lev 18:22;
20:13); the Prophets (Ezek 16:46-50); and the NT (Rom 1:18-27; 1 Cor 6:9–10; Jude
7-8).
W hy does God condemn homosexuality? Because it overturns G od’s
fundamental design for hum an relationships— a design that pictures the complementary relationship between a man and a woman (Gen 2:18-25; Matt 19:4-6; Eph 5:2233).

45
Th is is excerpted from an article published on Pu lpit magazine a couple years ago (“God’s Plan
for the Gay Agenda,” October 4, 2006, http://www.sfpulpit.com/2006/10/04/gods-plan-for-the-g ayagen da/, accessed 9/29/08). Though it repeats some of the points made above, it provides a condensed
approach to this is sue from a m ore p astor al pers pec tive. W e trus t it will prov e he lpful to those in m inistry.
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W hy, then, have homosexual interpretations of Scripture been so successful
at persuading so many? Simple: people want to be convinced. Since the B ible is so
clear about the issue, sinners have ha d to d efy reaso n and emb race e rror to quiet their
accusing consciences (Rom 2:14-16). As Jesus said, “Men loved the darkness rather
than the Light, [because] their deeds were evil” (John 3:19-20).
As a Christian, you must not compromise what the Bible says about
homosexuality—ever. No matter how much you desire to be compassionate to the
hom osexual, your first sympathie s belong to the Lord and to the exaltation of His
righteousness. Hom osexuals stand in defiant rebellion against the will of their Creator
who from the beginning “made them male and female” (Matt 19:4).
Don’t allow yourself to be intimidated by homosexual advo cates and their
futile reasoning— their arguments are without sub stance. Homosexuals, and those
who advo cate that sin, are fund amentally committed to overturning the lordship of
Christ in this world . But the ir rebellion is useless, for the H oly Sp irit says, “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 effeminate, nor
homo sexuals, nor thieves, nor the covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor
swindlers, will inherit the kingdom of God” (1 C or 6:9-10; cf. Gal 5:19-21).
So, what is God’s response to the homosexual agenda?
Certain and final judgm ent. To claim anything else is to compromise the
truth of God and deceive those who are perishing.
As you interact with homosexuals and their sympathizers, you must affirm
the Bible’s condemnation. You are not trying to bring damnation on the head of
homo sexuals; you are trying to bring conviction so that they can turn from that sin
and embrace the only hope of salvation for all of us sinners—and that’s through faith
in the Lord Jesus Christ. Hom osexuals need salvation. They do n’t need healing— hom osexuality is not a disease. They don’t need therapy—homosexuality is not
a psychological condition. Homosexuals need forgiveness, because homosexuality
is a sin.
I don’t know how it happened, but a few decades ago someone branded
hom osexuals with the worst misnomer—“gay.” Gay used to mean happy, but I can
assure you, homosexuals are not happy people. They habitually seek happiness by
following after destructive pleasures. There is a reason Rom 1:26 calls homosexual
desire a “degrading passion.” It is a lust that destroys the physical body, ruins
relationships, and b rings perpetual suffering to the soul— and its ultimate end is death
(Rom 7:5). Homosexuals are experiencing the judgment of God (Rom 1:24, 26, 28),
and thus they are very, very sad.
First Corinthians 6 is very clear about the eternal consequence for those who
practice homosexuality—b ut there’s good news. No ma tter what the sin is, whether
hom osexuality or anything else, God has provided forgiveness, salvation, and the
hope of eternal life to those who repent and embrace the gospel. Right after
identifying homo sexuals as those who “will not inherit the kingdom of God,” Pa ul
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said, “Such were some of you; but you were washed, but you were sanctified, but you
were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of our God” (1
Cor 6:11).
Go d’s invitation to those in homosexual sin is that they repent and turn to
Christ for salvation. Former homosexuals were in the Corinthian church back in
Pau l’s day, just as many former homosexuals today are in my church and in faithful
churches around the country. With regenerated hearts, they sit in biblical churches
throughout the country praising their Savior, along with former fornicators, idolaters,
adulterers, thieves, coveters, drunkards, revilers, and swindlers. Remember, such
were some of you too.
W hat should be your resp onse to the homosexual agend a? M ake it a biblical
response— confront it with the truth of Scripture which condemns homo sexuality and
promises eternal damnation for all who practice it. What should be your response to
the homosexual? M ake it a gospel response— confront him with the truth of Scripture
that condemns him as a sinner, and point him to the hope of salvation through
repentance and faith in Jesus Christ. Stay faithful to the Lord as you respo nd to
homosexuality by honoring His Word, and leave the results to Him.
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CULTURAL AND MEDICAL MYTHS
ABOUT HOMOSEXUALITY
Michael A. Grisanti
Professor of Old Testament
Three questions n eed to be answered regarding cultural and medical myths
about homo sexuality: (1) Is there a “gay gene”? In giving a positive answer, some
sources cite two categ ories, nature and nurture. Behavioral genetics have sought and
allegedly found a source for homosexuality, but many scientists have strong questions
about beha vioral gen etics. Various studies hav e failed to pro ve co nclusively that a
“gay gene” exists. (2) Is it possible for a person to change sexual orientation from
being hom osexual to hetero sexual? The current consensu s in the mental h ealth
profession is that attempts to convert a homosexual to a heterosexual are too likely
to be harm ful. A p ossibility of cha nge has b een dem onstrated, but worldwide
consensus continues to view such a change as impossible because of biological and
psychiatric factors. Studies by Spitzer and Jones/Yarhouse have identified examples
of change without harm to individuals involved. (3 ) How have hom osexual a ctivists
impacted modern culture throughout the world? Various piece s of legislation, both
national and international, have put at risk anyon e wh o da res to o ppo se ho mo sexuality. Even some ecclesiastical leaders have softened their tone in speaking against
this sexual deviation.
*****
I must admit that earlier in 2008 I approached my Faculty Lecture as I
approached writing this article, with a bit o f fear and trepidation. I can identify with
the prophet Amos when he affirmed, “I was neither a prophet nor a prophet’s son”
(Amos 7:14). I am not a geneticist or the son of a geneticist. I am not a biologist or
the son of a biologist. And I am not a cultural anthropologist or the son of one. I am
primarily and gladly a student of Scripture. And even more narrow than that, my
focus has been principally on the OT. With that in mind, I venture into regions of
knowledge that are not areas I have mastered. I offer the following observations
based on much hard work and research, but with humility in light of my limitations
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as a no n-scientist. 1
Most of those who will read this article are much more interested in biblical
studies rather than science, let alone genetics, psychiatry, psych ology, and so ciology.
Regard less, I would encourage readers to give attention to today’s issues as a way to
understand better and b e mo re able to minister to people who e ither who leheartedly
supp ort or struggle w ith hom osexuality.
This article deals with three major issues. First o f all, is there a “gay gene”?
Second ly, is it possible for a person to change sexual orientation from being
homosexual to heterosexual? Thirdly, how have homosexual activists impacted
modern culture throughout the world?
Is There a “Gay Gene”?
On July 15 , 199 3, National Pub lic Radio (i.e., NPR) reported a new study
that was due to be released the next day. The tenor of the report suggested that
someone had finally discovered a gene that causes homosexuality. NPR added a few
quiet caveats at the end of their report, ignored by most listeners. 2 The next day, the
Wa ll Street Journal head lined the ir repo rt: “Rese arch P oints tow ard a Gay Gene.” 3
The subtitle said “Normal Variation,” affirming the opinion of the article’s author
that homo sexuality was a normal variation of human behavior. At the bottom of the
last paragraph on the last page, deep within the paper, a geneticist offered his opinion
that this gene might only be associated with homosexuality and not the cause of it. 4
Regard less, for most of the world the discovery had been made and now the political
wheels began to turn (leading to the p ush for protection of civil rights, laws against
discrimination, civil unions, gay marriage, etc.).
As part of this issue of a “gay gen e,” it is essential to offer a b asic definition
of “sexual orientation.” It “typically refers to the directionality of a person’s sexual
attraction” or “their sexual pred ispositions.” 5 The vario us theories that seek to

1
I do teach a biblical ethics course with some regularity and have dabbled in the questions this
article addresses, but I realistically understand that I am not an expert in this complicated area.
2

Jeffrey S atinover, Ho mo sexu ality a nd th e Po litics o f Tru th (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1996) 109.

3

“Research Points toward a Gay Gene,” Wall Street Journal, 16 July 1993.

4

Even the scientist referred to as the source for this report, a gay man, D r. Ham er of the United
States Na tional Institutes of Health, never claimed to have found a gene determining hom osex uality. In
another setting he stated: “We have not found the gene—w hich we don’t think exists—for sexual
orientation” (R. M cKie, “The M yth of th e G ay Gen e,” The Press [J uly 30, 1 993]:9). He d id claim to have
found evide nc e th at s om e m ale ho m osex ua lity w as pass ed thr ou gh fem ale mem bers of a fam ily (cf. N eil
and Briar W hitehead , My G enes M ade M e Do It!: A Scientific Look at Sexual Orientation [Lafayette, La.:
Hun tington House, 19 99] 13 5).
5
Stanton L. Jones and Mark A. Ya rhous e, Ex-Gays?: A Longitudinal Study of Religiously Mediated
Change in Sexual Orientation (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 2007) 27.
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explain the source for or basis of a person’s sexual orientation fall into two broad
categories: nature or nurture (or some comb ination o f the two).
Nature
For the last three dec ades, there ha s been a resurgence of research in genetic
studies as relates to providing cures for diseases as well as finding the ge netic basis
for certain beha viors. D uring this time researche rs have discovered genes respo nsible
for Huntington’s disease, cystic fibrosis, muscular dystrophy, and others. Researchers have made great progress on mapping the human genome and by the end of the
twentieth century determine d the genetic ba sis for 450 p hysical conditions. 6
Th is success led some scientists to pursue genetic causes for various
behavioral patterns. Consequently, a category of study—behavioral genetics—came
into being. The various studies mentioned below pursue some kind o f genetic
explanation for homosexuality as a human behavior. However, in addition to the
com ments given for each of the method ologies discu ssed b elow, it is important to
understand that numerous scientists have far-reaching questions about the clarity of
behavio ral genetics.
One example is this quote by Charles Mann, a regular contributor to
Science: “Time and time again, scientists have claimed that particular genes or
chromosomal regions are associated with behavioral traits, only to withdra w their
findings when they were not re plicated. ‘Unfortunately,’ says Y ale’s G elernter, ‘it’s
hard to come up with many’ findings linking specific genes to complex human
behaviors that have bee n replicated.” 7 Mann ad ds: “All were announced with great
fanfare; all were greeted unskeptically in the popular press; all are now in disrep ute.” 8
This does not signify that there are absolutely no genetic factors that could impact or
give rise to ho mosexual behavior. N evertheless, it affirms that the alleged genetic
basis of certain kinds o f behavior is very amb iguous and is still open to debate. It is
important to keep this in mind since the med ia in general and homosexual activists
in particular igno re the ge netic evidenc e’s lack o f clarity.
The broad consensu s in the general p opu lation is that few people actually
choose to have a homosexual or heterosexual orientation. Instead, they simply find
themselves experiencing a same-sex or opposite-sex attraction as part of who they
are. The first category used to describe the source for a person’s sexual orientation,
nature, refers to some kind of biological antecedent. The evidence for the biological
or genetic cause o f homosexuality includ es research o n twin stud ies, differences in

6

Ne il and B riar W hitehead , M y G ene s M ade M e D o It! 135-36.
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Charles C. M ann, “B ehavioral Genetics in Transition,” Science 264/5166 (June 17, 1994):1687.

8

Ibid.

178

The Master’s Seminary Journal

brain structure, gene scans, and prenatal hormone exposure.9 Only the first two of
these will be discussed in any de tail.
Concordance rates found in twins’ studies
Twins have been invaluable to medical research for a numb er of decades.
Sad ly, during World War II, horrific experiments were performed on twins by the
Nazis. Mo re recently, most twin studies are performed as a way of addressing
various maladies. T win “registers” exist in different countries and are the foundation
for modern twin studies. Scientists are organizing a gigantic Euro pean register (with
a projected 600,00 0 memb ers).1 0 However, one o f the largest in use at present is in
Australia, with more than 25,000 twins listed.1 1 Various scholars have worked
through different twin registries to find identical twins in which at least one twin has
“same sex attraction.” They then consider the frequency with which the other twin
has those same tendencies (“con cord ance”).
Foundational studies (1991, 1993)
Bailey, Pillard, and their colleagues initially published two studies dealing
with male and fem ale twins that established the pub lic perception that there is a
strong genetic component to the causation of a homosexual orientation. 1 2
Key terms. Seve ral terms com mon ly occur in discussions o f the gene tic
issues as they relate to ho mosexuality. The first one is “identical twins” or
“monozygotic” (from “one egg”). These children share the exact same genes and
hence are always the same sex and have same eye color. They are identical in every
biolo gical characteristic that is caused by the genes. The second term involves

9
Various other poten tial sou rces of evid enc es fo r a na tural ca use of ho m osex uality have been and
are being suggested. This article cannot be exhaustive in presenting all the possible suggested
alternatives. The most comm only cited sources of evidence receive attention here.
10
Ne il a nd Bria r W h ite he ad , u pd ate d c ha pte r fro m My Genes M ade M e Do It!—A Scientific Look
at Sexual Orientation, http://www.m ygenes.co.nz/down load.htm (ch. 10 , p. 1) (accessed 9 /2/2008); cf.
“Studies of European Volunteer Twins to Identify Genes Underlying Common Di seases,”
http://w ww.g eno m eutw in.org /inde x.h tm (acc esse d 9/2 /200 8); O . Q uinta na T rias, “ Ge nom EU twin : A
European Co m m unity F ram ew ork 5 Fun ctional Genomics Special Initiative,” Twin Research , 6/5
(October 1, 2003):353, http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content /aap/twr/2003/00000006/00000005
/art00001;jsessionid=5hkoff3ao8bu8.alice (acc esse d 9/2 /200 8); cf . D orret I. B oom sm a, “T win Registers
in Europe: An Overview,” Twin Research and Hum an Genetics 1/1 (February 1998):34-51.
11
M . M . Br aun , N . E. C apo raso , W . F. P age, a nd R . N . H oove r, “G ene tic C om pon ent of Lung
Cancer: Cohort Study of Twins,” Th e La nce t 344 (1994):440-43.
12
J. M. B ailey and R. C. Pillard, “A Genetic Study of Male Sexual Orientation,” Archives of General
Psychiatry 48/12 (Decem ber 1991):1081-96; J. M . Ba iley, R. C . Pillard , M . C. Ne ale, an d Y . Ag yei,
“H eri tab le Factors Influence Sexual Orientation in Wom en,” Archives of General Psychiatry 50/3 (March
1993):217-23.
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“fraternal twins” or “dizygotic” (fro m “two eggs”). In this case, both eggs from the
mother are fertilized by different sperms. They can be different gender and have
different genetically determined cha racteristics (e.g., eye color). They would share
the same basic degree of genetic similarities as any two siblings born to the same
parents. The final term (in this overview) concerns “concordance.” Concordance
studies seek to discern the percentage of times a matching of sexual orientation of
twins, especially identical twins, occurs. The general assumption is that a greater
percentage of sexual orientation co ncordance in cases of increased genetic similarity
may indicate a genetic cause for a homosexual orientation.
Basic methods and conclusions. Peo ple who conducted concordance studies
searched for membe rs of the gay com munity who were twins and investigated the
sexual orientation of their siblings. They reported the following “concordance” rates,
i.e., cases where both twins shared a homosexual orientation:1 3
M ales

Females

Identical twins

52%

48%

Fraternal twins

22%

16%

Non-twin siblings

9.2%

14%

Adop tive siblings

11%

6%

Here is what they actually found:
29 out of 56 identical twins where both brothers were gay (52%)
1 triplet trio where all three brothers were gay
27 identical twin pairs where one brother was gay and one was not (48%)
12 out of 54 fraternal twins where both brothers were gay (22%)
6 out of 57 of the adoptive brothers where both brothers were gay (11%).
Thus, Bailey and Pillard concluded that their study on identical and fraternal twins
provides evidence o f a genetic cause for homosexuality.
Prob lems with these two studies
Various scholars have critiqued the studies published by B ailey and his
colleagues. 1 4 Here are a few of the problems that have been raised. In the first place,

13
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Bailey and Pillard, “A Genetic Study of Male Sexual Orientation” 1089-96.

Here are ju st a fe w of thos e critiq ues : Stanton L. Jones and M ark A. Y arhou se, Hom osexuality:
Th e U se o f Scie ntific R esea rch in the C hur ch’s M ora l De bate (D own ers G rove, Ill.: InterV arsity, 2000)
72-79; Stanton L. Jones and Alex W. Kwee, “Scientific Research, Homosexuality, and the C hurch’s
Moral Debate: An Up date,” Jou rna l of P sych olog y an d C hris tianity 24/4 (20 05) : 304-5; Neil and Briar
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the fact that Bailey recruited his samples by advertising in pop ular ho mosexual media
outlets in the greater Chicago area would make his samp le less representative. It was
not a random sampling. This preferential recruiting could have been avoided by
placing the advertisem ents in periodicals intended for the general public.1 5 Second,
the concordance rate does not mean that, for example, 52% of the population of
identical twins were gay. It means that out of the twins interviewed (recruited
through popular homosexual media outlets), 52% was the concordance rate. Third,
if homosexuality is genetically determined, why did o nly 52% of the identical twins
share the sam e sexual orientation? Ho w about the other 4 8% who d iffered in their
sexual orientation? If a hom osexual orientation had a fundamental or primary genetic
or biological cause, one would expect a higher level of concordance. Notice some
other life characteristics that various studies have identified as having a heritability
rate of around 50% : extroversion, depression, crim inality, alcoholism, religiosity,
fundamentalism, and divorce.1 6 Those d o not derive from genetic factors p rimarily
but have a strong connection to external facto rs. Fourth, one must keep in mind that
“heritable” does not mean “directly inherited”. To some degree, almost every human
chara cteristic has a he ritability rate. However, few human behavioral traits are
directly inherited as with physical features like height, eye color, and skin pigmentation. “Inherited” refers to so mething “directly determined by genes,” with little or
no way of preventing or modifying the trait through a change in the environm ent. 1 7
The numb ers offered by researchers concerning the genetic basis for ho mosexuality
refer to a potential heritability rate rather than to an indication of direct inheritance.
Bailey’s Australian study (2000)
Recognizing the limitation of his own sampling, Bailey and his colleagues
accessed the Australian Twin Registry and sent surveys to every twin who had
registered in that list. 1 8 Notice the difference in the results, compared to his previous
study:

W hitehead , M y G ene s M ade M e D o It! 135 -47; Jon es and Ya rhous e, Ex-Gays? 123-29.
15
As the next section indicates, Bailey and his colleagues used a more rep resentative samp ling for
their study in 2000.
16

The authors footnote each

17

http://www

Ne il and B riar W hitehead , M y G enes M ade M e D o It! 158-59.
characteristic to reference a study that suggested that heritability rate.

Jeffrey Satinover, “The Gay Gene?,” Th e Jo urn al of H um an S exu ality (1996),
.leaderu.com/jhs/satinover.htm l (accessed 9/2/2008 ).
18

J. M . Bailey, M . P. Dunn e, and N. G. M artin, “Genetic and Environmental Influences on Sexual
Orientation and its Correlates in an Australian Twin Sam ple,” Journal of P ersonality and Social
Psychology 78/3 (2000):524-36.
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U.S.
M ales

Australian
M ales

U.S.
Females

Australian
Females

Identical twins

52%

20%

48%

24%

Fraternal twins

22%

0%

16%

10%

Non-twin siblings

9.2%

N/A

14%

N/A

Adop tive siblings

11%

N/A

6%

N/A

Bailey himself adm its that the results suggest that concordance rates from his
previous studies reflected an inflated bias in the sample he had gathered.1 9
Summary
The newer findings call into question whether or not there is a significant
genetic influence involved in the causation of hom osexuality. Th is kind of evidence
(twin studies) has been overemphasized by those who favor some biological basis for
hom osexuality. The conclusions of Bailey’s first studies were trumpeted in secular
and religious media as evidence that favors a biological cause for homosexuality. It
is also true that the apparent unanimity on a biological cause for homosexuality is not
an accurate portrayal of the scholarly consensus. Various scholars have firmly
rejected the notion that biological or genetic factors serve as the primary or
fundamental basis for sexual orientation. 2 0 Though this evidence does not rule out
all genetic involvement, it clearly minimizes its impac t as a fund amental cause of a
person’s sexual orientation.
In addition to the study of genetic similarity of twins with re gard to
hom osexuality, scholars have also given attention to differences in brain structure as
a potential evid ence for “built-in” causation of homo sexuality.
Differences in brain structure
Various studies have guggested that one specific brain area (the interstitial
nucleus of the hypothalamus [area 3], i.e., IN AH 3) may be d ifferent in ho mosexuals
and heterosexua ls.2 1 LeVay’s inaugural study p osited a connection between b rain
structure and sexual orientation, but two later studies se riously questioned the clarity
of his findings.
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Ibid., 534.

20

Cf. W. Byne and B. Parsons, “Hum an Sexual Orientation: The Biologic Theories Reappraised,”
Archives of General Psychiatry 50/3 (March 1993):228-39; Peter S. Bearman, “Opposite-Sex Twins and
Adolescent Same-Sex Attraction,” American Journal of Sociology 107/5 (March 2002):1183-88.
21
For a comp arison of conclusions of brain structure differences foun d in 6 studies (19 85–20 01),
see the c hart in Jon es and Ya rhous e, Hom osexuality: The Use of Scientific Research 306.
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Simon LeVay (1991)
LeVay claimed to have found conclusive proof that gay and straight men
have distinct differences in brain structure. He discovered that a small area of the
hypothalamus (INAH3) was smaller in gay men than in straight men (and was similar
in size to that of women). Based on this evidence, LeVay concluded that there was
only one reasonable conclusion: these brain differences were the biological causes
of sexual orientation.2 2
In light of his article and the way pro-homosexual activists utilize L eVay’s
conclusions, one would think that his research provided very conc rete sup port for this
conclusion. However, at the end of the article, LeV ay himse lf wrote that “the results
do not allow one to decide if the size of IN AH 3 in an individual is the cause or
consequence of that individual’s sexual orientation” or whethe r it is the result of or
the cause of a totally unrelated issue!2 3
William Byne (2001)
Byne and his colleagues revisited the issue of brain structure differences. 2 4
His study offered several correc tions to LeV ay’s conclusions:
•

•
•

•

INAH3 in women has a different number of neurons than men (heterosexual and
homosexual), not primarily a d ifferent size or de nsity. In other words, the
INAH3 area in women is smaller, not because their neurons are smaller or more
dense, but because they hav e fewer neuro ns.
Hetero sexual and ho mosexual males have comp arable num bers of neuro ns.
The volume o r size of the INA H3 of homo sexual males is between that of
heterosexual males and heterosexual females—to a statistically nonsignificant
degree.
The slight difference in size of the INAH 3 area between homosexual and
heterosexual males is not proof of prenatal, biological determination of sexual
orientation. 2 5
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Though some of the d ifference in size may have been influenced by prenatal
hormo nes, those differences could also have bee n the result, rather than the cause
of, sexual behavior and preference (as a result of postnatal experience).2 6

Byne’s study conclud es: “Sexual orientation cannot b e reliab ly pred icted o n the basis
of IN AH 3 volume alone.” 2 7
Savic, Berglund, and Lindstrom (2005)
These three Swedish scholars exposed 36 individuals (12 heterosexual
males, 12 homosexual males, and 1 2 heterosex ual females) to male and fem ale
pheromones (derivatives of testosterone and estrogen). Of the variou s findings of this
study, two deserve mention. First of all, the male homosexuals and female
hetero sexuals responded mo st to the male pheromone and the male heterose xuals
respond ed mo st to the female phero mones. Secondly, the changes measured in the
way the hypothalamus processed these signals suggested that “our brain rea cts
differently to the two putative pheromones . . . and suggests a link between sexual
orientation and hypothalamic neuronal proc ess.” 2 8 Here is the central po int of this
information—changes in the hypothalamus at times are the result of sexual
orien tation and behavior rathe r than the ca use o f it.
Many studies of this kind completed so far have generated inconsistent
findings, failed to reproduce findings, and have been characterized by poor
meth odo logy. 2 9 Of co urse, the question ab out brain structure is whether it is the
result or the cause of homosexual orientation and b ehavior. However, it seem s quite
clear that any reference to difference s in brain structure as a reliable ind icator of a
genetic basis for homosexuality is not justified by the evidence. Because o f space
limitations, the other two potential genetic causalities (genetic scans and prenatal
hormo ne expo sure) are just referenced for com pleteness.
Genetic scans/linkage
Various studies have attempted to examine the entire genetic structure as
part of an attempt to find genetic causes for homosexuality. Dean H amer, 3 0 his
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colleagues, 3 1 and Brian M ustanski3 2 have led these past attempts to examine the entire
genetic structure of homosexuals. They studied 40 pairs of homosexual brothers and
alleged ly identified an X -linked gene at position Xq 28 that was associated with
hom osexuality (inherited from the mother to her homosexual son). Also various
ongoing efforts continue this research. Under the direction of Alan Sanders,
researchers at the Evansto n No rthwestern Healthca re Re search Institute, N orthwestern University, University of Chicago , and U niversity of Illinois at Chicago are also
searching for genes that influence male sexual orientation.3 3
Hamer and others performed a common type of behavioral genetics
investigation called the “linkag e study.” In this kind of study, researchers identify a
behavioral trait that runs in a family, look for a chromosoma l variant in the genetic
material of that family, and determine whether that variant is more freque nt in family
members who share the particular trait. To the average person, the identified
“correlation” of a genetic structure with a behavior al trait signifies that this trait is
“genetic,” that is, something direc tly inherited. In fact, it means absolutely nothing
of the sort, and it sho uld be emphasized that virtually no huma n trait is without a
number of genetic conne ctions. 3 4
How is one to evaluate the methodo logy employed in these studies?
Various scientists from diverse disciplines have questioned the clarity and accuracy
of the suggested findings from these genetic scans. 3 5 They have generally dismissed
the idea that the Xq28 marker provides evidence of genetic causation for homosexuality. Hamer’s re sults have never been repro duced. In fact, two subsequent studies
of other homosexual brothers have since concluded that there is no evidence that
male sexual orientation is influenced by an X-linked gene.3 6 Ongoing re search in this
area is looking for numero us genetic markers that would evidence a genetic cause for
hom osexuality.
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Prenatal hormone exposure
This approach draws on the studies of animal fetuses that have been injected
prenatally with abnorm al doses of sex hormon es (whic h is not at all comparable to
what homosexual men or women have experienced). It also considers studies of
“animal homosexuality” that consider “gay fruit flies,” “gay penguins,” and “gay
sheep .” Although some scholars have fo und these stud ies significan t, they seem to
overlook fundamental differences b etween human and animal sexuality. 3 7
Summary
All of the ab ove research did not “discover” a gay gene, although many have
suggested that. Ho wever, these stud ies that suggested some biological cause for
hom osexuality significantly influe nced public perceptions. As Yarhouse po ints out,
“The more people believed that homosexuality was a biolo gical ‘given,’ the more
likely they we re to suppo rt a variety of issues deemed important to some in the gay
com munity (e.g., ordination of practicing ga y, lesbian, or bisexual clergy; gay righ ts
legislation, etc.).” 3 8
Nurture
The other category of suggested causes for homosexuality, nurture, focuses
on environmental or psychological factors. Theories under this heading focus on
parent-child relationships and psychodynamic theory, i.e., the activity and interplay
of the unconscious and conscious mental and emotional forces that determine
personality and motivation.3 9
According to the American Psychiatric Association (APA):
There is no consensus among scientists about the exact reasons that an individual develops
a heterosexual, bisexual, gay, or lesbian orientation. Although much research has
examined the possible genetic, hormonal, developmental, social, and cultural influences
on sexual orientation, no findings have emerged that permit scientists to conclude that
sexual orientation is determined by any particular factor or factors. Many think that
nature and nurture both play complex roles; most people experience little or no sense of
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choice about their sexual orientation.40

Jones and Yarho use affirm that current research co ncerning the cause o f homosexuality is “decid edly inconclusive.” 4 1 They correctly co nclude that one cannot p oint to
genes alone , but that the cause draws on multiple and comp lex factors. 4 2
What if there is a “gay gene”?
W hat if, at some point in time, scientists were able to present some con crete
evidence that supported the concept of a “gay gene”? Al Mohler has addressed this
question more than once on his well-kno wn blo g, www.AlbertM ohler.com . Here is
a summ ary of so me o f his observatio ns. In the first place, he would point out that the
biblical understanding of the effects of sin would most certainly explain the
corruption of the genetic code. Secondly, he would affirm that any genetic link for
any sinful behavior indicates nothing about the mo ral status o f that behavior. God’s
verdict on ho mosexuality is determ ined in the Bible, no t in any laborato ry.
Summary
First of all, numerous scientists from various disciplines have and are
working hard to demonstrate some fundamental or primary genetic or biological
cause for homosexuality. Various homo sexual activists spe ak and write as if a
genetic cause for a ho mosexual orientation has been clearly established. Based on
that alleged reality, they press for various kinds of civil rights protections since their
lifestyle is not cho sen or aberrant, but the resu lt of the way they are “hard-wired”
from birth. On the other hand, a number of homosexual activists have expressed
concerns about finding a gene tic cause for homosexuality. They suggest it could lead
to pre natal testing and abortions to eliminate gay peo ple 4 3 or could lead to attem pts
to correct genetic patterns. Secondly, based on the above genetic studies, no clear
evidence confirm s that genetic or biological factors provide the primary cause for a
homosexual orientation. Finally, the above studies do not rule out any or all genetic
or biological factors from the question of a homosexual orientation. T he question is
whether those features are determinative or could represent some kind o f predisposition. As Jeffrey Satinover sug gests, “A certain genetic constitution may make
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hom osexuality more readily available as an option, but it is not a cause of homosexuality.” 4 4
Is It Possible for a Person to Change Sexual Orientation
from Being H omo sexual to H etero sexual?
What is a sexual orientation?
As stated abov e, a simp le definition of “sexual orientation” is “the
directionality of a pe rson’s sexual attraction” or “their sexual pred ispositions.” 4 5
However, the way on e defines this expression varies widely among those who study
and write about this issue. Broadly speaking, two metaphysical assumptions stand
behind the way a person defines someone’s sexual orientation: “essentialism” and
“construction ism.”
Essentialism
Pro pon ents of this definition of sexual orientation argue that all types of
sexual orientation (heterosexual, ho mosexual, and b isexual) represent “natural human
kinds” that can be found throughout history and in other cultures. Generally, but not
always, propon ents of this view point to specific genetic or prenatal hormonal factors
that lead to these differences in orientation.4 6
Constructionism
On the other hand, there are others who propose that sexual orientations are
“social human kinds” and that distinctions made in contemporary culture about
hetero sexsua lity, homosexuality, and bisexuality reflect linguistic constructs that
capture certain meanings abou t sexual behavior.4 7 Most “co nstructio nists” wo uld
lean toward external influen ces rather than genetic or bio logical features as the
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primary cause for a person’s sexual orientation. 4 8 An understanding of the definition
of sexual orientation will clearly impact the po ssibility of cha nge or “re-orientation .”
The general consensus: the impossibility of “change”
Before the 1970s
Prior to the 1970s, the majority position of the leading professionals in the
mental health community was that homosexuality was a psychological disturbance
of some kind that could be treated successfully, resulting in a change from a
homosexual to a heterosexual orientation.4 9
Between the 1970s and 1990s
In these two deca des, rapid and alm ost unanimous shift occurred in
professional opinion concerning homosexuality. On the one hand, opp osition to
regarding it as a psychological disturbance grew. On the other hand, more and more
mental health professionals became convinced that any attempt to produce a change
in sexua l orientation was unattainable and necessarily harmful. 5 0
Current consensus
The current general consensus in the mental health profession is that
reparation or reorientation therapy can get some gays to identify themselves as
“hetero sexual” and therefore “ex-gays,” but few, if any, will report changes in sexual
attraction, fantasy, and desire consistent with true changes in sexual orientation.
They reject the notion of a change from a predominant homosexual orientation to a
predominant heterosexual orie ntation.5 1 For example, in 2000 the APA recommended that “ethica l practitioners re frain from attempts to change individuals’ sexual
orientation, keeping in mind the medical dictum to first, do no harm.” 5 2 A more
recent APA publication affirms that all “major mental health organizations have
officially expressed concerns about therapies promoted to mo dify sexual orientation.
To date, no scientifically adequate research exists to show that therapy aimed at
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changing sexual orientation (sometimes ca lled rep arative or co nversio n therapy) is
safe or effective.” 5 3
The basis for this thinking—the evidence versus the ideology
The evide nce, both secular and religious. In their vo lume, Ex-Gays, Jones
and Yarhouse provide an overview of psychotherapeutic change literature from the
1950s–1990 s. Out of thirty studies, the percen tage of positive outco mes, i.e., a
change from homosexual to a hetero sexual orientation varies from a low o f 25% to
a high of 82%.5 4 Their review of “religiously mediated change literature” (including
Spitzer’s study summarized below) also demonstrates the potential of a change in a
person’s sexual orientation.5 5
W hat does the above evidence say and not say? 5 6 First of all, change from
a homosexual orientation to a full or substantial heterosexual orientation is attainable
by some individuals by a variety of means. Seco ndly, such a change is not easy and
a high percentage of individuals may not make this change. Thirdly, change or
modification of sexual orientation is not guaranteed for everyone who attempts such
a change.
The ideology. Regardless of the evidence that seem s to dem onstrate clearly
the possibility of change, the majority opinion throughout the world is that sexual
orientation is immutable, i.e., cannot be changed. This bias without sufficient
evidence draws on two primary sources. Advocates of the absolute immutability of
a person’s sexual orientation, base their conclusion, first of all, on alleged biological
causation. Richard Green argued that if homosexual orientation was solely biological
in origin, any claim of orientation change through psychosocial means is ludicrous. 5 7
Gre en seems to ignore the fact that biological causation for homosexual orientation
remains inconclusive. Scholars who ignore the ambiguity of the evidence and affirm
that a person’s sexual orientation is immutable draw on alleged psychiatric evidence.
In an influential article in The Atlan tic Month ly, Chandler Burr stated: “Five decades
of psychiatric evidence demonstrates that homosexuality is immutable and
nonp atholo gical, and a growing bo dy of m ore re cent ev idenc e implicates biology in
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the development of sexual orientation.” 5 8 This raises an important question. How
does Chandler’s statement favoring imm utability match the evidence summarized
above, that demonstrated the sexual orientation could sometimes be changed? It is
almo st as if we must believe it because he said it.
Robert Spitzer— An Important Developm ent
Spitzer’s study
Robert Spitzer5 9 is a research psychiatrist who first gained p rominence in
197 3 whe n he lobbied the A PA to rem ove the listing of homo sexuality as a clinical
disorder. In 2001 he add ressed the APA and affirmed that whether through psychotherap eutic efforts or through ex-gay religious ministries (e.g., Exodus International),
that homosexual men and women can and have changed to a heterosexual
orientation. 6 0 Spitzer reported on interviews he conducted of 200 persons (143 males
and 57 females) who had reported a change from homosexual to heterosexual
orientation. 6 1 He interviewed only persons who experienced at least 5 years of some
kind of change to a heterose xual orientation.6 2 He a sked each of these individuals
114 close-ended questions6 3 and 60 more o pen-ended que stions.6 4 Almo st all the
questions focused on two time periods: the year before starting the therapy that led
to their orientation change (PRE) and the year before the interview by Spitzer
(POS T ).6 5 The participants wanted not only to change their sexual orientation, but
to function well heterosexually. 66% of the males and 44% of the females satisfied
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the criteria to be described as “good heterosex ual functioning.” 6 6 About 90% of all
respo ndents indicated that they were only slightly or not at all troubled by the
intrusion of homosexual thoughts or feelings after they had finished their therapy and
lived with this new sexual orientation for at least five years.6 7
What does Spitzer’s study not say?
He does not affirm that all homosexuals can change to a heterosexual
orientation. He does not even suggest that all homosexuals should o r need to do this.
In an interview after his initial prese ntation o f his data to the APA, he acknowledged
that the results of his study “may help 5,000 people, but harm 500,000.” 6 8 He also
is conc erned that the C hristian right might use his findings to strengthen their
camp aign to prevent gays and lesbians form gaining civil rights protections. 6 9
What does Spitzer’s study say?
In contradiction to the near-unanimous consensus in the psychiatric
com munity and pro -homosexual prop onents, Spitzer carefully argues for the genuine
possibility for a person to change from a homosexual to a heterosexual orientation
without the danger of emotion or psychological risk. Not only did the prohomosexual activists co ndemn Spitzer’s study, 7 0 but many of his colleagues
expressed their horror at his conc lusions. 7 1
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Jones and Yarho use—A nother, More Rece nt, Development

Stanton Jones (Whe aton College) and Mark Yarhouse (Regent University)
have written numero us essays, articles, and two books that deal with the issue of
hom osexuality, focusing on potential causes and whether a person can change sexual
orientation. Their most recent boo k (20 07), Ex-Gays?: A Longitudinal Study of
Relig iously Mediated Chan ge in Sexual Orientation, revisits the issue addressed by
Spitzer’s 20 01 article.
W hat is Jones’ and Ya rhou se’s focus?
Their book repo rts on their research “on the possibility of change of
hom osexuality orientation via religiously mediated m eans.” 7 2 They seek to answer
two simple questions. In the first place, is it ever possible for an individual who has
a homosexual orien tation to change that orientation via religious means (esp. as a
result of a cluster of conservative religious ministries that focus on ministry to
homosexuals [e.g., Exodus International])? Secondly, is the attempt to change
harmful, as so many today claim? 7 3
Ho w d o they hope to acco mplish this?
Their key operating principle is the “P rinciple of Falsifiab ility.”7 4 For
example, while one cannot prove the universal claim that all crows are black, the
discovery of even one crow that was not black would disprove the unive rsal claim
that all crows are black. For Jones and Y arhouse, here is the primary issue. They are
investigating the claim , widely m ade today, that sexual orientation, homosexual
orientation in particular, cannot be changed, that it is immutable.7 5 They contend that
“Compelling evidence that even one individual demonstrates fundamental change in
sexual orientation will constitute an invalidation of the universal claim that sexual
orientation ch ange is impo ssible.” 7 6
What are Jones and Yarhouse not claiming?
In the first place, they are not seeking to p rove that permanent, enduring
change has occurred in the people who participated in the ir study. T hat would
require another very long-term study. 7 7 Secondly, regardless of how many of the
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individuals included in this study demon strate significant change, this study provides
no conclusive evidence about what proportion of individuals can change. That is not
an ob jective of their stud y.7 8
Their methodology 7 9
They interviewed 98 individuals who had so me affiliation with Exodus
Interna tional, indicating some desire to change their sexual orientation. Phase 1
participants included 57 individuals who were involved in the change process for one
year or less (at the beginning of the study). Phase 2 participants dealt with 41
individuals who w ere involved in the change process for between one and three years
(at the beginning of the study). The interviews conducted by Jo nes and Y arhouse
took place in three phases, generally separated b y 12-18 months.
Basic Conclusions
Their qualitative analysis of sexual orientation outcomes fell into six
categories: 8 0
•

•

•
•

•

•

Success—conversion (1 5% ): The subject reports considerable resolution of
homosexual orientation issues and substantial conversion to heterosexual
attraction.
Success— chastity (23% ): The subject reports ho mosexual attraction is either
missing or present o nly incidently and in a way that does not seem to bring about
distress.
Continuing (29% ): The person may have experienced diminution of homosexual attraction, but is not satisfied and remains com mitted to the change p rocess.
Nonrespo nse (15% ): The person has experienced no significant sexual
orientation change. The subject has not given up on the change process, but may
be co nfused or co nflicted abou t which d irection to turn ne xt.
Failure—confused (4% ): The person has experienced no significant sexual
orientation change and has given up on the change process but without yet
emb racing gay identity.
Failure—gay identity (8%): The person has clearly given up on the change
process an d em braced ga y identity.
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Summary 8 1
W hat Jones and Yarho use did find was that change in sexual orientation can
happen and that change in sexual orientation does not harm the participant who
changes. However, what Jones and Yarhouse did not find was that not just anyone
can or did change. The “conv ersions” were not necessarily from total homosexuality
to total heterosexuality. There is no indication of the permanence of these changes
(yet).
How Have H omosexual Activists Impacted M odern Culture
Throughout the World?
Various ways are availab le to dem onstrate the impact of homosexuality on
today’s culture, here in the United States as well as the rest of the world. The
following section provides just a small cross-section of the imprint left by homosexual activism in today’s world. There are numerous other examples of the way
homosexual activists have made and are making a powerful impact on pu blic
education and the political process in the United States as well as on political realities
in the world.
The Issue of Homo pho bia
According to the Oxford En glish Diction ary, homop hobia signifies the “fear
or hatred of hom osexuals and homosexuality.” 8 2 However, different meanings have
been assigned to this word. Although there are legitimate cases of homophobia, the
modern use of the term has been expanded to take on social and political meanings.
Gay advo cates use it widely to refer to those who are hostile toward gay people and
even those who disagree with the pro-gay perspec tive. They co nsider hom oph obic
those who want to resolve their homosexual problems as well as therapists who try
to help them. When working with this expanded definition, an important clarification
would help. It is important to distinguish between prejudice or some kind of bias and
homophobia. Tho se who disagree with the pro -homosexual agenda may also do it
legitimate ly out of conviction, which is a strong belief. T hose who o bjec t to
hom osexuality on religious or moral grounds do so o ut of conviction, not because of
a phobia or prejudice. Unfortunately, this one word, homophobia, is used by
different peop le in different settings with some very different meanings. It is rapidly
becoming a “snarl” word like ra cism and sexism.
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Domestic Impact
Hate crime legislation—H.R. 1592
On May 3, 2007 , the U.S. House of Representatives voted to expand the
definition of hate-crimes to include violence motivated by perceived sexual
orientation, gender identity, or disability. 8 3 This bill has not yet been voted on by the
U.S. Senate or signed by the President. 8 4 Unfortunately, the bill presents a set of
serious problem s. This bill seems to set up a two-tiered justice system with a firstclass and second-class set of victims. The exisiting hate-crime bill includes only nonbehavioral characteristics (race, color, and national origin). According to recent FBI
figures, hate crimes made up only 3% o f violent crime in 2005. It is also interesting
to note tha t 16% of those victims were attacked beca use of their religion and o nly
14% were atta cked because of their sexual orientation.8 5 Charles Haynes, senior
scholar at the First Amendment Center, said that one could rightly interp ret the bill
as ano ther step toward normalizing homosexuality.8 6
The “Philly 5”
On October 10, 2004, a group of 11 Christians was displaying banners w ith
biblical messages and “preaching God’s W ord” to a crowd of peop le attending the
Philadelphia “Ou tFest” event. After a confrontation with a group called the Pink
Angels, described by protesters as “a militant mob of homosexuals,” the Christians
were arrested and spent a night in jail. Eight charges were filed: criminal conspiracy,
possession of instruments of crime, reckless enda ngerm ent of an other perso n, ethnic
intimidation, riot, failure to disperse, disorderly conduct, and obstructing highways.
None of the Pink Angels was cited or arrested.8 7

83
Susan W und erink with reporting by Collin Hansen, “House Ad ds Hom osexuality to Hate-Crimes
Pro tections,” Christianity Today 51 (May 2007 , Web-only), http://www.christianitytoday.com/ct
/2007/m ayweb-only/118-52.0.htm l (accessed 9/3/2008 ).
84
As part of the d efen se b ill that wa s pro pos ed in No vem ber 2 007 , the H ous e D em ocra ts sou ght to
add the hate crimes m easure as part of the package. Eventually, they dropped that extension of hate
crimes prote ctio n from the de fen se bill tha t the p res ide nt e ventu ally signed in Decem ber 2007, Sarah
P ullia m , “Hate Crimes B ill Dropped,” Christianity Today 51 (D ecem ber 2007 , Web -only),
http://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/2007/decem berweb -only/150-12.0 .html (accessed 9 /3/2008).
85
“Incidents, Offens es, Victims, an d Know n Offen ders by B ias M otivation, 20 05— Tab le 1,”
Uniform Crime Reporting Program: Hate Crime Statistics 2005, http://www.fbi.gov/ucr/hc2005
/table1.htm (accessed 9/3/2008).
86

Susan W und erink with repo rting b y Co llin Ha nse n, “H ous e A dds Ho m osex uality to Hate-Crimes
Protection s,” Christianity Today 51 (M ay 2 00 7, W eb -on ly), http://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/2007
/maywe b-only/118-52.0.html (accessed 9/3/2008).
87
Ron Strom , “Testing the Faith: ‘Philly 5’ Win 1 in Court,” World Net Da ily Exclusive (Jan. 21,
2005), h ttp://ww w.wn d.com /news/article.asp?ART ICLE_ID= 42492 (accessed 9/3/20 08).

196

The Master’s Seminary Journal

In mid-February, all the charges were dropped as well as the bail requirement that they stay at least 10 0 feet away from any homo sexual gathering.
Reverse bias
Gay and Lesbian Alliance against Defamation (GLAAD) calls the state of
Indiana’s efforts to institute a strict anti-gay marriage law as an “anti-marriage
equality movement.” 8 8 Their public statement represents a reverse b ias against
marriage under the guise of “anti-marriage equality.”
California’s SB 777
On October 12 , 2007, Go vernor Schwarzenegger signed SB 777 8 9 into law.9 0
This bill deals prima rily with what constitutes discrimination against homosex uals. 9 1
It changes numerous sections in the Education Code (E C). A key part of this bill
mandates that “. . . a charter school shall be nonsectarian in its programs, admission
policies, emp loyme nt prac tices, and all other operations, . . . and shall not disc riminate against any pupil on the basis of the characteristics listed in Section 220.”
The pre-SB 777 education code
In the Education Code before SB 777, under the section titled “Prohibited
instruction or activity” (Section 51500), the code stated the following: “No teacher
shall give instruction nor shall a school d istrict sponsor any activity which reflects
adversely upon p ersons because of their race, sex, color, creed, handicap, national
origin, or ancestry.”
The impact of SB 777
SB 777 changed existing Section 51 500 of the E C by having it refer to
amended EC Section 220. The resulting combination of Sections 51500 and 220
effectively imposes the following requirement on every public school: “No teacher
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shall give instruction nor shall a school district sponsor any activity that promo tes a
discriminatory bias because of [one o f the following characteristics: disability,
gender, nationality, race or ethnicity, religion, sexual orientation, association with a
person or group with one or more of these actual or perceived characteristics].”
Notice the comparison of these sections of SB 777 below:
Old 220: It is the policy of the State of
California to afford all perso ns in public
schools, regardless of their sex, ethnic
group identification, race, national
origin, religion, mental or physical
disability, or regardless of any actual
or perceived characteristic that is contained in the definition of hate crimes
set forth in Section 422.55 of the Penal
Code, equa l rights and opp ortunities in
the educational institutions of the state.
The purpose of this chapter is to prohibit acts which are contra ry to that
policy and to provide remedies therefor.

New 220: It is the policy of the State of
California to afford all persons in pub lic
schools, regardless o f their disability,
gend er, nationality, race or ethnicity,
religion, sexual orientation, or any
other characteristic that is contained in
the definition of hate crimes set forth in
Section 422.55 of the Penal Code, equal
rights and oppo rtunities in the educational institutions of the state. The purpose of this chapter is to prohibit acts
which are co ntrary to that policy and to
provide remedies therefor.

Old 51500: No teacher shall give instruction nor shall a school district sponsor any activity which reflects adversely
upon persons because of their race, sex,
color, creed , han dicap, national origin,
or anc estry.

New 51500 : No teacher shall give
instruction nor shall a school district
sponsor any activity that reflects adversely upon persons b ecause of a
characteristic listed in Section 220.

W hat does this new law mean?
Here is what see ms to be the punchline: Under SB 77 7, public school teachers are prohibited from giving any instruction, for example, that would make it look
like same-sex marriages or a homosexual lifestyle was wrong. This means that any
instruction, which supports marriage between a man and a woman as the only
legitimate or best arrangement for a family or for rearing children, could be
considered an illegal discriminatory bias against homosexuals or bisexuals. 9 2 This
Section 220 d oes not apply to any private school that “is controlled by a religious
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organization if the application w ould not be consistent with the religious tenets of that
organization”9 3 or to hom e schools.
Church Involvement or Non-Involvement in the Issue
Emerging church
Notice the statements by Brian McLaren on his blog for Christianity Today
as relates to the relevanc e and clarity of the Bible concerning hom osexuality:
Frankly, many of us don’t know what we should think about homosexuality. We’ve heard
all sides but no position has yet won our confidence so that we can say “it seems good to
the Holy Spirit and us.” That alienates us from both the liberals and conservatives who
seem to know exactly what we should think.
If we think that there may actually be a legitimate context for some homosexual
relationships, we know that the biblical arguments are nuanced and multilayered, and the
pastoral ramifications are staggeringly complex. We aren’t sure if or where lines are to
be drawn, nor do we know how to enforce with fairness whatever lines are drawn.
Perhaps we need a five-year moratorium on making pronouncements. In the meantime,
we’ll practice prayerful Christian dialogue, listening respectfully, disagreeing agreeably.
When decisions need to be made, they’ll be admittedly provisional. We’ll keep our ears
attuned to scholars in biblical studies, theology, ethics, psychology, genetics, sociology,
and related fields.94
W ill we risk arrest if needed or no t?
In one of his blog entries in September 200 6, M ohler referred to Joel Osteen,
pastor of Houston’s Lakewood C hurch, concerning his statements concerning
hom osexuality. W hen asked wha t he thou ght of gay marriage (during his visit to
Massachusets, the first state to make them legal), Osteen responded: “I don’t think
it’s Go d’s best. . . . I never feel like homosexuality is God’s best.” When pressed on
the issue, O steen said, “I do n’t feel like that’s my thrust . . . you know, some of the
issues that divide us, and I’m here to let people know that God is for them and he’s
on their side.” 9 5
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M ohler contrasted Osteen’s evasive non-answer to that fact that Stephen
Green was recently arrested in Great Britain for passing out pamphlets that included
Bib le verses clearly declaring homosexuality to be a sin.9 6 Christians in many parts
of the world now risk arrest for declaring openly what the Bible clearly teaches.
Mohler make s the po int that Osteen’s answer “will put him at very little risk for
arrest. But then, pandering prophets are rarely at much of a risk from the pub lic
anyway.” 9 7
Helpful resource
Daniel Heimba ch provides a listing of religious statements on sexual
morality from various mainline deno minations. 9 8
International Impact
Canada’s Bill C-250 (M ay 2004)
In Canada, “hom oph obia” is already illegal. Homosexual activist Member
of Parliament Svend Robinson worked for 1 0 years to get B ill C-250, a private
members bill (which almost never get passed into law) through parliament
(equivalent to the US House o f Representatives). The bill added “sexual orientation”
to the pre-existing hate crimes and genocide bills. Opponents of the bill argued that
sexual orientation was not fully defined, and existing legislation already offered legal
protection. Their protests fell on deaf ears. Passages of the Bible condemning
hom osexuality, in Leviticus and Romans, have been declared akin to “hate literature”
by a judge in Saskatchewan.9 9
The arrest of a Swedish pastor for preaching against homosexuality (2005)
Åke Green is a Pentecostal Christian pastor who was sentenced to one
mon th in prison under Sweden’s law against hate speech. On February 11, 2005 an
app eals court, overturned the decision and acquitted him. However, on M arch 9, the
Prosecutor-General appea led this decision to the Supreme Court, which on November
29 also ac quitted him. In the ir opinion, while Green had violated Swedish law as it
currently stands, a conviction wo uld most likely be overturned by the European Co urt
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of Hum an Rights, based on their previous rulings regarding Article 9 of the European
Convention on H uman R ights.1 0 0
In 2002, the Swed ish parliament included references to sexual orientation
in a list of groups protected against persecution in the form of threats and expressions
of dis dain . T he list appears in a section of Swedish criminal law (Brottsbalken)
known as The Act on Persecution of M inority Group s (Lagen om hets mot
folkgrupp).1 0 1
The expansion of gay rights in the European Union (February 2006)
Leaders in the European Union (EU) have passed a resolution stating that
“homophobia” is a social evil and an irrational fear of homosexuals. The “Homophobia in Europe” resolution compares homo pho bia to racism, xenopho bia, antiSemitism, and se xism” and calls for its crim inalization. The lead er of this effort is
Franco Frattini, the justice m inister of the EU . He stated: “H omo pho bia is a violation
of human rights and we are watching memb er states on this issue and reporting on
cases in which our efforts have been unsuccessful.” The resolution warns that any
refusal to grant homosexuals same-sex marriage status will be considered a crime of
homophobia. 1 0 2
The decision of the UN Economic and Social Council (December 28, 2006)
At the end of 2006, the UN Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC)
granted official status to three European homosexual organizations as well as the
International Lesbian and Gay Federation (ILGA ).1 0 3 After previously voting against
this coveted status for such groups, the Bush administration’s representative has now
voted for it. As reported by the UN watchdog organization, Catholic Family &
Human Rights Institute (C-FAM ), the U.S. vote to approve accreditation for the three
groups prompted an unnamed UN representative from another nation to comment:
“W hile the Bush administration has been solid on life issues, it seems irrational to me
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that they insist on favoring gay groups that clearly seek to undermine marriage and
the family.” 1 0 4
The decision of various European cities (October 30, 2007)
The government of Catalonia, Spain, joined ILGA (joining the European
cities of Am sterdam, Ro tterdam, and Venice). The Catalonian organization called
“E-Christians” wrote that “the ILGA is a pressure group, an international political
lobby, that has as its obje ctive the construction of a homosexual society. . . . T heir
political agenda has the intention of eliminating the natural differentiation of
huma nity between men and women for another based on the differentiation of
hetero sexuals, homosexuals, bisexuals, tran ssexua ls, transgenders, etc.” 1 0 5
The primary agenda of the ILG A is to estab lish homo sexual sex acts as a
“human right,” something no b inding UN document has ever do ne. T o this end, it
is a prom oter of the “Yo gyakarta Principles,” a gay-rights declaration d rafted in
Yogyakarta, Indonesia earlier this year by severa l members and ex-mem bers o f United Na tions “human rights” bodies and other international orga nizations. 1 0 6
Potentia l gov ernmen t con trol o f private a nd h ome scho ols
over “homophobia”
Gay activist groups in Ontario are urging the provincial ministry of
education to exert more control over private and home schools to fight against the
alleged effects of homophobia.1 0 7
Summary
In this article I have so ught to consider three primary issues which I present
as three questions. H ere are the gene ral conclusions:
First of all, is there a “gay ge ne”? Science has in no fashion clearly
demonstrated a fundamental or p rimary genetic cause for homosexuality. That does
not mea n that genetics has nothing to do with homosexual desires and behavior.
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However, any genetic factor does not determine that a person has a homosexual
orientation, hence making it acceptable and moral. God’s W ord is the primary source
for wha t we believe ab out ho mosexuality.
Second ly, is it possible for a person to change sexual orientation from being
homosexual to heterosexual? Yes, various studies demonstrated that there was a
potential for sex-o rientation chan ge, esp ecially in religious settings that focus on the
gospel of Jesus C hrist. Th e gene ral consensus that a ho mosexual orientation is
immutable is an ideological statement that does not draw on numerous lines of
evidence.
Finally, how have homosexual activists impacted mo dern culture throughout
the world? Sadly, homosexual activists have impacted all parts of the world with an
influence that greatly surpasses their numb ers.
App endix: a selection of g ay/ho mosexu al activist organizations:
ACLU G ay & Lesbian Rights Project
Equality Federation
GLA D— Gay and Lesbian Ad vocates and Defenders
GLAAD— Gay and Lesbian Alliance against Defamation
GLMA —G ay and Lesbian Medical Association
GLSE N— Gay, Lesbian, and Straight Education Network
Gay and Lesbian Leadership Institute
Gay & Lesb ian Victory Fund
Gay Yellow Pages
HRC — Human R ights Campaign
IGLHRC— International Gay and Lesbian Human Rights Commission
GLAAD— Gay and Lesbian Alliance against Defamation
HRC — Human R ights Campaign
ILGA—International Lesbian and Gay Association
LLDE F— Lambda Legal Defense and Education Fund
NC LR— National C enter for Lesb ian Rights
NGLT F— National Gay and Lesbian Task Force
NAM BLA— North American Man/Boy Love Association
NGLT F— National Gay and Lesbian Task Force
Other Sheep—“Multicultural ministries with sexual minorities”; Member of ILGA
PFLAG — Parents, Families and Friends o f Lesbians and Gays
Rainbow W edding Network
SIECUS— Sexuality Information and Education Council of the United States
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MARRIAGE AND HOMOSEXUALITY:
TOWARD A BIBLICAL UNDERSTANDING
Irvin A. Busenitz
Vice President for Academic Administration
Professor of Bible and Old T estament
A clear pattern of attack on the biblical definition of marriage has emerged
alongside the recent widespread prop aga tion o f a hom osexual a gen da. T he ultimate
goal of the widely publicized deviant lifestyle is to destroy marriage, reverse sodomy
laws, and force acceptance of different rules on society as a whole. The movement
comes in conjun ction with a n attemp t to eliminate male-and-female gender
distinctions and a reinterpretation of biblical texts that supp ort those distinction s.
In particula r, the biblical command to love one another suffers from distortion as
propon ents of homosexuality plead for tolerance towa rd their devia tions. Their
proposals are a far cry from the biblical perspective on marriage as expressed in the
Genesis account of creation. That account outlines five purposes of God in His
creative work: reproduction, the union of one woman and one man, woman
functioning as a complement to man, picturing the relationship between Christ and
His church, and a fulfilling of distinctive roles by husband and by wife. A same-sex
union cannot p ossibly fulfill any of such perspectives. In addition, the Mosaic Law
clearly forbids homosexuality as does Paul’s epistle to the Romans. Scripture never
approves of any sexual relationship except the marital, monogamous, one-woman,
one-man union.
*****
For more than fifty years, the traditional family has been disappearing from
the American scene. Fro m single parent hom es to children b orn o ut of wedlock to
simple cohab itation, the traditional family has been losing traction and spiraling
downward. In 2003, the New York Times announced, “The United States is becoming
a post-marital so ciety.” 1
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Over the past decade, the legalization of same-sex marriages in a handful of
states has exacerbated this dilemma. Tho ugh there are lulls in the firestorm of
legislative debates, it is apparent that these m ome nts are merely brief respites for the
purpose of reloading and re-energizing a frontal assault on the very foundation of
society— the traditional marriage and family.
It is certainly understood that, for the Christian, the issue of marriage and
hom osexuality must find its anchor and focus in the W ord of God . Only there can the
divine definition and intent for marriage be discovered. And once that definition is
uncovered, it becomes evident that the same-sex marriage model is incapable of
fulfilling the stipulations prescribed in the divine revelation.
However, before the biblical texts are examined, a number of corollary
factors that frame such a study must be exposed. An investigation and explanation
of these factors, intrinsically linked to marriage, will aid in und erstand ing the ultim ate
goals and underlying agenda of the homosexual attack on the traditional one-man,
one-woman institution of marriage.
I. The Foundational Issues and the Homosexual Agenda
W hen undertaking this investigation, a number of complementary factors
that are inexorably intertwined are remarkably evident. The factors are more than
mere ly concomitant or co incidental; they are rudimentary and foundational. They are
nerve endings that have not only taken root in the spinal column of the same-sex
marriage debate, but have been exposed as primary causes of society’s deadly cancer.
A. The Redefinition and Destruction of Marriage
Tho se who a dvo cate same-sex marriage are not merely interested in
cohabitation. Rather, they are unrelenting in their desire to redefine marriage. No, not
just to redefine it; they are adamant in their efforts to drive marriage into oblivion!
During the decade of the nineties, ho useho lds led by married couples plummeted
below 25 p ercen t.2 As a result, in certain strongholds of liberal and antinomian
thought, kindergarten and first-grade teachers are carefully instructed that a family
is a “unit of two or more persons, related either by birth or by choice, who may or
may not live together, who try to m eet each other’s needs and share common go als
and interests.” 3 In 19 97, the n-Pre sident Bill Clinton, speaking at a “Hate C rimes”
conference at George W ashington University, exhorted schoo ls across America to
design and institute pro-hom osexual diversity programs “to teach [children] a
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different way.” 4
Although ho mosexuality occupies a prominent position in this discussion,
it is increasingly evid ent that in reality this is not a d ebate abo ut hom osexuality.
Rather, “it is first and fund amentally an argume nt over marriage.” 5 The real issue is
not homosexuality; the central focus is marriage—or, more accurately, the dissolution
of marriage. Q uite simply, the plot is to overthrow tradition al marriage. W hy?
Because gay or lesbian marriage will not erase the negative stigma that accompanies
same-sex relationships. Says one lesbian autho r, “W e must not foo l ourselves into
believing that marriage will make it acceptable to be gay or lesb ian.… Marriage is
not a path to that liberation.… W e must keep our eyes on the goals of providing true
alternatives to m arriage and o f radica lly reord ering so ciety’s view of family.” 6
In 200 4, San Francisco mayo r Gavin Newsom ordered the city to issue
same-sex marriage licenses. Claiming constitutional footing, Mayor Newsom argued
that to do otherwise would be discriminatory. Invoking his own version of inalienable
rights, he resorted to an illegal bending and twisting of the laws of equal rights,
hoping thereby to enhance his own political agenda and force the unacceptable upon
society as a who le.
Such examples are only the tip of the iceberg. Nevertheless, they demonstrate the inevitable watershed nature of an agenda, giving an all-too-evident look at
the consequences. Eager for the legal right to engage in sinful activities, a small,
aberrant segment of society, u nder the rubric of equal rights, is demanding a
definition of marriage of their own liking. Erwin Lutzer expands this thought when
he writes,
George Dent, writing in The Journal of Law and Politics, says that once same-sex
marriage is affirmed, then other forms of “marriage” will quickly be affirmed as well,
such as polygamy, endogamy (the marriage of blood relatives) and child marriage. In fact,
the policy guide of the American Civil Liberties Union calls for the legalization of
polygamy, stating, “The ACLU believes that criminal and civil laws prohibiting or
penalizing the practice of plural marriage violate constitutional protections for freedom
of expression and association, freedom of religion, and privacy for personal relationships
among consenting adults.”7
4
Paul Bedard, “Clinton Urges School Diversity Training,” Washingto n T im es (Nov 11, 1997):A1,
quoted in “Family News F rom D r. James Dobson,” Newsletter (June 1998):3.
5

Da vid Fru m , quoted from Sears and O sten, The Hom osexual Agenda 92.

6

Pau la Ettelbrick, “Since When is Marriage a Path to Liberation?” in Same-Sex M arria g e : T he
Moral and Leg al D eba te, eds. Robert M. Baird and Stuart E. Rosenbaum (Am herst, N.Y.: Prometheus
Books, 2004) 261.
7

Erw in Lutzer, Th e Tr uth About Same-Sex Marriage (Chicago: Moody, 2004) 29. Michael Kinsley
writes, “The solution is to end the institution of government m onopoly on marriage. A nd yes, if three
pe op le want to get married… , let ‘em. If you and your government are implicated, what do you care?”
(“Abolish Marriage: Let’s Really Get Government Out of Our B edrooms,” Washington Post (July 3,
2004):A 23).
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Homosexual write, Michelangelo Signorile openly acknowledges the driving
motive for this agenda. He writes, “A middle ground might be to fight for same-sex
marriage and its benefits and then, once granted, redefine the institution of marriage
com pletely, to demand the right to marry not as a way of adhering to society’s moral
cod es but rather to debunk a m yth and radically alter an archaic institution.” 8
The words of French philosopher Michel Foucault are even more direct and
chilling. Prior to his AIDS-related death in 1984, he wrote,
Rules are empty in themselves, violent and unfinalized; they are impersonal and can be
bent to any purpose. The successes of history belong to those who are capable of seizing
these rules, to replace those who have used them, to disguise themselves so as to pervert
them, invert their meaning, and redirect them against those who had initially imposed
them; controlling this complex mechanism, they will make it function so as to overcome
the rulers through their own rules.9
The agend a is not marriage for gays and lesbians; it is impera tive that this
underlying princip le be clearly und erstoo d. T he ultimate agenda is to change the
rules— to destroy marriage, reverse the sodomy laws, and to force acceptance on
society.
B. The Removal Gender Distinctions
The redefinition and destruction of marriage has been joined, interestingly,
by another segment of today’s society. If one pulls back the covers, one finds another
agenda—on e that has marriage and family clearly in the cross-hairs. What is the
target? Their aim is to expunge marriage of its biblical moorings. The homosexual
agenda has co upled with the W omen’s Liberation mo vement to era se marria ge of its
beauty and reduce it to rub ble. In the 1988 issue of the National Organization of
W ome n’s magazine, called NOW Times, Dr. Sheila Craven asserts, “Since marriage
constitutes slavery for wom en, it is clear that the wo men’s movement must
concentrate on attacking this institution. Freedom for women canno t be won without
the abolition o f marriage.” 1 0
The November 1971 issue of the Declaration o f Fem inism magazine
blatantly asserts, “The end of the institution of marriage is a necessary condition for
the liberation of women. Therefore, it is important for us to encourage women to
leave their husb ands, and not to live individually with men.... W e must go ba ck to

8

Michelangelo Signorile, “Bridal Wave,” O U T magazine (December/January 1994):161.

9

Michel Fou cau lt, Language, Cou nter-Memory, Practice (Ithaca, N.Y.: Cornell University Press,
1977) 151, quoted in Thomas E. Sch m idt, Straight & Narrow? Compassion & Clarity in the Homosexual
De bate (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 1995) 49.
10
Ph il Stringer, “ M ilitant Fem inism ,” on line at h ttp://u sia p.org /Fa m ily/U nit/M ilitantF em inism .htm l,
accessed 7/25/2008.
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ancient female religions like witchcraft.” 1 1 The NOW Times adds, “Every woman
must be willing to be recognized as a lesb ian to be fully feminine .” 1 2 As anyone can
see, the two agendas are inextricably woven together.
No r is this agenda the sole propriety of the far-left. Egalitarians within the
so-called evang elical camp e ncourage, unwittingly I believe, this agenda as well.
W hen they appeal to the apostle Paul’s words in Gal 3:28 that “…there is neither
male nor fem ale; for yo u are all one in Christ Jesus,” they overlook the fact that the
context is one of justification by faith, whereby all classes of Christians are children
of God and joint-heirs with Jesus Christ. Chuck Colson argues that this is all a part
of a unisex movement. He writes: “All this gender blending grows out of and feeds
on…an aggressive gay subculture. Homos exua lity could not surv ive as a valid
‘alternative lifestyle’ in a culture that took gender distinctio ns seriously.” 1 3
C. The R einterpretation of Biblical Texts
For the homosexual agenda to gain any traction in America, especially
among evangelicals, it must find a wa y to und ermine the B ible and ero de its
enormous authority and influence. In his article, “Liberating Gay Theology,” Rev.
Jeffery Dennis writes that gays and lesbians do not need counseling, healing, or
understanding. Rather, the Scriptures need to be redefined ac cording to social norms.
He contends,
Gays and lesbians are here to transform the church.… We need a gay God, a God who
would lead us toward a more affirming, harmonious, creative, socially conscious, and
spiritually profound life.... We need a gay Spirit, a Spirit which would retain the
particularity of individuals in the global village, not to be reviled but to be cherished.
This Spirit’s goal would not be unity but a “unity in diversity,” not the wedding feast of
the Lamb but the festival of Cain and Abel, the archetypal brothers, bringing their first
fruits together to God.14
This agenda is verifiable countless times over. Dr. Anna Carter Flo rence,
professor of preaching at Columbia Theological Seminary, recently made a startling
announcement to the homosexual audience at the Trinity Presbyterian Church in
Atlanta. Regarding her ministry to future church leaders, she remarked, “First-year
seminary is all about learning to lose. First, we take their Jesus aw ay. Then w e mess
with their B ible. T hen their head s. By the first of No vember, they don’t know who

11

Ibid.

12

Ibid.

13

Chuck Colson, “What Can G ender Blending Render,” Wo rld (March 2, 1991):5 n. p.

14

Jeffery P. D ennis, “Liberating Gay Theology,” The Other Side (September-October 1993):7-58.
Also cf. William J. W ebb, Slaves, Wo me n & Ho mo sexu als (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 2005), and
the March 2, 2007 blog by R. Albert Mohler Jr., “Is Y our B aby G ay? W hat If You Could Know? W hat
If You Could Do Something About It?” online at http://www.albertmohler.com/blog, accessed 8/30/2007.
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they are any mo re.” 1 5
Of course, onc e the biblical G od is deposed, then special revelation (the
Scriptures) is rendered non-existent; no basis for moral law exists. Man b ecom es a
law or god to himself, leaving him to read the tea-leaves of general revelation in
search of som e form of mo ral compa ss. Kno wn as existentialism, this makes
experience pre-eminent. As a result, they must filter all moral guidelines through the
grid of current social ideals, values that have been spawned and nurtured in the cradle
of one’s personal perspective of the world around him. Because there is no divine
authority, all history (b iblical and otherwise) must b e interpreted and aligned with
perspectives that are in tune with personal experience.1 6
D. A M isconstruing of God’s Commandment to Love O ne Another
Everyone seems to be aware of a few well-known biblical phrases, including
“God is love.” From the studio of “Larry King Live,” to the floor of the Senate, to the
columns of the Los Angeles Times, Jesus is quoted as being in support of gay
marriage. His words are repeatedly invo ked as a ma gical formula, a sacred mantra
that supposedly endorses any relationship and declares it to have divine blessing.
Although the people wielding them are oblivious to the fact that they are grasping
onto the wrong end of the sword, they none theless confidently (and b lindly) thrust
these words forth, hoping to undercut any biblical perspectives that speak to the
contrary and thereby silence any church-going critics.
All in the nam e of tolerance , this is an attem pt to turn the focus away from
the Wo rd of God and towards the love of God. They seek to highlight the love
morality of Scripture at the expense of the law of morality. 1 7 One advo cate puts it this
way:
We need the Bible as a source to understanding Christ—but we need to spend more time
observing His spirit as related there rather than the “letter of the law” given by His
followers in attempting to spread His message. Pick up an addition [sic] of the Bible with
Christ’s recorded statements printed in red. Study only His words, comparing His
positive approach throughout the Scriptures. Notice His emphasis on love—His silence
15
Jean Patrick, “Speaker com pares battle for LGBT ord ination in PCU SA to E xodus story,” The
Layman Online, online at http://www.layman .org/layman /news/200 7-news/spea ker-compares -battle-forlgbt.htm , access ed 7 /23/2 008 . Cf . Pe ggy C am polo, “ In Go d’s H ous e Th ere a re M any C losets, ” in
Hom osexuality and Ch ristia n F aith, eds. Anthony and Peggy Campolo (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1999)
100-104.
16
Th ou gh som e w ho em brace th is w ou ld disavow God’s existence, other s w ould a ccep t the re ality,
though they w ould d eny th at H e ha s acc urate ly and in erran tly re ve ale d H im self. R ath er, the y w ou ld
contend that G od a nd H is w ill mu st be discovered through existential methods of testing, i.e., through
general revelation.
17
Rabbi Immanuel Jakobovits, commenting on this perspective, remarks, “Jewish law holds that no
hed onis tic ethic , even if called ‘ love,’ c an ju stify the m orality of homosexuality any more than it can
legitimize adu ltery, incest, or polygamy, however genuinely such acts may be performed out of love and
by mutual consent” (“Homosexuality,” Encyclopaedia Judaica [Jerusalem : Macm illan, 1971 ] 8:962).
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on the means of sex but concern only with the motives behind it.18
In other words, God has no concern for how sex is done, whether heterosexually or
hom osexually. Rather, He is only concerned “with the motives behind it.” Supposedly, as lo ng as it is do ne within the context of love, it me ets with divine ap proval.
There is no question that God is a God of love. T he bib lical text is rep lete
with assertions that announ ce and sup port this truth. But His attribute of love does not
evacuate the intrinsic content and value o f His other attributes, such as H is holiness
and righteousness. The love of God never condones sinful actions. Biblical love, as
with all divine attributes, has moral ground rules that guard its param eters and infuse
it with a requisite fullness of meaning and breadth of understanding. God’s comm and
to love o ne ano ther never overrides or contradicts His requirem ents for holiness. The
Scrip ture is clea r. “Ho mosexual behavior ca n neve r be the ‘loving thing’ to do .” 1 9
II. The Biblical Perspective of Marriage & Its Implications
Go d’s plan for the human family is clearly set forth in Scripture . Consequently, when discussing marriage and homosex uality, it is imperative that one
understand the biblical basis of marriage and its divine purposes. D efense of any
perspective of marriage, whatever that might be, is doomed to moral and social
failure unless it is rooted and gro unde d in the explicit teaching o f God’s W ord.
The Scriptures contain a number of texts that address this issue in one way
or another— passa ges such as 1 C orinthians 7, 1 Tim othy 3, and T itus 1–2. In this
article, however, the focus will be directed primarily on the creation account, with a
brief look at Leviticus 18 and Romans 1.
A. The Creation Account
Scripture as a whole is not silent about marriage, but the Genesis account
speaks most specifically about it and God’s intention for it. The opening pages of
human history explicitly present God’s design for human sexuality and marriage,
laying the foundation of a biblical theology of marriage.2 0 Thus, it is only ap propriate
to begin with the creation account of the first man and the first woman. Further, that
these divine proclamations occurred before the Fall should not be overlooked. Before
sin entered the world and depravity began to distort man’s perspective, the account
of Adam and Eve unmistakably reveals Go d’s intentio n for their relationship in
18

K im Stablinski, “Homosexuality: What the Bible Does and Does N ot Say,” The Ladd er, July
1969, n.p ., qu oted b y P. M icha el U kleja, “ Ho m osex uality in the N ew T estam ent,” Bibliotheca Sacra 140
(October–December 1983):357.
19

20

Ukleja, “Homosexuality in the New Testament” 357.

“Gen 2:24 m akes explicit that God’s origin al des ign fo r sex uality an d m arriag e in th e relation ship
between Adam and Eve is set forth as a pattern for all future sexual relationships” (Richard M. Davidson,
Fla me of Ya hw eh: S exu ality in the O ld T esta me nt [Peabod y, Mass.: H endrickson, 200 7] 16).
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marriage and lays the foundation for marriage’s purpose and function in His created
world .
In the biblical account of the creation of the first man and first woman, five
perspectives speak directly to the subject of marriage and its co mpa rison with
hom osexuality. The five are not intended as a full theology of marriage. Rather, they
are are the ones that mo st directly interact with the issue of homosexuality in contrast
to God’s design for marriage.
1. Biblical Marriage from the Reproductive Perspective. The Genesis
account is very explicit in recounting how God created the birds, fish, and other
anima ls “acco rding to their kind.” T hey were designed to reproduce according to
their specific kind; an y kind o f cross-b reeding was strictly forbidden (Lev 19:19;
Deut 22:9-11 ).
Consequently, that the account of m an’s creation carries a similar theme
with similar directives is not surpr ising; a marked symmetry is evident throughout
this early bio graphy. M ankind was intentionally created in two sexes— male and
female. The order of creation is vividly portrayed from the very beginning; they were
sexually distinct hum an be ings.
God’s first instruction to the first man and the first wom an follows closely
His deliberate creation of them (Gen 1:27): “Be fruitful and multiply” (Gen 1:28). 2 1
First of all, it is notew orthy that this instruction to procreate imm ediately follows the
divine blessing upon the newly created man and woman. The text reads, “And He
blessed them and He said to them, ‘Be fruitful and multiply.’” Procreation is one of
Go d’s blessings designed for the marriage union. Same-sex marriages, on the other
hand, are unable to produce offspring and cannot fulfill this aspect of God’s design.
They are incapable of receiving this divine blessing.2 2
Second, Adam and Eve were designed to procreate— to give birth to
offspring. And though it is not the only purpose for marriage,2 3 its being given first
must not be underestimated or overlooked. Gen etically incapab le of fulfilling this
command, homosexuality obviously has no place in God’s design for mank ind. It is
a breach of God’s opening instructions to the first married couple. Gordon W enham
observe s, “To a llow the legitimacy of hom osexual acts wo uld frustrate the divine

21
The sam e ins tructio n w as giv en to N oah and his fa m ily after th e flood (Ge n 9:1 , 7). T his is
noticeably different from the instructions of the Mesopotamian gods (Ep ic of A trah asis 3:7:1-8).
22
Reprod uction is repeatedly viewed as a blessing in the H ebrew S criptures (Gen 12:2; 17:2; Ps
127:3-5).
23
Th is is certainly not the only purpose, as Gen 2:18, 20 and P rov 5:15-19 clearly enunciate.
Davidson adds: “Still, sexuality cannot be wholly subordinated to the intent to propagate children. Sexual
differentiation has meaning apa rt from the procreative purpose. The procreative blessing is also
pronounced upon the birds and fish on the fifth day (v. 22), but only hum ankind is m ade in the im age of
God. Genesis 1 emph asizes that the sexual distinction in human kind is created by God pa rticularly for
fellowship, for relationship, between male and female” (Flame of Yahw eh 49).
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purpose.” 2 4 From the beginning, confusion of sexual id entity has had no place in
God ’s design.
Third, reproduction is an integral d imension in G od’s p lan for H is newly
created earth. Accordingly, He follows his instruction to be fruitful and multiply and
fill the earth with a co mmand to subdue it and rule over it (Gen 1:28). “It is necessary
that humans ‘be fruitful and mu ltiply’ in order to create enough huma ns to exercise
stewardship; hence sexes are necessary; he nce ‘male and female’ (1:27 ).” 2 5 Again,
as noted earlier, same-sex partnerships are incapable of fulfilling this divine
stipulation.
Fourth, procreation is the means God has ordained to propagate His eternal
truths. Though the Bible commands all to evangelize, Scripture holds traditional
marriage, com prised of a father and a mother, to b e the primary p rescription for
evangelism (e.g., Deut 6:4ff.).
2. Biblical Marriage from the One Woman/One M an Perspective. The
creation acco unt sets forth a be autiful picture of the perfect m arriage . Rem arkab ly,
it does so in co ntrast to other aspects of God’s creative activity. In an apparent effort
to expedite His command to fill the extensive amount of open space, swarms of sea
creatures were created. T hen followed His command to be fruitful and multiply (Gen
1:20-22). Such was not the case, however, with the creation of mankind. Even though
the com man d to be fruitful and multiply and fill the earth is the same, God created
only one man and o ne wo man and thereby erected a marriage construct for all
subsequent generations. 2 6
Yes, polygamy, concubines, and divorce were permitted because of
sinfulness and “hardness of he art.” 2 7 But Jesus added that “from the beginning it has
not been this way” (M att 19:8). T hat God’s d esign for marriage wa s between one
man and one woma n is quite obvious. The Pastoral Epistles reiterate that standard
when they restrict leadership in the church to those marriages characterized by a onewoman/one-man relationship (1 Tim 3:2; Tit 1:6).2 8
24
G. J. Wenham , “The Old Testament Attitude to Hom osexuality,” The Expository Times 102/12
(September 199 1):363 . Also see W enha m , Genesis 1–15, Word Biblical Comm entary, eds. David A.
Hubbard, Glenn W. B arker, and John D. W. W atts (Waco, Tex.: W ord, 1987) 33. At the s am e tim e, it
sh ou ld be noted that the Genesis 2 account m akes no m ention of reproductivity. The fullest degree of
marriage is accomplished in le aving , cleavin g, an d be com ing on e flesh , with out an y refer enc e to
procreation; sexual love in and of itself between a m an and h is wife has divine blessing.
25
Thom as E. S chm idt, Stra ight & Na rro w? Co mp aris on a nd C larity in the Ho mo sexu ality D eba te
(Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 1995) 44.
26
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of a man and a w oman as the Edenic m odel for all time” (Flame of Yahw eh 21).
27
Never, however, is hom osex uality or an y form of de viant s exu ality allowe d. S criptu re is re plete
and forthright in its prohibition and punishm ent of such beh avior (cf. Lev 18; 20; Rom 1:27).
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“Eac h m an is to ha ve his ow n wife and e ach w om an is to ha ve her o wn h usba nd.”
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3. Biblical M arriage from the Complementary Perspective. The account
in Genesis 2 reveals another purpose of marriage. After Go d had created the anim als,
He noted that Adam’s creation was incomplete; He states that “it is not good” (Gen
2:18). As a remedy, He announced His plan to make for man a suitable partner. Quite
obv iously, He didn’t make another man to help him! Quite the contra ry! W hatever
was not good in the creation of man could be resolved only by creating a wom an to
come alongside; someone who was now “bone of my bone and flesh of my flesh”
(Gen 2:23 ). She came into the p icture to fulfill a unique need, som ething tha t only a
woman could do. After bringing the animals to Adam for nam ing, apparently to
heighten Ad am’s aw arene ss of wha t he was lacking, Gos created a woma n.
The termino logy em ployed in both 2:18 and 2:20 is derived from the
Hebrew word $#G G1 (neged). Though com mon ly translated “suitable,” when the
preposition A (k ) is attache d, it can be mo re acc urately rendered “corresponding to.”
As such, it does not de scribe “sameness,” but rather de picts an opp osite that is a
perfect complement. It this case, it describes a person who perfectly fulfills and
completes what is lacking in the man. Victor Hamilton c orrectly notes, “It suggests
that what G od creates fo r Adam will correspon d to him.… The crea tion of this helper
will form one-half of a polarity, and will be to man as the south pole is to the north
pole.” 2 9 Only a man and a wo man can becom e “one flesh.” Only a monogamous,
heterosexual relationship can fulfill the “one flesh” description set forth in Scripture.
It is impossible for a homosexual partnership to becom e one flesh, bec ause it is
impossible for the one partner to provide what is lacking in the other.3 0
4. Biblical M arriage from the Analogical Perspective. Marriage is a
picture of the relationship between Christ and His church. Ephesians 5 quotes the
creation account, providing a direct link between the two passages. Paul unmistakably notes that marriage is intended to teach, through the one-flesh union, the
29
Victor Ha m ilton, The Book of Genesis: Chapters 1–17 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990) 175.
Gordon J. W enham adds that the phras e “seem s to express the notion of complementarity rather than
iden tity. As Delitzsch (1:140) observes, if identity were m eant, the more n atural phrase would be ‘like
him ,’ &%&/ ,” (Genesis 1–15 69). Schmidt elaborates, “Adam is not given a mirror-image companion,
he is given a her (Gen 2:18 ), and he delights in her correspondence to him (Gen 2:23 ), w hich resid es b oth
in he r liken ess (h um an ) an d h er d iffere nc e (f em ale). T he pa ir a re, liter ally and figur atively, made for each
other.… The pair are complete counterparts, including their physic al natures” (Straight & Narrow 44).
Later, Schm idt adds that fully compleme ntary partners have reciprocity, not symm etry: “The Song of
Solomon witnesses to the equal delight of the man an d the wom an in the pleasure brough t by the other,
but they are d ifferent pleas ures. His breasts are not like two fawns; her legs are not like alabaster columns.
Viva la difference!” (59).
30

“What does it mean to ‘become one flesh?’ First, and m ost obviously, becoming one flesh sp eaks
of the marriage act— the joining together of man and wife in sexual union. Since Paul uses this phrase
when speaking of illicit relations with a prostitute, we know that physical oneness occurs through the
mer e sexu al act itself, as in 1 C orinthians 6:16… ” (Elyse Fitzp atrick, Helper By D esign: God’s Perfect
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relationship of Christ and His church (Eph 5:29-32).
Because of this incredible bond and the picture it depicts, it is no surprise
that same-sex ma rriage is at the forefront of the attack against marriage. Same-sex
marriage simply cannot picture the biblical truths that Scripture vividly paints for
marriage. For a coup le of reasons, homosexual partnerships are incapable of
representing this truth. First, a partnership between two men or two women cannot
replicate the essence of marriage in the Scriptures, which is always between a man
and a woman. Secondly, homosexuality can never illustrate the spiritual union
between Christ and H is Brid e, the church. C hrist is not engaged to be married to
Christ; the church is not awaiting marriage to itself. The analogy is abso lutely dev oid
of any m eaning if homo sexuality is brought into the equa tion.
5. Biblical M arriage from the Role/Relationship Perspective. When God
made man and woman, he gave them different roles. Those roles, so specifically set
forth in Ephesians 5, 1 Timothy 3, and Titus 1–2, set forth the divine parameters and
intentions of God’s design for marriage. Furthermore, in every marital relationship,
Scripture gives specific, unique roles and responsibilities to each gender; each has
specific respo nsibilities to b ring to the relationship. G od has made ea ch gen der to
complement the other.
Rem arkab ly, these roles are abundantly evidenced in same-sex relationships.
One takes the more dominan t role of the male and one takes the role of the female.
That, of course, forces one of the partners to violate his or her God-ordained role.3 1
In a gay relationship, one of the two partners must play the submissive role, a role not
intended for him by God. In a lesbian relationship, one of the two women m ust take
the more dominan t leadership ro le, a role not intended for her by Go d. Fro m the
role/relationship perspective, homosexual partnerships violate God-intended design.
B. The Levitical Account
Archaeological documents from the ancient Near East have confirmed that
hom osexuality was practiced from earliest times. More o ften than not, this was done
as a part of some cultic worship. Evidence also indicates that it was practiced in
Canaan during the patriarchal times (Gen 19:5)3 2 and in the period of the Judges
(Judg 19:22-25). 3 3 Ho wever, the bib lical text is explicit that such was not to b e so
with those who worshiped Yahweh. T he Mosaic Law clearly prohib its homosexual31
O f course, this is of no concern for same-sex rela tionships, since their pursuit embraces
independence rather than interdependence.
32
S om e have suggested that a lack of hospitality was the sin of Sodom. H owever, Jude 7 makes i t
unm istakab ly clear that they “indulged in gross im morality and went after strange flesh,” rendering that
interpretation false.
33

Other references to homosexuality in the OT include Deut 23 :1 8 w here “d ogs ” alm ost ce rta inly
have reference to ho m os ex ua ls . C ou ple d w ith th e m e ntio n o f p ro stitu tio n in th e s am e verse, the reference
is most likely to male tem ple prostitutes (cf. also Rev 22 :15).
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ity. Lev 1 8:22 states, “Y ou sha ll not lie with a male as one lies with a female; it is an
abo minatio n.” The prescribed punishment for such actions was capital—“they shall
surely be put to death” (Lev 20:13). In fact, the practice of homosexuality was so
abhorrent that even cross-dressing was prohibited (Deut 22:5).
C. The Pauline Account (Rom 1:20)
In the Pauline account of Ro mans 1, little doubt exists as to G od’s
perspective on homosexuality. No biblical text speaks more explicitly and unequivocally than this one. B ut it also speaks o f marriage. It clearly infers that an y kind of
same-sex relationship is sinful. Instead of the blessings of a heterosexual, monogamous marriage detailed elsewhere in Scripture, here there is nothing but a degenerative description of divine judgment and woe on homosexual practice. Whether gay
or lesb ian, bo th are subjec t to the outpouring of divine wrath and abandonm ent.
Same-sex marriage goes contrary to the natural order. God’s design for
marriage does not work within the rubric of hom osexuality. It simply can’t!
Conclusion
The Scriptures establish clearly God’s intention for marriage. The biblical
picture of marriage, including both its foundation and superstructure, is comprised
of many d ifferent and distinc t elements—the reproductive perspective, the onewoman, one-man perspective, the complementary perspective, the analogical
perspective, and the role/relationship perspective. In each case, however, it is clear
that homosexual partnerships are incapable of fulfilling these divinely-ordained
purp oses for marriage.
One might take exception to this statement, claiming that a same-sex
relationship can provide sexual pleasure. After all, isn’t sexual pleasure one o f God’s
designs for marriage? There is no doubt that Scripture does speak of such pleasure
in the marriage relationship. However, whenever it does, it is first of all always
between a married m an and his wife (e.g., Prov 5:15-19). Furthermore, the idea of
sexual pleasure is no t expre ssed in Scripture as a stand-alone p urpo se. Thus, while
it is true that a homosexual partnership may be able to provide some level of
pleasure, the claim overlooks the fact that when Scripture does describe sexual
pleasure in marriage, it depicts it as a by-product of marital, heterosexual union. The
Bib le always speaks of it as a pleasure that is enjoyed within the context of fulfilling
the biblically-delineated purposes for marriage. Only within God’s design for
marriage ca n sexual pleasure be goo d, as Thomas S chmidt notes,
Homosexual practice lifts sexuality out of the context of time and place and
constitutes a living declaration that another expression of sexuality is good.... There is
more to sexuality than “what’s in it for me” or “what’s in it for the two of us.” We must
also consider “what’s in it for everyone.” Homosexual practice constitutes a denial in
practice of the good instituted by God from the beginning. That is not to say that the
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homosexual consciously intends to deny the good, but that the result is a declaration in
practice that something else is good.
On what basis is homosexual practice good? The most sophisticated rationale
written to date maintains that in the last analysis, an individual discovers that it simply
feels good. This will not do. It is unaccountable to the implications of creation for the
body and for the partner.…34
God designed the family to be a man and woman who are then capable of
producing a child. It is in the DNA; it is the genetic structure of civilization. If you
don ’t have that, you don’t have civilization. Same-sex marriage is a strike at the very
core of the existence of civilization. It is in the fabric of hum an thinking to
unde rstand that a ma n and a wom an ma ke a m arriage and a family. 3 5
Without that divinely ordained structure of civilization, society can only
spiral downward and eve ntually plunge into a morass of moral debauchery. Erwin
Lutzer queries with alarm:
If marriage is no longer the union of one man and one woman but rather any two persons
who want to cohabit, then who is to say that it must be limited to two people? Why not
a trio of three men or women? And why not one man with two wives or ten? After all,
we must extend “equal rights” to all individuals to live according to any arrangement
they wish. The end result is the destruction of marriage as we know it.…36
Once there is a crack in the mortar or a chink in the armor of marriage— marriage as
God designed it, as the Scriptures describe it, and as every civilization has known
it—another step toward the eventual destruction of society will ensue.3 7 It is truly the
destruction not only of marriage but of civilization!
The apostle Paul is adamant about the sanctity of marriage. Any sexual act,
including fornication, adultery, and effeminacy (cf. 1 Cor 6:9), is an affront to and
violation of marriage . It is not just ho mosexuality; all deviations are sin!
Scripture never lends its approval to any kind of sexual partnerships outside
the marital, monogamous, one-woman, one-man union. Every other form of sexual
encounter, including looking at p orno graphy on television, the Internet, or in
34

Sch m idt, Straight & Narrow? 48.
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John MacArthur, “Larry King Live telecast,” CNN , Feb 24, 2004.
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Erw in W . Lutzer, The Truth About Same-Sex Marriage 27-28.
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This reality is corroborated in places such as Scandinavia. Stanley Kurtz, research fellow at the
Hoover Institute , note s, “In s ocially libera l districts of N orw ay, w here the id ea of sam e-sex registered
partnerships is widely accepted, marriage itself has almost entirely disappeared” (Sta nley K urtz, “D eath
of Marriage in Scandinavia,” Boston Globe, March 10, 200 4; quo ted in K enne dy & Ne wcom be, Wha t’s
Wrong with Same-Sex M arriage? [W heaton, Ill.: Crossway, 200 4] 60). In an editorial of The Wa ll Street
Journal (February 5, 200 4), then -gover nor o f M assa chu setts M itt Rom ney w rote, “ Th at be nefits are given
to m arried cou ples a nd n ot to sin gles or gay co uples has noth ing to d o with discrimination; it has
everything to do with building a stable new generation and nation” (quoted in Kennedy & New combe,
What’s Wrong with Same-Sex M arriage? 64).
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magazines, is illicit and sinful in G od’s eyes. The co nnection be tween Paul’s
condemnation of homo sexuality in Roman s 1 and the o pening verses of Rom ans 2
must not be overloo ked. The chapter b reak is unfortunate, for the two are vitally
intertwined. Com menting on this vital connection, one writer insightfully remarks,
This shoe fits every heterosexual who reacts with disgust at a broadcast of a gay rights
demonstration and then turns the channel to stare uncritically at adultery in a drama,
trivialization of sex in a sitcom, fornication in a music video, and virtual prostitution in
advertisements.… More to the point, the power of the gospel is not about looking at
sexual sin on a television screen but about looking at sexual sin in the mirror.38

38
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CHRISTIAN PARENTING
AND HOMOSEXUALITY
Richard L. Holland
Director of D.Min. Studies
Assistant Professor of Pastoral Ministries
The difficulties encountered in parenting, including that caused by
children’s depra vity, are best resolved through implementing biblical principles. In
a socie ty that is permissive and even positive toward the homosexual lifestyle,
Christian pare nts sho uld a dop t eleven biblica l goals in rearin g their children. (1)
They shou ld do everything to reflect G od a nd H is glory. (2) The y sho uld help their
children und erstan d the gosp el so that they receive salvation . (3) They should
protect their children from physical and spiritual harm. (4) They should instruct
their children in the truths of Sc ripture. (5) They sh ould interp ret Scripture so as to
give their children a Christian worldview. (6) They should prepare their children for
the respo nsibilities o f adu lthoo d. (7) Th ey should prevent their children from falling
to temptation by teaching them the consequencies of sin. (8) They should correct any
tendencies their children display toward sinful activities. (9) They should provide for
the physical and spiritual needs of their children. (10) They should provide positive
behavioral examples for their children to follow. (11) They should establish clear
lines of com mu nication w ith their children. Th ese goals w ill help them deal with the
same mo rally degenerate w orld as existed during NT time s.
*****
Parenting is harder than I imagined. M y wife and I are parents to three sons
who are presently eight, ten, and twelve years old. Along with other Christian
parents, we are acutely aware of the daunting challenges and immeasurable joys of
rearing children. Admittedly, the ages of my sons reveal the limitations of my
experience as a parent. Still, I am persuaded that although experience provides
cumulative and exponential advantages to parenting, biblical principles supersede
lessons learned from praxis.
The Bible is not only cap able of, but indisp ensa ble to Christian parenting.
No dimension o f child-rea ring is beyond the scope of God’s Wor d. But having the
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sufficient resource of God’s Word does no t make this privileged task simpler or
easier. Parenting is a multi-level maze of challenges to navigate and sins to
mortify—both in parents and in children. The concerns of parenting are as numerous
as the number of children. Dealing with the depraved infection natural to our
childre n’s souls in the septic morality of our culture is far beyond the intuitive
abilities of loving parents. Sin’s pulverizing destruction comes from bo th the
outside— culture’s moral chaos— and from the inside—the soul’s pervasive
sinfulness.
Parenting can be wrongly interpreted as a proce ss of keeping our children
good and pure. The truth is that every child is born sinful. The goal is not to keep
children from becoming messed up by sin; instead it is to see their inborn sin covered
by the gospel. As a friend of mine puts it, “Parents can’t mess up their children; they
com e that way as a resu lt of Adam’s fall.”
Among the sticky issues parents must address in rearing their children,
hom osexuality is one of the more awkward and unsettling issues to face. However,
avoiding it is not an option in the moral sewage of the 21st-century world.
The interest of this article is parenting and hom osexuality. It will have a
deliberate pastoral tone. The purpose is not to debate the legitimac y of hom osexuals
as parents, but to provid e assistance to p arents in a world where homosexuality is
vying for normalcy. Homosexuals can indeed fulfill the secular roles of guardians/pare nts and in some states do it legally. But they cannot become biological
parents to a co mmon offspring as a result of their union. Even more important, they
cannot fulfill the biblical roles and manda tes for parenting since these guidelines are
com prehensively hetero sexual (both explicitly and implicitly) in S cripture. Go d’s
creative archetype in Genesis lays an obvious paradigm for heterosexua ls as parents.
Go rdon W enham insightfully deduces:
In Genesis 2, the Lord is portrayed as doing everything possible for Adam’s well-being,
providing a well-watered garden full of beautiful fruit trees. Noticing his loneliness, God
creates all the animals as Adam’s companions, but they did not meet his need. So
eventually Eve is created. But is this not a bit mean? God could have provided Adam with
other men friends or several Eves. That only one woman is provided by the all-powerful,
all-generous God surely is significant: it indicates the divine approval of heterosexual
monogamy. One man with one woman is God’s model for relations between the sexes.1
Not only is heterosexual monogamy established in Genesis 2, the command to the
first couple to “be fruitful and multiply” would have been impossible with a
homosexual coup le. Ho mosexuality has a d ecide dly limiting effect on population
growth. The fifth commandment likewise plainly points to heterosexual parents—“father and mother”—(Exod 20:12; De ut 5:1 6) which is affirmed by the

1
Gordon J. W enh am , “Fa m ily in the P enta teuch,” in Fam ily in the Bible: Exploring Custom s,
Culture, and Context, eds. Richard S. Hess and M. Daniel Carroll (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2003) 26.
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apo stle Paul in Ep h 6:1-2 where he q uotes the fifth com mandme nt.
Sexual intimacy is presented from the outset of Scripture as the blessing of
God to heterosex ual, married couples. All other venues of sexual expression are
explicitly forbidden because they violate the divinely established covenant
com mitment of a man and wom an in marriage . Dan iel Blo ck ob serves,
According to the Old Testament, not only do human beings express their humanity and
status as images of God within the context of heterosexual relationships, but sexual
activity itself has three functions: biological (procreation), social (physical expression of
covenant commitment and intimacy) and aesthetic (for pleasure). Within the context of
marriage, sexual activity between husband and wife is purposeful, noble, sacred and
necessary for the well-being of the family. Homosexuality, premarital and extramarital
sexual relations, and bestiality are deemed abhorrent violations of the ethical and ritual
order.2
That “homosexuality, incest, and bestiality were legislated against alongside one
another in the OT (e.g., Lev 18:6-23)” 3 is noteworthy. Teaching the propriety of
experiencing sexual intimac y is a seriou s priority of Christian pedagogy.
The most pressing question for the Christian community in this debate is not
the legitimacy of homosexuals as parents. More important is answering the question
of how to handle app ropriately the subject of homosexuality with our children. As
defended elsewhere in this edition o f TMSJ, this article presupposes that homosexuality is sin, it has no gene tic footprint, it is an ungodly threat to marriage, and that
hom osexuals are invited to repent and believe the gospel along with any other sinner.
Living in a Homosexual Culture
Ho mosexuality itself is out of the closet. It shows up on the evening new s,
the front page of the paper, the contents and covers of magazines, TV sitcoms, and
drama s, Hollywood’s big screen productions, and the schools and neighborhoods
where our children spend a considerable amount of their time. Homosexuality has
been taken for granted in our world. P eter Jones no tes,
Homosexuality is not a marginal fad of Western culture. Like the Sodomites who pounded
on Lot’s door millennia ago, the modern gay movement gathers at the doors of our
churches and academies, demanding entrance and full recognition.4

2

Daniel I. Block, “Marriage and Family in Ancient Israel,” Marriage and Family in the Biblical
Wo rld (Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 2003) 85.
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For a fuller discussion on the synonymous culpability of these sexual aberrations, see David W.
Chapman, “M arriage and Family in Second Temple Judaism,” Marriage and Family in the Biblical Wo rld
(Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 2003) 224.
4
Peter Jones, The God o f Sex: How Spirituality Defines Your Sexuality (Colorado Sprin gs, C olo.:
Victor, 2006) 67.
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Thomas Schmit reinforces Jones’ warning when he says that homosexuality is “an
issue so important that it increasingly appears to be the battleground for all the forces
seeking to give shape to the world of the next century.” 5 Schools and media have
launched a shock and awe campaign to promote a kind, gentle, culturally accepted
hom osexuality. What are the basic beliefs of this agenda? Over twenty years ago
Randy Alcorn summarized the homosexual mo vement’s basic beliefs. These tenets
remain the same and are gaining more acceptance in public opinion.
1. Ho mosexuality is an inborn nature—not an illness, not a choice, and not subject
to change by an act of the will, psychological therapy, or religious experience.
2. Ho mosexuality is as natural as heterosexuality, it just happens to o ccur less
frequently. It is not an undesirable condition excep t for its social stigma, which
is the result of misguided or hateful homop hobics.
3. Ho mosexuals constitute a legitimate minority as blacks or Chicanos. Homosexual
rights are just as valid as wo men’s rights.
4. Ho mosexuals have made essential contributions to the development of Western
culture. (Homosexual literature is often filled with references to famous
homosexual artists, musicians, poets, and statesmen.)
5. Ho mosexuals should openly acknowledge their condition— “come out of the
closet”—and live their d esired lifestyle. They should be pro ud, no t asham ed to
pursue ho mosexual relationships. 6
Tho se homosexuals who claim Christian faith (a significant number) argue that God
created them as they are, accepts them as they are, and endo rses a lifestyle in keeping
with the nature7 He has given them.8 This assumption, however, is a recent view and

5
Thomas E. S chm idt, Straight & Narrow? C ompassion an d Clarity in the Hom osexuality Debate
(Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 1995) 11.
6
Randy Alcorn, Christian s in th e W ake of the Sex ual R evo lution : Re cov erin g O ur S exu al Sa nity
(Portland, Ore.: Multnomah, 1985) 136-37.
7

See M icha el Gris anti’s article in this edition of TMSJ for a s tudy e xpo sing the a bse nce of a ge netic
footprint for homose xuality. Additionally, Joseph and Lind a Nicolosi’s research concludes that “[t]he re
is no evidence demonstrating that homosexuality is mandated by biology. In fact, none of the research
c la im s that homosexuality is mandated by biology. Only the press and certain researchers do, when
speaking in sound b ites to the public” (Joseph N icolosi and Lin da A m es N icolosi, A P are nts’ G uide to
Pre ven ting H om ose xua lity [Dow ners Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 2002] 62).
8
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against the grain of every sector of church histo ry. 9
In the rip current of the homosexual force, Christian parents cannot afford
to play defense alone. A strategic, intentional plan to handle the homosexual
question with our children is of great spiritual consequence. Edisio Sanchez identifies
the gravity of the problem:
The reasons Christian parents have lost the opportunity to participate as key subjects in
the training of their children are varied and complex. In the majority of cases, parents
seem incapable of guiding their children through the labyrinths of life on the basis of
biblical principles. Decisions concerning faith, morals, careers—to name only a few
issues—have been left to schools, colleges, the mass media, schoolmates, or neighbors,
and only in small measure to religious centers, much less to home.10
Under the loving leadership of Mom and Dad and the local church, morals must be
guided by informed , purp oseful, and systematic b iblical instruction. H omo sexuality
should be understood in the context of a comprehensive parental strategy. Parents
would profit from establishing biblical goals which will answer the homosexual
questions and sh ape wholesome heterosexuality in children. U nfortunately,
hom osexuality is more frequently handled psychologically than biblically in Christian
literature. What follows is a macro-strategy for parenting in which the sin of
hom osexuality may be categorized and addressed. Against the trend of psychological
appro aches, these biblical goals may serve Christian parents as they grapple with the
issue of homosexuality and parenting.
Eleven Biblical Goals of Christian Parenting
1. Glorification. Paul exhorted the Corinthians, “Whether, then, you eat or
drink or whatever you do, do all to the glory of God” (1 Cor 10:31). The aim of
glorifying God has a comprehensive application for every dimension of life, even
rearing children. Likew ise, Peter wro te, “whoever sp eaks is to do so as one who is
speaking the utterances o f God; who ever se rves is to do so as one who is serving by
the strength w hich G od su pplies; so tha t in all things God may be glorified through
Jesus Christ, to whom belongs the glory and dominion forever and ever. Amen” (1
Pet 4:11, emphasis added). Glorifying Go d is an all-inclusive response to salvation.

9

After a survey of the church’s traditional position on homosexuality from the church fathers to the
m odern church, Richard Loveless concludes, “Until recently, the public posture of all sectors of the
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least, as a con tagious illness” (R ichard F . Lovelace, Hom osexuality: How Should Christians Respond?
[Eugen e, Ore.: Res ource Pub lications, 2002 ] 29).
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Consequently, parenting has primarily an upward direction. Everything
parents do should point toward and reflect God and His glory. Since God has
revealed Himself and His glo ry in Scripture, submitting to biblical princip les in life
and in pare nting is found ational. Very simply, every trib utary of life should find its
end in Go d.
In relation to sexuality, Peter Jones submits.
There is a deep correlation between a monistic understanding of God and the practical
issues of spirituality—particularly, sexuality. The pagan understanding of God as a
spiritual force within nature produces a deconstruction of heterosexual norms. Polytheism
produces “polygender.” Behind the many sexual choices are many gods.11
In other words, when Christian parents worship the God of the Bible through
affection and action, H is ways become a transcendent standard for children. God
Him self becomes the focus and context of the home. Theo logy proper becom es the
model they see and the air they breathe as it is worked out in the roles Mom and Dad
fulfill toward each other.
Children will be informed by example that heterosexuality is not only G od’s
pattern, but His gift as well. Heterosexual love is glorifying to God. It is not
necessary for children to read the Song of Solomo n to realize this. Godly parents are
an eve r-playing video for them to watch and learn.
2. Salvation. A second principle invo lves the goal of our children’s
conversion to faith in Jesus Christ. Though only God can save children , their
salvation ranks as the greatest desire for any believing parent. A iding children in their
basic and advancing understanding of the gospel is the linchpin of Christian
parenting. Practically, this means teaching them about the person, life, death, and
resurrection of Jesus Christ. This is followed by calling them to respo nd to these facts
in faith and repentance. Wha t does the gosp el have to do with homosexuality? In 1
Cor 6:9-11 P aul 1 2 explains the relationship wh en he says,
Or 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 effeminate, nor homosexuals, nor thieves, nor the covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor swindlers, will inherit
the kingdom of God. Such were some of you; but you were washed, but you were

11
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Jones, God of Sex 17.

Andreas Kostenberger makes an important observation about the apostle Paul: “The major source
concerning the New Testam ent’s view of hom osexuality is the Ap ostle Paul, who uses the term
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in the New Testament,” in M arr iage and Fa mily in the Bib lical W orld [Dow ners Gro ve, Ill.: InterV arsity,
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sanctified, but you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of
our God.
Notice the implications regarding homosexuals. First, the roll call of hell
includes homosexuals, while the roll ca ll of heaven excludes homosexuals. Second,
hom osexuality and sa lvation a re mutually exclusive. Finally, Jesus Christ and
hom osexuality cannot reside in the same soul. Note the imperfect tense in 1 Cor 6:11,
“such were (µJ,) some of you.” Some were effem inate (:"8"6@\), a term appearing
two other times in the NT (M att 11:8, Luke 7:25) that refers to soft clothing (cf. M att
11:8 ) and at its root has the m eaning of “smo oth” and “effeminate.” 1 3
Some debate whether this term relates to homosexual prostitutes or all forms
of homosexual behavior. Dio nysius of H alicarnassus ap plies the term to a male
prostitute.1 4 In Hellenistic literature, however, it is translated as effeminate.1 5 It
described “men and boys who are sodo mized by other males.” 1 6 It did not merely
refer to male pro stitutes;1 7 rather, there is a b road agreement that :"8"6@Â refers to
“the passive … partne r … in male homo sexual relations.” 1 8 Mo reover, the pa rallelism
in verse 9 between fornication and adultery, and effeminate and homo sexuals
indicates that Paul is addressing two manifestations of heterosexual sin and two
manifestations of homosexual sin. W ith this background, it is reasonable to conclude
that :"8"6@\ (effeminate) is best translated as a passive homosexual partne r while
DF,<@6@ÉJ"4 (homosexual) refers to the active partner.
The point is clear: participants in homosexuality will not inherit the kingdom
of God. But a collateral lesson is taught here as well. Paul unmasks an agenda of
deception when he exhorts the Corinthians, “Do not be deceived” (1 Co r 6:9). The
protocol of the homosexual agenda is to deceive people into be lieving that
hom osexuality is under the blessing of God, and His divinely designed sexual
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orientation for some. The apostle could not be more clear or foreboding: salvation
through Christ will not be extende d to (“inherited” b y) practicing hom osexuals. But
the good news is that “such were” some of the Corinthians. The Corinthian church
had former homosexuals on its membersh ip roll.
Instructing children about salvation includes detailed discussions about
repentance. Ho mosexuality is one of the explicit sins Paul mentions that require
categorical repentance .
3. Protection. Christian parents have a strong desire to safeguard children
from physical and spiritual harm. Solomon says, “M y son, do not forget my
teaching, but let your heart keep my command ments; for length of days and years of
life and peace they will add to you” (Prov 3:1-2). Parental care involves giving our
children “length of days and years of life.” The book of Proverbs showcases the
parental role and responsibility to provide protection for their children. This
protection is spiritual, physical, moral, so cial, financial, and emotio nal. Homo sexuality, however, poses an epic threat to our children in every one of these areas. It
threatens to expose children to sexually transmitted diseases, HIV, emotional
scarring, mental confusion, relational trauma, and manipulative predators. A large
part of protecting children from homosexual influences is awareness of the
entertainment industry’s homosexual agend a, which aims to norm alize ho mosexuality
by portraying it as simply an alternative, though wrongly maltreated, lifestyle.
Not everyone is tempted by homosexuality. For many it is a repulsive
thought, but for others it is a serious de sire. The objects of each person’s sinful
temptations are on a broad spectrum o f lusts. It is very po ssible that Christian parents
have a child who has a sinful proclivity towards same gender attraction.1 9 In this case
he or she must be protected from himself/herself. The well-known passage in 1
Corinthians provides hopeful insight, “No temptation has overtaken you but such as
is common to man; and Go d is faithful, who will not allow you to be tempted beyond
what you are ab le, but with the temptation will provide the way of escape also, so that
you will be able to endure it” (1 Cor 10:13). Any child who wrestles with inappropriate attraction to his/her own gender can be guided by this hope. A way of escape
exists for any temptation and grace to endure it also—even homosexuality. But that
hope is offered only to believers. Here again is the paramount importance of the
gosp el as the answer to any sin a nd lustful tem ptation .
4. Instruction. It should be the p arents’ goal to teach children biblical truth

19
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and its wisdom. John Y ounts notes that “in the era of cab le TV it seems almost
absurd to turn to God and His Bible to understand sex. The idea that sex is God’s
creation and gift to man does not co mpu te in the 21st cen tury world.” 2 0 We have
succumbed to a revisionist or selective approach to the Bible. Revisionists dumb
down and edit the Bible so much that the meaning is changed. This is the hermeneutic of Veggie Tales. In the selective hermeneutic, the interp reter simply skips parts
that he d oes not think are appropriate for child ren.
The reality is that one encounters heterosexuality in the first two chapters
of the B ible and homosexuality in the thirteenth chapter of the B ible. B y simply
ope ning the first boo k of the B ible, the re ader is obligated to deal with sexuality.
Further, parents ought not to neglect the pronounced emphasis on sexual
purity in the bo ok of Proverbs, which is d efined as sexual relations between a man
and woman in marriage (Prov 5:1-21). M oreover, children are to be brought up in the
“instruction of the Lord” (Eph 6:1-4). The Great Commission’s emphasis on
instruction in discipleship applies to our children. Premarital instruction and
counseling does not begin when our children become engaged; it starts when they
come home from the hospital after birth. W holesome teaching about Christian
marriage and modeling of a Christian marriage may be the best antidote for
homosexual temptations. It is a beautiful thing when our children want a relationship
with a spouse who will mod el M om’s o r Dad’s relationship . Deu teronomy 6 :4-9 is
a paradigmatic passage about parental instruction. Parenting is to occur for the
duration of the parents’ life, not merely when children are young. Moses indicates
that this instruction is both formal and informal and in the context of every phase of
life.
This raises the bar for parents to be familiar with the teaching of both
testaments conc erning homosexuality. 2 1 Genesis 19 paints a scene of divine
disapproval of homosexuality in the account of Sodom and Gomorrah. Leviticus
18:22 clearly commands that a man “shall not lie with a male as one lies with a
female; it is an abomination.” Leviticus 20:13 furthermore states, “If there is a man
who lies with a male as those who lie with a woman, both of them have committed
a detestable act; they shall surely be put to death. Their blood-guiltiness is upon
them.” This concept is not merely effective in the OT, but is applied in the NT by
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Paul 2 2 in 1 Cor 6:9-11 where he uses the term DF,<@6@\J0H to refer to a “male who
engages in sexual activity with a person o f his own sex, pederast.” 2 3 This term is
never used to refer to heterosexual intercourse.2 4
It is most appropriate to break open the Bible’s sealed book— Song of
Solomon—as we teach our children the principles of heterosexual relationships.
Certainly discretion is needed to the determine appropriate age and maturity for
teaching the content of Solomon ’s sexual education, but there is a time for exposing
children to the fact that sex is God’s gift and beautiful in the context of heterosexual
mon ogamy. Christian parenting needs to be built on purposeful instruction about
sexuality—both its prop riety and its aberrations.
5. Interpretation. It is the responsibility of the parents to provide their
children a Christian wo rldview . Pare nts shou ld function as spiritual optometrists who
help their children interpret their world through corrective theological lenses.
Child ren are naïve and ignora nt abo ut the inherent de ceptions of sexual sin. Paul
warns the Ep hesian church about this deception of sexual sin when he writes,
[B]ut immorality or any impurity or greed must not even be named among you, as is
proper among saints; and there must be no filthiness and silly talk, or coarse jesting,
which are not fitting, but rather giving of thanks. For this you know with certainty, that
no immoral or impure person or covetous man, who is an idolater, has an inheritance in
the kingdom of Christ and God. Let no one deceive you with empty words, for because
of these things the wrath of God comes upon the sons of disobedience (Eph 5:3-6,
emphasis added).
Every sin, including homosexuality, needs to be exposed as a dangerous lie. A part
of parental responsibility is to instill in the minds of children a proper category for
sin. That is different than categorizing sin’s evil. Hom osexuality is a serious sin, but
it is a no-more damning sin from any other.
Both over-reacting and under-reacting to ho mosexuality are dangero us.
Interpreting homosexuality in the light of a world ruled by the “prince of the power
of the air” (Eph 2:2) will put it in a proper context. Parents need not be surprised by
this issue, but rather anticipate dealing with it alongside their children. Isolation from
sin is not as wise as communication about it. No matter what a parent does, children
will eventually have to face the sin of homosexuality and generate a response.
Helping them formulate convictions about sexual sins and sexual purity while they
are in the home and under the direct influence of parents is better than sending them
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off to co llege and hoping the ir conv ictions work the mselves out.
6. Preparation. Parents have an inherent duty to prepare children for the
responsibilities of adulthood. Peer pressure situations arise at an early age and
children are vulnerable to capitulate from biblical convictions. These convictions
should not be based on parental admonitions alone, but grounded in the commands
of God. Children, and especially teens, are ripe for purposeful discipleship. The right
training about marriage will hopefully prepare their hearts for the gospel. According
to Ephesians 5, the gospel has a reciprocating pedagogical relationship with marriage.
Marriage is designed by God to be an earthly illustration of the gospel and the gospel
serves as pattern for m arriage .
But what happens when children enco unter homosexuals? Christian love is
not limited to hetero sexuals alone. The saving gospel of Jesus Christ is offered to any
sinner, regardless of the depth or breadth of sin. Julia Johnston is right in her hymn
“Marvelous Grace”; grace is truly greater than all our sins. Sinners are the objects of
Go d’s affection in the sacrifice of His Son, not the objects of His (or our) ridicule. It
is an unfaithful gospel witness to laugh at homosexuality, whether it is portrayed on
the screen or encountered in reality. Jesus wep t over sin; how can we entertain
ourse lves with it?
In Rom 1:32 , Paul hints at the notion of being entertained by sin. He writes
“although they know the ordinance of God, that those who practice such things are
worthy of death, they not only do the same, but also give hearty approval to those
who practice them” (empha sis added). Those who are entertained by sin fall into the
category of the individuals who “give hearty approval” to sin. Parents can influence
their children to have a mindset that mourns over all sin,2 5 including homosexuality.
This attitude is founda tional for evangelistic motivation.
7. Prevention. The next goal is prevention. Any C hristian parent d esires to
deter sin in children and equip them for the battle with temptation. In Psalm 73,
Asaph contra sts the life of the wicked with the life of the righteous. He reminds the
reader that immorality has destructive physical, emotiona l, and social conse quence s.
Yet, he honestly portrays the pleasures of sin as attractive to the flesh. Asaph cites
the consequential judgment of God as the perspectival deterrent for enjoying the
pleasures of sin (Psa 73:1 7-20 ).
Preventing children from experiencing the wrath of God (Eph 5:2-6)
necessitates honest discussions about the attractiveness and damnable consequences
of sin. Since homosexuals cannot inherit the kingdom of God (1 C or 6:9-11),
discussions about the eternal danger of homosexuality can occupy early discussions
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with children as the subject is engaged.
W hat if a child ex periences homo sexual temp tation, him - or herself?
Scripture offers sufficient grace for rep enting fro m this sin. H omo sexuality is merely
a sin, even if it is a more gross and depraved sin according to the sensibilities of
some. The power of the gospel enables the believer to deny self and be victorious
over all fleshly desires (Rom 6:11-14; Gal 2:20). A child does not have to “give in”
to his or her temptation, but rather rely on the power of the H oly Spirit to overcome
the temptation (1 Cor 10:13) because of saving faith in Jesus Christ. The process of
repenting from homo sexuality is no different from that of any other sin. Since the
Bib le provides no special ap proach to this sin, it can be safely assumed that the
com mon means of gra ce for any other sin may be a pplied.
8. Correction. Christian parents are entrusted by Go d to identify sin in
children and help them repent of it with gospel truth. Within the context of
homosexuality, it is the obligation of parents to watch for signs of cross-gender
behavior and correct it. Mo ses forb ids such behavior in Deut 22:5 where he says, “A
woman shall not wear man’s clothing, nor shall a man put on a woman’s clothing; for
whoever does these things is an abominatio n to the L ord your G od.” Boys should act
like boys a nd girls like girls. Th ere is a certain intuition about this. Biblical
masculinity and femininity should be a part of the stated and modeled curriculum of
Christian parents. Fundamentally, parents ought to assume that children’s views of
sex will need correc tion, especially during the teenage years. Left to their own lusts
and imaginations, wrong conclusions about sex and sexuality are guaranteed.
Correcting and shaping the minds of children about homosexuality will obvio usly
take on different intensities and details depending o n age.
Here is an o bvious assum ption. For p arents to be able to correct the sinful
inclinations of their children, a thorough knowledge of biblical principles and
personal know ledge of each child is needed. Personal holiness, biblical knowledge,
a credible examp le, and a working knowledge of the func tional ce ntrality of the
gospel in parental lives are the foundations for correcting sinful behavior and
attitudes in children.
9. Provision. A ninth goal of parenting is to provide for the physical and
spiritual needs of children. Parents, especially fathers, have a serious respo nsibility
to provide for their children. The apostle Paul imposes significant responsibility on
fathers in 1 Tim 5:8 where he teaches, “But if anyone does not provide for his own,
and especially for those of his household, he has denied the faith and is worse than
an unbeliever.” Not only is this kind of man not qualified for spiritual leadership (see
larger context of the passage), but he is worse than an unbeliever. If parents do not
meet the spiritual, emotional, and physical needs of their children, they will be
vulnerable to anyone who will—includ ing homo sexuals.
Fathers have specific adm onitions abo ut the resp onsibility to be the role
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model in the lives of their children. Throughout the book of Proverbs, the father is
the primary teache r of his sons as he passes the baton of life to them. As Dad wo rks
on having a biblical, fatherly relationship with his children, care must be taken not
to exasp erate his children (Eph 6:3), but rather bring them up in the discipline (or
instruction) of the Lord. The relationship between a father and a son will affect the
choices the son makes. One survey of 117 homosexual men details the childhood
relationship with their fathers. The results are alarm ing:
86% spent little or no time with their fathers
50% believed their fathers did not love them
45% said their fathers humiliated them
44% were neglected by their fathers.26
Fathers need to understand that their relationships with their sons affect their choices
in life.2 7 Perhaps the most influential provision a father gives a child is personal care
and a loving relationship.
10. Imitation. Not only are parents responsible to provide spiritually and
physically for their children, but they are to lead exemplary lives worthy of imitation.
They are to m aintain a god ly example for children to emulate. Reading and honoring
Scripture, loving one’s spouse, humble dependence on the Holy Sp irit and H is
convictions, softness to correction, and q uick repentance are only a sample of the
characteristics that parents are to instill in their c hildren and exemplify with their
lives. Children are quicker to imitate than obey. Christian parents do well to
remember this principle every time they make a decision that may co nflict with their
verbal pro fession.
Again, parents are especially to model a godly marriage. What a legacy for
children to observe their parents, and say, “My parents’ relationship is so rich and
meaningful, I want one like it.” M om a nd D ad’s relationship should stimulate
childre n to pu rsue marriage , not avo id it.
The importance of Dad’s influence on his sons and M om’s influence on her
daughters cannot be overstated. In Titus 2:2-6 Paul describes discipleship taking
place within genders (older men and wom en with younger men and women,
respe ctively).
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Older men are to be temperate, dignified, sensible, sound in faith, in love, in perseverance.
Older women likewise are to be reverent in their behavior, not malicious gossips nor
enslaved to much wine, teaching what is good, so that they may encourage the young
women to love their husbands, to love their children, to be sensible, pure, workers at
home, kind, being subject to their own husbands, so that the word of God will not be
dishonored. Likewise urge the young men to be sensible.
If this is the pattern for discipleship in the church, how much more should it be a
parental blueprint? Paul’s instruction about mentoring involves skills and character.
Bo th categories find unique and specific applicability in same-gender mentoring. It
is from o lder b elievers that younger b elievers find direction for God-honoring spousal
relationships. Parents are on the front lines of this modeling. Children first and most
influentially learn how to relate to both genders by observ ing their p arents.
Although preference for one another and interaction with the opp osite sex
is critical for healthy deve lopm ent of a c hild, the m ost imp ortant virtue to m ode l is
the preeminence of Christ in all things (Col 1:18). The most overarching lesson for
parents to teach children is the supremacy of Christ in practical Christianity. Christ
will be the final Judge of every person (John 5:22) and every knee will bow before
Him (Phil 2 :9-11 ). W hen ch ildren se e that their parents live in the awareness of such
realities, imitation is a b eautiful result.
11. Communication. Finally, parents are to interact purpo sefully with
children as autho ritative co nsultants for life. A good communication bridge allows
childre n’s sexual curiosities to be answered by Mo m or Dad instead of by experimentation and sinful observation through entertainm ent media. Sa lly Lema n Chall
observe s, “Almost all parents talk to their child ren, but Christian parents need to
make a concerted effort to talk with their child ren.” 2 8 No subject can b e off limits for
discussion with our children. Obviously, age must be considered with any
discussion, but the topics of conversation ought to include a comprehensive spectrum,
including sexuality.
Communication with children will no doubt be proactive and reactive. This
is especially true with the subject of homosexuality. Yo ung children and teens will
inevitab ly want to process their thoughts about homosexuality through conversation.
The challenge is making sure that these conversations are between parents and
children. Left to peers and the media, it is unlikely that an accurate biblical
persp ective will be presented. A ready parent will anticipate the subject of
hom osexuality arising and b e prepared to p rovid e biblical context for it as sin.
Conclusion
W here do we go from here? A glimpse of the moral dec ay of society will
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hopefully motivate peop le to ap ply these goals in parenting. Imagine a world in
which sexual immo rality is promoted, available, and accessible, a world in which
adultery is common, prostitution legal, drunkenness normal, and theft a constant
threat, a world in which most children rebel against their parents and fornication and
incest are rampant, God is openly hated, the justice system rarely works for the
innocent, and Christianity is illegal. Imagine a world in which homosexuality is out
of the closet, is publicly recognized , and enjoys promotion and protection from the
gove rnment. This is not an im aginary world , nor is it a glimpse into the future. It is
a description of the world of the NT. Jesus lived in this world and the gospel was
cradled in this kind of society. It is at this point that Solomon should be heard: “there
is nothing new un der the sun” (E ccl 1:9 ). Ho mosexuality has not taken God by
surprise, but God’s nature is to take homosexuals by surprise with the saving truth of
the gospel.
The prob lem is parenting, not homosexuality. In Rom 1 :24-2 7, Paul says
that having rejected God, society defaults to a destructive and perverted lifestyle. The
only antido te for this sinful spiral is the gospel. The earlier the gospel is embraced,
the better equipped ch ildren w ill be to ha ve foo ting on the slippery slop es of a
god less, sin-pro moting society.
In the mid st of a morally deteriorating Greco-Roman culture, Paul instructed
the Ephesian believers to
walk no longer just as the Gentiles also walk, in the futility of their mind, being darkened
in their understanding, excluded from the life of God because of the ignorance that is in
them, because of the hardness of their heart; and they, having become callous, have given
themselves over to sensuality for the practice of every kind of impurity with greediness
(Eph 4: 17-19).
Participation in “every kind o f impurity”— which includes homosexuality—is the
consequence of being “excluded from the life of G od.” Christian parents can m itigate
the influences of homosexual temptations and the homosexual agenda by guiding
children into this life in God through the gospel of Jesus Christ. Tedd and M argy
Tripp say it well:
In all our nurturing as parents the gospel must be central. It is the only hope for
forgiveness. It is the only hope for deep internal change. It is the only hope for power to
live. The grace of the gospel is the center of everything for Christian parents.29
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THE CHURCH’S RESPONSE
TO HOMOSEXUALITY
Alex D. M ontoya
Associate Professor of Pastoral Ministries
A tidal wave of immorality has inundated the United States and the rest of
the world, demanding that the ch urch respo nd to hom osexuality in four w ays. F irst,
it must expose the sinfulness of homosexuality as depicted in the NT. Second, it must
clarify that the grace of God and forgiveness extends to homosexuals also. The NT
also mak es this clear. Third, the church must expel practicing hom osexuals fro m its
fellowship. For them to remain a part of the church activities is a blemish that
cannot be tolerated beca use it would indicate moral compromise, a lack of courage
in confron ting sin, and a failure to exercise the biblical prerogative of excommunication. Fourth, the church must resist the assault of ho mosexuality on society as a
whole. The purposeful effort to sell the homosexual lifestyle is organized and
dan gero us an d needs a concerted resistan ce to h alt that movem ent.
*****
Fueled by the attitudes of free sex, abortion on demand, the acceptance of
pornography, and the coming out of homosexuality into the public square, the sexual
revolution of the 1960s unleashed a tsunami that threatens the moral basis of
American life. All these have brought a tidal wave of immorality which is hitting
America and the world, leaving unim aginab le destructive effec ts in its wake, among
which are:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

increased p romiscuity
millions of aborted babies
millions of babies born out of wedlock
a generation of blended families
destruction o f marriage and the family
erosio n of morals in schools and in pub lic med ia
promotio n of ho mosexuality on an unprecedented scale
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The almost universal acceptan ce of homo sexuality as a normal and natural
lifestyle is one result of this sexual revolution. Moral decay permeates every aspect
of society from the White House to the school house. Consider what former VicePresident Al Gore had to say about ho mosexuality:
I think gay men and women ought to have the same rights as heterosexual men and
women—to make contracts, to have hospital visiting rights, to join together in
marriage.…I don’t understand why it is considered by some people to be a threat to
heterosexual marriage.1
The passage of SB 777 by the C alifornia legislature and its signing into law
by the governor make the public schools a viable force in the promotion and
protection of hom osexuality in public schools. M ore re cently, the C alifornia
Supreme Court issued a ruling that the banning gay of marriages was unconstitutional, thus opening the door for the legalization of gay marriages and the demise of
the traditional biblical union of husband and wife.
There is no question that the church faces a m ajor issue on how to respond
to homosexuality in our society and in the church. The church must rise to the
challenges before it is rendered pow erless by its apathy or be fore it is persecuted to
inactivity for its lack of earnestness in stemming the tidal wave of moral corruption.
She must heed the words of Scripture:
For this you know with certainty, that no immoral or impure person or covetous man, who
is an idolater, has an inheritance in the kingdom of Christ and God. Let no one deceive
you with empty words, for because of these things the wrath of God comes upon the sons
of disobedience. Therefore do not be partakers with them; for you were formerly
darkness, but now you are light in the Lord; walk as children of Light (for the fruit of the
Light consists in all goodness and righteousness and truth), trying to learn what is pleasing
to the Lord. Do not participate in the unfruitful deeds of darkness, but instead even
expose them; for it is disgraceful even to speak of the things which are done by them in
secret. But all things become visible when they are exposed by the light, for everything
that becomes visible is light (Eph 5:5-13).
Or do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be
deceived; neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, no effeminate, nor homosexuals, nor thieves, nor the covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor swindlers, will inherit
the kingdom of God. Such were some of you; but you were washed, but you were
sanctified, but you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and in the Spirit of
our God (1 Cor 6:9-11).
The context toda y is much like it was in the Corinthian church. What God
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said to them is exactly what the church needs to hear today. We need to hear and we
need to act. Just as the Corinthian church needed to respond to the moral corruption
of its day so does the church need to do today. There are four responses to the
onslaught of homosexuality needed today.
But before we consider the responses, we must also identify the attitudes
which paralyzed the Corinthian church in its need to respond properly to the
immo rality it was facing . The y were ignorant, deceived , arrogant, and apathetic to
the moral corruption within the church. The church tod ay has the same problem . It
is ignorant of the biblical mandate, it is being deceived by both the Christian and
secular thinkers, it is arrogant in its attitude toward God’s W ord and sin, and it is
apathetic to the dangers it faces from the enemie s of the gospel and of biblical
marriage.
The biblical mandates found in Ephesians 5 and 1 Co rinthians 5–6 dem and
from the church four responses to homosexuality.
I. THE CHURCH MUST EXPOSE HOMOSEXUALITY
AS A SIN AGAINST GOD.
Homosexuality is more than a m ere sexual preference, a social choice , a genetic
predisposition as som e say; it is a sin against Alm ighty God. It is a willful assault on
the perso n and work of God. H omo sexuality is against G od in these four ways. F irst,
hom osexuality is a sin against God ’s creative ord er. God ’s Word is very clear about
man’s sexuality, about its purpo se and its nature. Consider these references:
God created man in His own image, in the image of God He created him; male and female
He created them. God blessed them; and God said to them, “Be fruitful and multiply, and
fill the earth, and subdue it; and rule over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the sky
and over every living thing that moves on the earth” (Gen 1:27-28).
The Lord God fashioned into a woman the rib which He had taken from the man, and
brought her to the man. The man said, “This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my
flesh; she shall be called Woman, because she was taken out of Man. For this cause a man
shall leave his father and his mother, and be joined to his wife; and they shall become one
flesh” (Gen 2:22-24).
And He answered and said, “Have you not read that He who created them from 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 they
are no longer two, but one flesh. What therefore God has joined together, let no man
separate” (Matt 19:4-6).
Marriage is to be held in honor among all, and the marriage bed is to be undefiled; for
fornicators and adulterers God will judge (Heb 13:4).
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Hence, the Scriptures affirm that any violation of the creative purposes of
God is a sin against Him. Furtherm ore, it proceeds to state ca tegorically that
homosexuality is not only sin but a perversion of the creative order:
Therefore God gave them over in the lusts of their hearts to impurity, so that their bodies
would be dishonored among them.…For this reason God gave them over to degrading
passions; for their woman 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 1:24-27).
A second way that homo sexuality is against God is that hom osexuality is a
sin against God’s law (1 Tim 1:8-11). The Scriptures clearly identify hom osexuality
as a sin which violates the express law of G od. In Paul’s discussio n of God’s law,
he states,
Realizing the fact that law is not made for a righteous person, but for those who are
lawless and rebellious, for the ungodly and sinners, for the unholy and profane, for those
who kill their fathers and mothers, for murderers and immoral men and homosexuals and
kidnappers and liars and perjurers, and whatever else is contrary to sound teaching,
according to the glorious gospel of the blessed God, with which I have been entrusted (1
Tim 1:9-11).
The apostle clearly makes hom osexuality a sin which cannot be reconciled with the
gosp el of Jesus Christ. Scripturally, one cannot be a Christian and a ho mosexual.
The third way that hom osexuality is against G od is tha t hom osexuality is a
sin against God’s Kingdom (1 Cor 6:9-10). The apostle Paul informs an ignorant
mind and corrects a deceived heart by stating clearly that homosexuality excludes one
from inheriting the kingdom of God. In other words, a homosexual will not inherit
eternal life and go to he aven; instead, such will be guilty of sin and subject to eternal
punishment in hell. Note what it says:
Or 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 effeminate, nor homosexuals, nor thieves, nor the covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor swindlers, will inherit
the kingdom of God (1 Cor 6:9-10).
Finally, the fourth way that homosexuality is against God is that homosexuality is a sin against God ’s holiness (1 Thess 4:3; 1 Pet 1:15-16). T he Bible is clear
on God’s expectation of His people:
But like the Holy One who called you, be holy yourselves also in all your behavior;
because it is written, “You shall be holy, for I am holy” (1 Peter 1:15-16).
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This holiness pertains specifically to the area o f sexuality:
For this is the will of God, your sanctification; that is, that you abstain from sexual
immorality; that each of you know how to possess his own vessel in sanctification and
honor, not in lustful passion, like the Gentiles who do not know God.… For God has not
called us for the purpose of impurity, but in sanctification. So, he who rejects this is not
rejecting man but the God who gives His Holy Spirit to you (1 Thess 4:3-8).
Ho mosexuality is called an unrighteous and ungodly act (Rom 1:18; 1 Cor
6:9; 2 Pet 2:9; Jude 4). I have dealt with the revisionists’ treatment of these verses
in a previous issue, and so will not go into these discussions here.2
Hence, Christians are under obligation to know and to make know n the
sinfulness of homose xuality. T hey cannot b e swep t away by the tide o f public
opinion or public decrees; nor can they remain mute concerning the terrible
consequences of those who p ractice homosexuality. Th ey must make know n to all
the temporal wrath associated with homosexuality; that as a temporal judgment of
God, it degrades the huma n nature and d estroys the body in no uncertain terms (Rom
1:18, 26-2 7). T hey mu st also make kn own the eternal wrath which will be faced by
those who p ractice this sin (Ro m 1:3 2; 2 P et 2:2-11; Jud e 4-8 ). They must be told
that “the Lord is the avenger in all these things” (1 Thess 4:6), and that “fornicators
and adulterers God will judge” (Heb 13:4). As the watchman of Israel was warned
not to be silent abou t the judgmen t coming up on the nation, so too, Christians dare
not be silent about the dangers that homosexuals are facing (cf. Ezek 3:17-19).
II. THE CHURCH MUST EXTEND THE GRACE OF GOD
TO HO M OSEXUALS
Indeed, homosexuality is a sin against God, but it is also one of many sins
against God, and it is a sin for which Christ died. This is a truth which the church
must never forget. Believers are called upon by Christ to extend the grace of the
cross to homo sexuals, to assure them that G od’s forgiveness, peace, and the hope of
eternal life is available to them as well.
If church is to be involve d in bringing homosexuals into the fold of Christ
it must be prepared to do the following. The church must first learn to show
compassion to the homosexual. Tim Wilkins said, “Over time I’ve discovered that
when it comes to homosexuality, Christians show great passion in o ne of two area s.
Either they are passionate about extinguishing the pro-gay movement or about
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expanding God’s m ovement by introd ucing them to His Son.” 3
The church can be guilty of the attitude of the Pharisees towards the sinners
of their day. The Pharisees displayed an absolute lack of concern and compassion
for those who we re lost (cp. Luke 15 :1-32 ). Christ taught compassio n for the lost,
and this includes the ho mosexual:
Then it happened that as Jesus was reclining at the table in the house, behold, many tax
collectors and sinners came and were dining with Jesus and His disciples. When the
Pharisees saw this they said to His disciples, “Why is your Teacher eating with tax
collectors and sinners?” But when Jesus heard this, He said, ‘It is not those who are
healthy who need a physician, but those who are sick. But go and learn what this means:
“I desire compassion, and not sacrifice,’ for I did not come to call the righteous, but
sinners” (Matt 9:10-13).
R. Albert Mohler writes, “Homosexuals are waiting to see if the Christian church has
anything more to say after we decla re that ho mosexuality is a sin.” 4 Hom osexuals are
hurting people and need more than condem nation; they also need compassion.
In the second place, the ch urch mu st be w illing to a ssocia te with homosexuals. Here is where the church displays its ignorance and its arrogance when it comes
to reaching out to homosexuals. T he chu rch can misunderstand wh at it means to be
in the world but not of it. W e may think that it means for Christians to have
abso lutely nothing to do with homosexuals. The B ible speaks of the opposite. It
shows that it is unavoidable and in many ways necessary to associate with
hom osexuals if we are to present the gospel to them. Paul corrected the Corinthians
when he said,
I wrote you in my letter not to associate with immoral people; I did not at all mean with
the immoral people of this world, or with the covetous and swindlers, or with idolaters,
for then you would have to go out of the world (1 Cor 5:9-10).
Clearly we must dispel the label of being “homophob ic” by not refusing to befriend
and associate with ho mosexuals. W e have nothing to fear and everything to gain for
the gospel’s sake.
Thirdly, the church must have the co nvictio n of the power o f the go spel to
convert the hom osexual. That homosexuals are such by nature and therefore cannot
change nor should society try to change them into heterosexuals has been exposed
as utterly false. The power of the gospel has been rendered ineffective by the
deception placed upon the church tha t homosexuals cannot b e changed . Prior to the
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“sexual revolution,” no question existed about homosexuals being able to change.
Jones and Yarho use in their book Ex-Gays? state,
About four decades ago and earlier, the majority wisdom of the leading professionals in
the mental health community was that homosexuality was a psychological disturbance of
some kind that could, though perhaps with difficulty, be treated successfully, resulting in
satisfactory readjustment to heterosexual experience and satisfaction.5
That majority opinion has now changed and the American Psychological
Association now claims that homosexuality is not changeable.6 Again, this change
took place without any scientific evidence. The study d one by Jo nes and Y arhouse
was done to challenge this myth and states that their study “produc es significant
scientific evidence that sexual o rientation is in fact changeable for some, an d this
should trigger a considerable reexamination of many of the presuppos itions about
sexual orientation and sexual identity that hold sway in co ntemp orary W estern
culture.” 7
The Christian church has kno wn this all alo ng. It has always believed that
the gospel “is the power of God for salvation to everyone who believes, to the Jew
first and also to the Greek” (Rom 1:16). It is a truth in Scripture that wherever the
sinfulness of sin is mentioned, the power of the gospel is also mentioned as that force
which counteracts the pow er of sin to enslave and to cond emn.
After the condemnation of homo sexuality in Rom ans 1, Paul wrote, “For
all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God, being justified as a gift by H is
grace through the redemption which is in Christ Jesus” (Rom 3:23-24).
After the condemnation of homosexuality in 1 Cor 6:9, Paul adds, “Such
were som e of you; but you were washed, but you were sanctified, but you were
justified in the nam e of our Lord Jesus Christ and in the Sp irit of our God” (1 Cor
6:11). The homosexual can experience regeneration through the Holy Spirit, the
power to triumph over indwelling sin as described in Roma ns 6, and the full
assurance offered to all believers in the justifying work of Christ (cf. Romans 8).
Mark Christop her gives the church a great adm onition when he states,
Homosexuality is a not a greater sin than other sins and does not require a different plan
on God’s part to save and redeem. What the above passage teaches us is that there is
more grace in God than there is sin in your past! As someone once said, “He is a better
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Savior than you are a sinner”! The message of amazing grace is exactly what the Church
needs to promote and practice.8
After the condemnation of homo sexuality in 1 Tim 1:1 0, Paul magnifies his
own sin abo ve all sins and says, “It is a trustworthy statement, deserving full
acceptance, that Christ Jesus came into the world to save sinners, among whom I am
foremost of all” (1 Tim 1:15). If God can save the worst, then He can ob viously save
a hom osexual.
W herever man’s depravity and sinfulness are magnified, so also is the grace
of Go d ma gnified so as to more than m ake up for man’s fallen nature. Consider the
testimony of Eph 2:1-10 and T itus 3:3-7 . These promises apply to homosexuals as
well.
The fourth way that the church can extend the grac e of G od to homosexuals
is for the ch urch to pro vide sp ecial d isciplesh ip for h om osexuals. The New
Testament testifies to the possibility and frequency of a believer’s relapse into their
former way of life. The convert from a homosexual lifestyle is no exception.
Christians should not be surprised by the difficulties encountered by some in
overcoming their former lusts, nor should they give up in their efforts to d isciple
them into the ne w life in Christ.
The rise of numerous support groups for homosexuals is testimony to the
necessity of the church to focus on those who desire Christ and who desire to live a
victorious life in Christ. G roups like Exodus, Regeneration, Genesis Counseling,
Desert Stream Ministries, New Hope Ministry, Cro ss M inistries, and others exist to
help those who want to leave the homosexual lifestyle. All these group s offer G od’s
grace and hope to those who desire a relationship with Jesus Christ. Andy Comiskey
of Desert Strea m M inistry writes, “W e must renounce the unb elief prevalent in
certain evangelical circles that resigns homosexual strugglers to little if any release
from their tend encies. That perception of G od is to o small.” 9
The success of special groups designed to minister to homosexuals and exhom osexuals is clearly evident. Again, these groups testify that the “early hopes for
instant healing have given wa y to belief that transformation occurs through a lifetime
of discipleship.” 1 0 They serve as an exam ple and mo tivation fo r the chu rch to
become involve d in the sa lvation o f homosexuals and a subsequent discipleship in
a new life in Christ.
Finally, if the churc h is to extend the grace o f God to ho mosexuals, the
church mu st effectively inco rporate co nverted hom osexuals into the Bo dy of Christ.
At times the church has allowed the stigma of homosexuality to follow the converted
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homosexual into his new life in Christ. The y may no t be welcomed no r easily
assimilated into the fellowship of believers, or they may be subject to certain
restrictions not give n to other converted sinners. The Corinthian church serves as a
mod el in the way it was comp osed o f all sorts of sinners. Note how Paul addressed
the church: “Such were some of you; but you were washed… ” (1 Cor 6:11). The
“some” refers to the fact that the church co ntained some ex-fornicato rs, some exidolaters, some ex-adulterers, ex-effeminates, ex-homosexuals, some ex-thieves, etc.
The phrase “such were some” indicates the conversion from a life of sin to a new
relationship with Christ, an d acc eptan ce into the fellowship of believers in Corinth.
The church cannot adopt an arrogant attitude toward converted homosexuals, but instea d deal biblically with their conversion, and in fact, rejoice that God has
saved “some.” Again, Andy Com iskey of Desert Stream M inistry gives the church
this challenge: “W e do need sexperts, counselo rs who can do things that small
groups cannot … but for the church to say that help exists only outside our walls, that
is not op timal. I think it has to be body life.” 1 1 Alan Chambe rs of Exod us affirms:
“The traditional pattern within Exodus has been a stepping-stone or launching pad
to leave the homosexual lifestyle or a life of secrecy, to find camaraderie with others
facing the same struggles, and then to go on to embrace the church. What if a church
was so dynamic that a Sunday school class could do the same thing? What if peop le
in church could becom e transp arent, and peop le in those Sund ay scho ol classes
became comfortable to share their stuff as well?” 1 2
III. THE CHU RCH M UST EXPE L PRAC TICING HO M OSEXU ALS
FR OM TH E FE LLO W SH IP
The tidal wave of sexual immo rality has invaded the church, and the church
has done little or nothing to deal with the cancer within. Sexual immorality in all of
its forms can be found in the church, ranging from divorce, peop le sleeping together,
lewdness, and even homosexuality. As in Corinth, the church today must also deal
with the immorality within.
The church today is faced with the problem of mo ral comprom ise. The
church in Co rinth was tolerating a ma n living in an incestuous relationship with his
father’s wife. Instead of mourning over this sinful situation, the apostle accused them
of arrogance (1 Cor 5:2). Th e solution the apostle proposed was that the church
exercise church discipline and remove the wicked man from their midst (5:13).
The church today is in a sad state of affairs. The debate today in some
denominations is not the removal of the wicked from their midst, but as to whether
or not they sh ould appoint a homosexual to be a priest, pastor, or bishop in the
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church. Never mind the problem of immo rality. Has the church lost its spiritual
sense?
Furthermore, it is alarming how the church tolerates the blasph emie s of
certain so-called Christians and continues to give them recognition for these
blasphemies and allow them to hold p ositions of influence in the church and its
institutions. Consider the statement made by Horace L. Griffin, an Episcopalian
priest and teacher at an Episcopalian seminary. In his argument for the black church
accepting ho mosexuals, he says o f the apo stle Paul,
Knowing that sexuality can be mysterious even when it is revealing, and recognizing that
scientific and social research informs us about our bodies and sexual expressions in ways
that were hidden from those who lived twenty centuries ago, it is reasonable that Paul
could not have known about homosexuality as we know about it today. To accept this
reality as responsible reasonable Christians, we can conclude that the apostle makes an
uninformed judgment limited by his time and space.13
Such is the epitome of human arrog ance, and the type of arrogance Paul found in the
Corinthian church concerning some who were not willing to accept his authoritative
and God-given teachings (1 Cor 4:18-2 1). T he theo logical landscape is littered with
such revision ists who c ontinue to call their arro gant blasphemies theolo gical insigh ts
and relevant discove ries. The church should cry, “Enough,” and put these wicked
people out of the fold.
In addition, the church must have the courage to confront the homosexual
activist within and outside the church. As we will discuss in more detail later on in
this article, the homosexual community has an agenda aimed at the traditional
lifestyle and at the Christian interp retation of sexuality and m arriage . One of their
aims is to silence opposition to their lifestyle. They do this with the weapon of
intimidation. In an article in Guide magazine entitled “The Overhauling of Straight
American,” Marshal K. K irk and Erastis Pill put forth an agenda to convert American
culture and to demonize the opponents. One of their tactics is to intimidate the
opp osition. Here is what they suggest:
We can undermine the moral authority of homophobic churches by portraying them as
antiquated backwaters, badly out of step with the times and with the latest findings of
psychology. Against the mighty pull of institutional religion, one must set up the mightier
draw of Science & Public Opinion.… Such an unholy alliance has worked well against
churches before, on such topics as divorce and abortion.14
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That is why they delight in calling some evangelicals homophobic,
transphobic, and biophobic so that they will tone down our rhetoric. Even
evangelical leaders have succumbe d to their tactics. A recent profile o f Rob Bell,
pastor of Mars Hill, drew this assessm ent of his view on homosexuality. Time
magazine said of Bell and evangelicals like him,
Polling by the evangelically oriented Barna research group shows that at least half of
regular churchgoers ages 16 to 29 think their church is too judgmental, too political and
too negative about homosexuality. Princeton sociologist Robert Wuthnow describes
today’s young adults as spiritual “tinkerers.” Bell, 37, is guilty of none of the negatives.
He is largely apolitical, thinks that only those with gay friends are positioned to judge
homosexuality—and he tinkers marvelously.15
Since when does friendship qualify one to speak courageo usly against sin? We can
see the extent that intimidation, deception and arrogance have muted the voice of
God’s spokesm en. May it not happen to us!
Furthermore, the church must have the conviction to practice excommunication on its own memb ership . This was part of the solution to the immorality that had
crept into the church at Co rinth. The churc h’s response was arrogance, tolerance, and
the subtle decep tion that the y were acting in love and Christian liberty. G od’s
solution was the biblical practice of excommunication, or isolation from the life of
the church. The sad truth is that mo st churches do not deal with the sin within their
walls. The prob lem in the church today is not so much the onslaught of hom osexuality as it is the toleration of any sin in the church. If we have not dealt with the other
forms of immorality, why should the church deal only with homosexuality?
John M acArthur expounds on Pa ul’s command to the church at Corinth:
Faithful believers are not to keep close company with any fellow believers who
persistently practice serious sins such as those mentioned here. If the offenders will not
listen to the counsel and warning of two or three other believers and not even of the whole
church, they are to be put out of the fellowship. They should not be allowed to participate
in any activities of the church—worship services, Sunday school, Bible studies, or even
social events. Obviously, and most importantly, they should not be allowed to have any
leadership role. They should be totally cut off both from individual and corporate
fellowship with other Christians, including that of eating together (v. 11; cf. 2 Thess. 3:615). No exceptions are made. Even if the unrepentant person is a close friend or family
member, he is to be put out.16
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The danger of dece ption is always present in the church. Paul’s appeal to
the Corinthians in 1 Co r 6:9 is not only a clarification of who is qualified to inherit
the kingdom, but is also a warning to the so-called brother of 5:11. Every one of the
sins committed by the so-called brother of 5:11 is rep eated in 6:9-1 0. A professing
believer who lives a lifestyle of 6:9-10 is mo st likely not a believer, and thus will not
go to heaven. The multitudes of “tares” that fill the pews of the church need this
stern reminder. They may not be going to heaven, and thus are greatly deceived.
IV. THE CHU RCH M UST RESIST THE ASSAULT
OF THE H OM OSEXUAL CO M M UNITY UPON SO CIETY
The apostle Paul does no t address a danger that exists today in our
democratic society. The apostle could only tell the Corinthians that they had a
respo nsibility to judge those within the church; those outside the church, God would
judge (1 Cor 5:12-13). The C hristians in Corinth had little if any influence in the
civil affairs of the city. T oda y, Christians in a democ ratic society have a majo r role
in determining the morality of their communities.
W hat Christians in American need to know is that the homosexual
com munity has an organize d age nda to change the moral fabric of Am erican society.
This organized effort has been well docum ent by David Kupelian in his The
Marketing of Ev il, an expose of Marshal Kirk and H unter M adision’s book, After the
Ball: Ho w America W ill Con que r Its Fear And Hatred of Gays in the ‘90’s.1 7 A more
recent book is The Agenda: The Homosexual Plan to Change America by Rev. Lo uis
P. Sheldon, president of Traditional Values Coalition, who states, “The homosexual
agenda is an all-out assault on everything we believe in and an attack on everything
our Founding Fathers hoped to give us when they fought to establish this great
nation.” 1 8
The church needs to be aware of the purposeful effort to sell the homosexual
lifestyle to America. David Kupelian shows the sophisticated strategy of Kirk and
Madsen to change the way Americans think about homosexuality, and writes of three
phases called, “Desensitization,” “Jamming,” and “Conversion.” “Desensitization”
consists of inundating the public in a continuous flood of gay-related advertising,
presented in the least o ffensive fashion p ossible. “Jamming” is psycholo gical
terrorism meant to silence expression of or even support for dissenting opinion.
“Conversion” is the conversio n of the average American’s emotions, mind, and will,
through a planned psychological attack, in the form of propaganda fed to the nation
via the media.1 9
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In “The Overhauling of Straight America,” Kirk and Pill offer these five
strategies:
•
•
•
•
•

Talk abo ut gays and gayness as loudly and as o ften as possible
Portray gays as victims, not as aggressive challengers
Give protectors a just cause
Make gays look good
Make the victimizers look bad.2 0

T he effect this effort has had upon the number and nature of the exposures that
homosexuality gets in public is already obvious. The news media is notorious for
unde r-repo rting any negative expo sure of homosexuality.
The church m ust be made aware of an organized effort to sell the
homosexual lifestyle to A merica. It is known fact by now that the homo sexual
com munity comprises a very small segment of the population, less than 2% by some
estimates, but not nearly the 10% that was o riginally propo sed. Yet in spite of their
small numbers, the homosexual community has been able to gain popular approval
and supp ort across the country. The reaso n behind this is their ability to organize
themselves into an effective force for change and influence.
Consider a list of some organiza tions formed by the homosexual community, and their respective goals:
The Human Rights Campaign—Lobbying Political Action (called the world’s
most powerful homosexual pressure group)2 1
National Gay and Lesbian Task Force—Grassroots Organization
Gay and Lesbian Straight Education Network (GLSEN)—Transforming K-12
Schools/Colleges
Parents, Family, and Friends of Lesbians and Gays (PFLAG)— Cultural
Acceptan ce, Lo bbying, Schools
Lam bda Legal— Changing the Law/P ro-ho mosexual Lawsuits
ACLU Lesbian Gay Bisexual Transgender P roject— Lawsuits
Service Mem bers Legal Defense Network— Military
Gay and Lesbian Alliance Against Defamation (GLAAD)— Media/Hollywood
National Center for Lesbian Rights—Lesbian Parenthood/Child Custody
National Lesbian and Gay Journalistic Association—Changing Media from
W ithin
Gender P ac— Redefining Gender No rms/Transgender “Lobbying”

20

21

Cited in She ldon, The Agenda 48.

“Is N ancy Pelosi Right? Can God ‘Bless’ Am erica with Hom osexual Activism?” Online at
http://a m erica nsfo rtruth .co m /ne ws /is -na nc y-p elo si-right-can-god-bless-america-with-homosexualactivism.html, accessed on 6/19/2008.

246

The Master’s Seminary Journal

Soulforce— Redefining Biblical Beliefs as “Homo phobic”/Propa gandizing
Christian Colleges
Gay and Lesbian Ad vocates and Defenders— Lobby/Law/Same Se x Marriage
These are some of the agencies which serve the homosexual com munity in
accomplishing its agenda. An indication of how mainstream they are and to what
degree of influence they have become is seen in the remarks of H ouse Speaker Pelosi
from California to the Human Rights Campaign: “God has certainly blessed America
with the work o f the Human Rights Cam paign.” 2 2
In addition, the church needs to resist the political effort to sell the
homosexual lifestyle to Am erica. It has been a major thrust of the homosexual agenda
to have laws passed that will secure their status and protect their rights. T he
homosexual activists have been successful in having sodomy laws removed from
numerous states. The recent passage of SB 777 in California is an evidence of the ir
ability to get laws passed even when the majority is not in favor of their position.
Even the Supreme Court has been swept into its arms. This statement by Supreme
Court Justice Antonin Scalia helps us understand the influence of the homosexual on
the Suprem e Co urt:
Today’s opinion is a product of a Court, which is the product of a law-profession culture,
that has largely signed on to the so-called homosexual agenda, by which I mean the
agenda promoted by some homosexual activists directed at eliminating the moral
opprobrium that has traditionally attached to homosexual conduct.23
Finally, the church must be made aware of the dangerous effort to sell the
homosexual lifestyle to A merica. The homosexual agenda poses a physical, social,
and moral threat to Am erican, a threat that is quite obvious to the homosexual agenda
but for which they take no regard. The homosexual community and those whom they
influence and control have no desire to face up to the dangers of the homosexual
lifestyle. In their promotion of homosexuality rarely is there ever a discussion on the
dangers of the hom osexual lifestyle. T he life of a homosexual is far from gay.
The lifestyle of homosexuals is most harmful to the ho mosexuals
themselves, evidenced by the diseases spread by homosexual on homosexual, and by
the emotional and physical harms homosexual bring on themselves. The Washington
Glo be on “W orld’s AID S Day, 2007” paid tribute to
The 500,000 Americans dead of AIDS
The 1,00 0,000 Am ericans who are HIV po sitive
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The 15,000 dead in the DC area
The 40 ,000 new HIV cases per year.2 4
If any other single source w as lead ing so m any Americans to die or to contract such
a dead ly disease, a state of emergency would have already been declared in the land.
The success of homosexuals has only led to their continual pain.
The homosexual is also a threat to the community, the heterosexual citizens
of the land. A new strain of bacteria call MR SA (methicillin-resisitant staphylococcus aureus) has been discovered which has been shown to resist certain forms of
antibiotics. This new strain has been growing in places like Los Angeles, San
Francisco, and other large centers of homo sexuality. MRSA is a high-risk bacteria
and 13 times more contagious in anal sex. “Once this reaches the general population,
it will be truly unstoppable,” said Binh Diep, a researcher at the University of
California, San Francisco , who led the study. 2 5
Matt Barbe r of Concerned W omen of America states,
Homosexuality is an issue of morality. But it is also a fundamental issue of public health.
The evidence is clear. American government, educational systems, and courts should note
the facts presented in this paper and advance public policy and curricula that encourage
sound behavior rather than offering special protection and endorsement to a behavior that
threatens individuals as well as public health. The future of America hangs in the balance.
If society is not willing to address the homosexual issue on moral grounds, then the
medical evidence alone should be enough to convince the fair-minded that homosexuality
is incompatible with good public health.26
The church has no other option but to attempt to stem the slide of America
to Sod om. H omo sexuality threatens the sanc tity of marriage and even marriage as
an institution for society. Homosexuality even threatens the safety and security of
children. Homosexuals account for almost half of all child abuse cases. Indeed,
where will the homosexual recruit new partners for their sexual encounters?
Louis Sheld on offers this warning to the church tod ay:
I do not exaggerate when I say that this trial by fire will determine the very survival of our
culture and the fate of civilization as we know it. This is not a battle against foreign
enemies or third world extremists, but against an even greater foe: the forces of darkness
and legions of angry homosexuals and lesbians determined to abolish Christian virtue and
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moral judgment in any form. We must proceed with caution, and we must come forth
with open hands.27
W hat is to be the church’s resp onse to homo sexuality? This writer has
offered a fourfo ld response which is both biblical and balanced. The church can no
longer remain ignorant, deceived, arro gant, or ap athetic to this important issue facing
it. There are no mo re “new worlds” for the modern pilgrims to flee to. The line has
been drawn in the sand. The church must do what Jude asked it to do: “to contend
earne stly for the faith which was once for all handed down to the saints” (Jude 4).
Apathy is not an option, neither is failure.
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REVIEWS
Kenneth E. B ailey, Jesus Throug h M iddle Eastern Eyes. Cultural Studies in the
Gospels. Downers Gro ve, Ill.: InterV arsity, 2008. $23.00. 443 pp. Reviewed
by James E. Rosscup, Professor of Bible Exposition.
Tho se who study the Bible with informed sources have profited from
Bailey’s past book s, Poet and Peasant and a compa nion work Through Peasant
Eyes, devoted to Jesus’ parab les. In this latest product the same author has four
chapters on the birth of Jesus, two on the beatitudes, four on the prayer Jesus taught
His disciples, three on drama tic acts of Jesus, seven dealing with Jesus and women.
Three of the latter are also on parables, and join twelve other chapters devoted to
gospel parables. T his effort repeats six parables dealt with in Bailey’s two previous
books, with just a bit of new material an d som e fresh o rganization. T hese six
comment on the Two Debtors, the Widow and the Judge, the Good Samaritan, the
Rich Foo l, the Pharisee a nd the Tax Co llector, and the Great Ba nque t.
The chapters on the Savior’s birth delve into detail on Luke 2:1-20, the
genealogy in Matthew 1 , the visit of wise men a nd H erod ’s atrocities, and Simeon
and Anna. On dramatic acts, Bailey studies the Call of Peter (Luke 5:1-11), the
Inauguration of Jesus’ Ministry (Luke 4:16-31), the Blind Man and Zacchaeus
(18:35–1 9:11). On Jesus and the Women, the writer has an introductory chapter,
then the Wom an at the Well (John 4:1-47), the Syro-Phoenician W o ma n (M att
15:21-28), the Lady in the Stoning Threat (John 7:53–8:11), the Woman and Simon
the Pharisee (Luke 7:36-50), the W idow and the Judge (L uke 18:1-8), and the W ise
and Foo lish W ome n (M att 25:1-13). Three of these are on parables, and later Bailey
has an entire section on further stories of Jesus.
On Jesus’ birth, the author sees Joseph and Mary as accepted into a private
peasant home of Davidic people or relatives, not forced to resort to a lonely cave or
cold stable. The birth was in the family living room because the guest chamber was
already filled. Bailey stresses the honor that Middle Eastern village people showed
guests. In M atthew 1 , he seeks to answer why, desp ite a custo m of Jewish
genealogies tracing males, Matthew mentions four women. As to the wise men, they
were from Arab ia since gold was mined there, and frankincense and myrrh are from
trees that grow only in that area. He cites Justin Martyr (A.D. 160) who says five
times in his Dialogue with Trypho that these travelers hailed from Arabia, and adds
that Tertullian and Clement of Rome mad e the same claim (53).
255
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The book offers insights on the nine beatitudes and each detail of the prayer
in Matt 6:9-12. It argues that prayers such as this one should be brief, simple, and
direct can be potent, as were prayers of Jesus in the Gospels, though at times He
prayed for great spans of time. M uch is devoted to the meaning of “Abba,” a word
that an Aramaic person used for his or her human father, a respected person of rank,
or a teacher. Bailey disagrees with Joachim Jeremias’ claim that “father” was
unique on the lips of Jesus, and points out that the OT uses “father” a dozen times
in reference to God. He feels that the phrase “Our Father” is defined by Jesus in the
Parable of the Prodigal Son.
The chapters on Jesus and women provide many cultural aspects. Bailey
refers to the woman at the well as “the first Christian female preacher” (cf. John
4:29-30). She left the well and became a spring for others as she shared the message.
On the woman in Simon’s house, several customs enrich the discussion, and lessons
stand out— e.g., forgiveness, love, faith, obedience, the elevation of women. Culture
is vital in the account of the ten virgins. For example, the foolish women did not
prepare by having a clay flask of oil to replenish their lamps, and could not borrow
preparations for the com ing of the brid egroom. In the spiritua l analogy, peo ple
cannot get commitment and discipleship on loan, but must personally be ready for
Christ’s coming.
Scholars on parables bring much difference of opinion to the study of the
Unjust Steward. Bailey is certain that this manager is not only a rascal when first his
boss accuses him, but a deceitful e mbe zzler in his brief, private, ind ividual deals
with clients before he leaves office. He causes a large p ortion of the deb ts to be lost
to the boss to reap his selfish gain in the clients’ gratitude to him for saving them
mon ey. The boss later would take the loss quietly rather than incur the deb tors’
angry accusation that he had gone back on arrangements they felt were by his
authority. The steward is explained this way by some. Bailey does not grapp le with
the view of others that the steward, accused of guilt at first, later helps his boss and
the clients by cutting away his ow n interest, thus ingratiating himself with the
debtors. The boss gets his full amount and seems to be a hero for generosity.
Parabo lic studies see the matter quite differently, and it does not appear as simple as
Bailey makes it. In either view, however, the boss praises the steward not for being
clean but for working an ingenious plan to play to his advantage after he has turned
in the books.
Bailey’s treatment of the Pounds takes the entrusted amounts to represent
spiritual gifts, whereas scholars vary with several different views here. Jesus gives
the entrustments by grace, then reward in the roles of greater respo nsibility in
service. He also is gene rous, Bailey feels, in not punishing or rejecting an unfaithful
slave. He does not deal with the similarities that exist between this parable and the
Parable of the Talents (Matt 25:14-30), as an example of what happens to an
unfaithful slave there.
The boo k is often stim ulating, quite readab le, steeped in cultural b enefits
drawn from d ecad es of research, and liable to stir one to agree or disagree. In view
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of the substantial comments just on parables (nearly 200 pages, 239 -426), serious
students of Scripture will find this a provocative work to add to their shelves of
parabolic studies. In this reviewer’s appraisal, the book has much to offer but rates
after specialist parabo lic commentaries by Arland Hultgren, K lyne Snodgrass,
Stanley Ellisen, and Simon Kistemaker, in that order.

A. Philip Brown II and Bryan W . Smith. A R ead er’s H ebrew Bible. Grand Rapid s:
Zondervan, 2008. xxviii + 1652 pp. $49.99 (cloth). Reviewed by William D.
Barrick, P rofesso r of Old T estament.
Philip Brown is associate professor of Bible and ministerial education at
Go d’s Bible College (Cincinnati, Ohio) and B ryan Smith is Bible integration
coordinator for B ob J ones University Press (G reenville, S.C.). The project
commenced after Brown saw A Reader’s Greek New Testament (Zondervan, 2004 ),
then co mpiled a sample of Jonah to present to the p ublisher as a proposal.
A Rea der’s Hebrew Bible (RHB) makes a go od first impress ion. Attractively bound in tan Italian D uo-T one with gilt-edged pages and a ribbon pa ge
marker, it displays clean typeset pa ges with legible fonts. It app ears to be a d urable
edition that will stand up under a lot of use. An informative “Introd uction” (xii-xxvi)
prepares the user well, explaining the volum e’s purpose, text, and glosses.
Experienced Hebrew Bible read ers will find that it takes time to ad apt to the absence
of text critical apparatus and masorah parva, but beginning Hebrew students will
take to it like a duc k to water.
A few glitches exist in the first edition due to software conversion
problems. For example, at Ps 107:21 -26 (1220) a H ebrew accent (telisha parvum)
appears in the ma rgin to the right of the verse numb ers. T hose, along with other
examples elsewhere in the Hebrew Bible, should have been inverted nuns. In
addition, only in Genesis, an error in typesetting code produced a seghol with a tsere
in 322 word s (e.g., 5
G 1F instead of 5GG1, Gen 1:20). Brown performs yeoman service
by revealing the errata himself on the Internet at the following URLs that he posted
July 10, 20 08: http://exegeticalthoughts.blogspot.com/2008/01/readers-hebrewbible-review-by-its.html and http://spreadsheets.google.com/ccc?key=pgvtUNGb0 Z
rsJiCb86RG MfA& hl=en.
All proper nouns occu rring less than 10 0 times in the Hebrew (less than 25
times in the Aramaic) are screened in gray. Footnotes accompany all words
occurring less than 1 00 tim es in the H ebrew Bible and less than 25 times in the
Aram aic sections. An append ix lists all Hebrew words occurring more than 100
times together with their respective glosses (1644-5 0). A second ap pendix lists all
27 differences between the text of Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS) and the
electro nic database for the Westminster Leningrad Codex 4.4 (W LC) (1651 -52).
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BibleWorks 7.0, a popular Bible software program, employs WLC as its Hebrew
Bible text. T he pattern for eac h footnote entry is as follows:
fn#

Ho mon ym# L emm a stem: HALOT; BDB;
Alternate.
II
|/ QAL: cease; recede; D CH : depart.

fn#

The prima ry lexicons are K oehler and Baumga rtner, ed s., The Hebrew and Arama ic
Lexicon of the O ld Testament (HALOT; Brill, 2001) and B rown, D river, and B riggs,
Hebrew and English Lexicon (BDB; Clarendon Press, 1907). Alternates include
Ho lladay, A Concise Hebrew and Arama ic Lexicon (Eerdmans, 19 71) and Clines,
The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew (DCH [sic]; Sheffield Academ ic Press, 2001).
All glosses are context-specific, not arbitrarily chosen (xxi). From time to time
Brown and Smith cite a commentary, author, or other reference work for the
alternate meaning. For example, in Josh 9:4 footnote 7 presents the alternate as
“NICOT: act as an ambassador, WB C: disguise oneself as a messenger” (377).
Brown and Smith derived these alternate glosses from M arten H. W oud stra, The
Book of Joshua, New International Commen tary on the OT (Eerdmans, 1994) and
Trent C. B utler, Joshua, Wo rd Biblical Commentary (Thom as Nelson, 1983).
Actually, these two sample entry types occur very seldom. Most footnotes
in RHB are like footnote 48 in Jer 10:14—“ 497 QAL : smelt; refiner, goldsmith”
(807). DCH and Holladay tend to be the mo st frequent alternate sourc es for glosses.
Anticipating questions concerning the use of Holladay, the authors explain that
“substantial differences” exist between it and HALOT (xviii). Brown supplied this
reviewer with the following statistics concerning alternate glosses in RHB: 244 from
Ho lladay, 172 from DCH, 8 from WBC, 4 from NICOT, and 1 from NIDOTTE that
occurs in 4 sep arate instances. In addition, author-supplied glosses occur in 185
instances (not separate glosses). Absence of an alternative gloss does not necesarily
indicate satisfaction with HALOT and BD B (xxii). Sometimes the authors were
either unable to find an adequate gloss or were uncertain of what one would be.
Brown and Smith follow the practice of the J. Alan Groves Center for
Advanced Biblical Research by displaying both Keth ib and Qere readings in the text.
The text (Keth ib) of Gen 8:1 7 in BHS reads !7
F &A %
H , while the margin offers !7*% as
the Qere. In RHB the text read s: !7
F *A %
H Q !7&%K (12). Thus, the authors assume the
traditional viewpoint that the Masoretes employed Qere to correct the text (xv). They
do not mention the possibility that the Qere, according to John Barton (Ho ly
Writings, Sacred Text [Westminster John Knox, 1997]) and James Barr (“A New
Look at Kethibh -Qere,” Oudtestamentische Studiën 21 [1981]:19-37), might not be
a correction of the Keth ib, “but a registration of the reading tradition which enables
the scrib e not to be misled by it” (Ba rton, Holy Writings 124).
Description of the text and practices of the volume leads to a more
pragmatic issue: How should Hebrew teachers utilize RHB? Since RHB encourages
the student to learn all Hebrew vocabulary found over 100 times in the Hebrew
Bible, it does not interfere with the very important role of vocabulary acquisition.
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The authors point out that the volume “seeks to facilitate reading . . . , it cannot serve
as a replacement for the standard lexica” (xvii). Reading RHB produces a literal
translation, not a technically accurate translation. Students will mo re readily gain
confidence in their reading ability by having the rarer words glossed for them in the
footnotes.
RHB does not replace good lexical skills, sound exegetical work, and
careful textual critical analysis (xvii-xviii). Readers “mu st discern which gloss is
contextually appropriate” (xxi). Users must not construe reliance on HALOT and
BDB as agreement with their glosses. In fact, on a number of occasions the two
authors had reason to question the accuracy of glosses offered by one or more
lexicons. Brown and S mith purposefully offer no alternate translation in such
situations (xxii). In ad dition, the authors treat mu lti-word idioms word-by-word,
leaving the determination o f actual m eaning to the reader (xxiii).
W hen the text is difficult in both Keth ib and Qere, some exege tes resort to
conjectural emendation. The authors of RHB, however, avoid it completely, giving
the reader no hint at all as to how to resolve the reading. For example, two footnotes
occur in Prov 22:20 (.*
E *-E
I Q .&-K), one for eac h read ing: “ .|-A
E three d ays
ago, the day before yesterday . . . III *E
I fighting charioteer; adjutant” (1366). The
footnotes give no indication that comm entators and Bible translations are nearly
unanimous in reading the text as “thirty [sayings]” ( .*E A ). Wrestling with these
issues contextually teaches the student to think.
Therefore, teachers might recommend or require RHB as a text in beginning
Hebrew and Heb rew reading courses with the confidence that it will not undercut
their teaching goals. Indeed, with RHB teachers will find that they can require a
greater amount of reading without having to supply word lists for the assigned
passages. In schools with required chapel attendance, students can carry RHB with
them for checking OT texts in the Hebrew—a nother great method for expanding and
retaining knowledge of the Hebrew Bible.

James W. Bryant and Mac Brunson. The N ew G uidebook for P astors. Nashville,
Tenn.: B & H Publishing Group, 2007. 311 pp. $24.99 (paper). Reviewed by
Alex D. Mo ntoya, Associate P rofessor of P astoral M inistries.
This book is written as a follow up to Criswell’s Guidebook for Pa stors,
written by W . A. Criswell, famous Southern Baptist preacher and pastor. James W .
Brant is a professor of theology at The Criswell College, and Mac Brunson is senior
pastor of First Baptist Church in Jacksonville, Florida. These two men have teamed
up to produce a new manual for pastors to guide them through the maze of pastoral
responsib ilities.
The book contains 21 chapters of practical advice to pastors, with each
chapter having the cap tion of “T he Pastor and H is. . . .” It covers the whole field
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from the call to the retirement. It provides a good companion volume to Crisw ell’s
book, bringing many of the issues pastors face up to date. The chapters are full of
practical wisdo m and suggestions, but not much on theological foundations. The
chapters on “His First Church,” “Missions, and Evangelism,” “H is Ethics,”
“Changing Churches,” “His denomination” are clearly new items to consider.
The authors have a Southern Baptist backgro und, and write for a Southern
Bap tist pastor, which might be an obstacle if the reader is not a Baptist. Aside from
this, the authors provide a much need ed up date o n what a young pastor nee ds to
know. The b ook also provide s some valuable resourc es in the appendixes, which by
themselves would be worth the price of the book.

Christopher Cone, ed. Dispensationalism Tomorrow & Beyond: A Theological
Collection in Ho nor of Ch arles C . Ryrie. Fort Worth, Tex.: Tyndale S emina ry,
508 pp. $ 29.0 0. Reviewed by James E. Rosscup, Professor of Bible Expo sition.
Twenty-three chapters seek to reflect Dispen sationalism in its best, most
defensible light. They celebrate Ryrie, long-time Professor of Systematic Theology
at Dallas Theological Seminary, and author of the definitive Dispen sationalism
Today. He also did The Ryrie Stud y Bib le, Premillennialism and the Christian
Faith, Biblical Theology of the N ew T estam ent, Th e Grace of God, T he H oly Spirit,
Revelation, Acts, B asic Theology, Balancing the Christian Life, So Great Salvation,
“Epistles of John” (Wy cliffe Bib le Co mm entary), The Miracles of Jesu s, The Bible
and Tom orrow’s N ews, and a number of journal articles and chapters in other b ooks.
He even has written the first chapter in the current book, ad vocating “T he N ecessity
of Dispensationa lism.”
Cone is president of Tyndale Theological Seminary and Biblical Institute.
He joins R yrie and fifteen other writers. Robert Thom as of The Master’s Seminary
contributes C hapters 6 (“T he Principle of the Single Mea ning”) and 9 (“The New
Testament Use of the Old Testament”) from his own b ook , Evangelical Hermeneutics.
Some chapters are of substantial help. Others might give the impression
that they stress points found more or less in systems the work opposes, such as
amillennialism. The work joins a large number of books in the past three decades
which collect chapters b y main expo nents of a premillennial dispensational
conviction.
In Cone’s “Four Pillars o f Dispensatio nalism,” this reviewer must confess
that only on e of these points seem s to distinguish disp ensatio nalism su bstantially
from other theologies. This is his fourth point, using consistent, literal hermeneutics
to explain Scripture. Cone lists a lot of ideas to favor a historical/grammatical
method (25-30). Parts of this seem inconclusive in rejecting one system’s handling
of biblical phenomena and favoring anothe r. Some will conc lude that certain
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dispensational interpreters on specific passages practice solid and natural hermeneutics, but other dispensational views on texts meet with rejection even from many
others in the system . And passages are open to different interpretations, some of
which have more solid proof. However, candidly, this is also true of systems that the
book opp oses, such as amillennialism and po stmillennialism. Disp ensatio nalists do
contend for a basic approach that often measures texts according to the most natural,
evide nt, straightforward sense that the wo rds co nvey.
Charles Ray in “Basic Distinctives of Dispensationalism” (chapter 4)
presses some interesting po ints. One is the difficulty that amillennialists face in
conceiving of Satan as bound in the present age (Rev 20:2) when quite a number of
NT passages are lucid on the very strong, deceptive activity of Satan or demons
today (48-49). A further point is the non-premillennial idea that has the church
present since the beginning of the Bible (50 ).
Contrary to this, Ray shows,
dispe nsationalists argue for distinguishing Israel and the church, and say the church
began at Penteco st (Acts 2). Among Ray’s observations are these: non-mention of
the church in the OT, P aul’s calling the church a “m ystery hidd en in God,” not made
known in pre-NT generations (51), the church as yet future in Matt 16:18, the
church as “one new man [perso n]” (E ph 2:15), not an o ld entity to which God is
simply continuing to add mo re people. W ith these is the factor that the apostles were
at a stage of the church’s foundation in Eph 2:20, not integrated after it was far along
in a lengthy history (52).
Ray also sensitively reconsiders NT texts in which covenant theologians
equate the church with Israel (5 3-58 ). An ex amp le is Gal 6:16, “the Israe l of Go d.”
He defends rendering the word kai there in the primary sense as “and,” so as to refer
to Gentiles who believe (distinct from people of Israel) “and the Israel of Go d,” i.e.,
peo ple ethnically of Israel who also are genuinely of God (5 5). This fits with the
idea that Israel is Israel in an ethnic sense in its vast multiplied occurrences in the
NT , just as in the OT (56).
Some will wond er about wo rding in chapter 13 where “the day of the Lord”
seems limited to being a time o f God ’s wrath. Som e passages appe ar to see the
“day” (era) as continuing on to include blessing in the kingdom that follows
judgment. For example Joel 3:14 seem s to focus on judgment in “the day of the
Lord,” and in the context about that time v. 18 refers to blessing “in that day,”
naturally the “day” the context defines.
Bo th judgment and blessing will occur in a “day” in which God shows
extrao rdinarily that He is indeed “Lord.” Later, the current work does cite Paul Enns
to the effect that the Day of the Lord even carries through the millennium (280),
conceding that it also includes a blessing aspect. The work also allows that among
relevant texts, 1 C or 5:5 is one which states that “the spirit may be saved in the day
of the Lo rd Jesus” (2 82). If so, statem ents of chapter 13 at different po ints would
be more effective if everywhere co nsistent, i.e., the “d ay” is only one of wrath, or
within it God also shows his Lordship in blessing for which the judgment has cleared
the way.
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Ray’s chap ters 14-15 craft a very careful look at interpretations of Dan
9:24-27. He shows that views lack defensible evidence when they posit that the
“sevens” refer to days, weeks, or months. He argues it as more reasonable that the
reference is to years. His contrib ution also help s on views about which period the
“seventy sevens” covers. He defends the meaning of years as actual years, the first
sixty-nine transpiring before the Messiah’s death and the end of the seventieth seven
at the M essiah’s Second A dvent.
John W hitcomb’s detailed reasoning that the two witnesses (Revelation 11)
are two individuals comes in chapter 17. He argues that numbers in the Revelation
are, for the m ost part, sensible if seen as literal (359). He even makes an am bitious
effort to support the two witnesses being Elijah and Moses brought back from the
afterlife. Not all dispensationalists can agree that Moses will die twice, and so far
apart, once in Deut 34:5-7 and again in Rev 11:7-8. And not all will concede that
Elijah perso nally needs to b e one of the two future heralds. For examp le, Daniel
W ong has developed much reasoning against the probability that the two are Moses
and Elijah, rather the two are future servants who are as yet unknown (“The Two
W itnesses in Revelation 11,” Bibliothec a Sacra 154, July-September 1997).
Jerry Hulling er in cha pter 1 8 assesses in diligent detail views on the time
of the temple in E zekiel 40– 48. H e argues against it being just an ideal and not a
literal temple, or Solomon’s historical temple, or the church (Eph 2 :11ff.) or Christ
(John 2:19), or the New Jerusalem in Revelation 21–22 (377-85). He himself
reasons that it meets the best hermene utical demand s to see it as literal during the
millennium, after Christ’s Second Coming.
Chapter 21 has the sobering arguments of Ron Bigalke, Jr., to defend
dispensational teachers as advocating social action to improve the world. He shows
evidence to argue unfairness of Reformed claims that the system is so cially
irresponsible, indifferent, and concerned only with the future.
The work has enough to show that dispensationalists in a number of
passages ought to be taken se riously. T hey seek to explain B ible verses in their most
natural sense, and so me individua l efforts reasonably achieve this.

Russe ll T. Fuller and Kyo ungwon C hoi. An Invitation to Biblical Hebrew: A
Beginning Grammar. Grand Rapids: Kregel, 2006. xviii + 364 pp + 6 DV D set.
$99.98 (cloth). Reviewed by Kyle C. Dunham, Faculty Associate.
As an addition to the Invitation to T heological Studies series, An Invitation
to Biblical Hebrew furnishes a useful introductory grammar fo r beginning stud ents
to biblica l Heb rew. R ussell T . Fuller, associate pro fessor o f Old T estament
interpretation at The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, and Kyoungwon Cho i,
at the time of publication a Ph.D. student at SBTS, take up the time-tested deductive
approach, focusing on “m astery of the fundamentals of Hebrew pho nology (the
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sounds)” and “of Hebrew mo rphology (the forms of the language)” (xvii). The
authors contend that “until phonology and morphology are mastered, syntax cannot
be truly understoo d or appreciated,” on the premise that “Hebrew cannot be learned
in a year” (xvii). The aim of the approach, and ultimately of the gra mmar itself, is
“that students will master Heb rew so well that they will actually use it for ministry”
(xvii). By presenting the language in such a “thorough manner,” the authors seek to
counteract the unsettling tendency for erstwhile seminary students to ignore Hebrew
upon graduation, concluding that “this will only happen—not by computer
programs— when students truly learn the language” (xviii).
W ithin that goal, the grammar is an acc essible, largely effec tive prim er to
the fundamentals of bib lical Hebrew. The grammar divides into two parts: (1)
Phonological Principles (chapters 1-6, 26 pp.) and (2) Mo rphological Principles
(chapters 7-38, 256 pp.). The section devoted to phonological principles covers the
alphabet, syllabification, the shewa, the dagesh (lene and forte), the qam ets and
qam ets hatuf, gutturals, and the rules of proto-Hebrew. The section on morpho logical principles divides into four sections: (1) Particles (chapters 7-9, 17 pp.); (2)
Nouns and Adjectives (chapters 10-16, 49 pp.); (3) Strong Verbs (chapters 17-28,
53 pp.); and (4) Weak Verbs (chapters 29-38, 98 pp.). The first portion takes aim at
particles, covering the article, the interrogative m arkers ( %/ and %), the direct object
marker, inseparable prepositions, and the preposition 0/
E . The portion on nouns and
adjectives follows, with treatm ent of the noun in its absolute and construct state, the
syntax of nouns and adjectives, the pronominal suffixes attaching to prepositions and
nouns, and segholate nouns. The third section presents the strong verb, including the
perfect and imperfect forms, participles and infinitives, and an introduction to the
seven principal stems. Presentations of the stative verb and the attachment of
pronominal suffixes to the verb are included . The final po rtion deals with weak verbs
and is the lengthiest, com prising o ver one-third of the entire gram mar (p roportionate
to the difficulty of what the authors identify as the “Mount Everest of Hebrew”
[189]). The various weak verbs are analyzed, those with gutturals or aleph in the
first, second, or third root letter; with waw or yod in the root; with nun as first root
letter; and geminate verbs. With its comprehensive treatment of the weak verb, the
textbook mitigates considerably the difficulty of that elusive aspect of Hebrew
grammar and in so doing offers its greatest contribution.
The terminology of the grammar is geared by the authors’ own admission
to beginning students, not to Hebrew scholars, with popular and at times colloquial
expressions (xvii). Such turns of phrase as “the shewa is an imp overished vowe l, the
low rent district of Hebrew— some are vocal about it, others are silent” (13) and
“down from Sinai, we now examine the idolatries of the particles, those d emo ns only
exorcised through memory— mostly” (31) illustrate this tack. The grammar follows
modern Israeli pronunciation (4). E mph asis is placed on understanding the rules of
so-called proto-Hebrew (i.e., pre-biblical Hebrew) (Fuller and C hoi designate
chapter 6 “the heart of the grammar” and “the Hebrew Sinai”) (25). Here the reader
realizes the authors’ governing methodology: to grasp Hebrew m orphology the
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student must become a skilled craftsman able to dismantle each word to its original
(pre-biblical) form a nd to reassemble it.
In addition, several other aspects of the grammar will prove beneficial to
the beginner. The authors’ consistent use of mnemonic devices and catch phrases
assists in the assimilation of some of the more formidable features of Hebrew
grammar (the acronym SQeNeMLeVY [18 n. 5] is one example). The mastery of
proto-Hebrew forms provides a solid foundation for grasping with alacrity how
Hebrew words are “put together.” The authors’ correlation of the pronominal
element with the suffixes and prefixes of the perfect and imperfect verb s is a helpful
correlation for comprehension of the morphology of the strong verb (104, 110).
Further, the authors’ explication of certain aspects such as circumstantial clauses,
which differentiate waw + noun constructions from waw consecutive constructions,
is informative (164–65). The charts and appendices are very beneficial in illustrating
the concepts of the book.
A few other features of the grammar are of benefit. The authors place
welcome emphasis on drills and repetition, placed along with probing questions at
the end of each chapter. This technique compels the student to master elemental
concepts and is on the whole a strength of the grammar (one caveat is that the
cumulative drills become somewhat exacting by the end of the book; drills on the
material of chapter two — syllabification of words, placement of the dagesh, and
distinguishing the silent vis-à-vis vocal shewa—are included in every subsequent
chapter [by chapter 25 the drills portion is longer than the lesson itself, nearly three
full pages]). In addition, the authors use a variety of innovations which set the
grammar apart. For instance, vowel pointing variations for verbs are taught via a
color method (e.g., A = red; E or Î = green; O = orange) (127) (however, this
reviewer is admittedly ambivalent toward the color method; see below). Treatment
of the morpho logy o f nouns and verbs utilizes a “box” method to illustrate the
process of adding suffixes and shifting accentuatio n (51 and passim), which may
allay some of the discomfiture arising from the occasionally perplexing alteration of
Hebrew forms.
A few minor weaknesses of the grammar merit mention. First, no direct
Scripture is cited or incorporated until the final two chapters, so the longsuffering
student must wait some time to apply his or her knowledge of Hebrew to the text
itself (in fairness, the authors modify and create Hebrew texts for translation in the
grammar often close to actual biblical texts, yet without citation). Second, the box
method of morpho logy has drawbacks. The concept is never thoroughly explained
in the grammar (although more so in the D VD s), but is used pervasively with nouns
and verbs. The authors use boxes in lieu of a paradigmatic strong verb (such as
-)8) to master the conjugations, which lacks opportunity for audible reinforcement
and requires greater rote memorization. Third, the color method for verbs is of
uncertain value to this reviewer, who was as confused at times by the explanation of
the colors as by the vario us mo difications of the forms themse lves, as illustrated in
the following explanation:
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If the details are forgotten, remember A/÷ for all stems except the Pu“al, Hoph‘al
A/A… Pi“ l has a little green (3ms) in the perfect; Niph‘al has a little red (2,
3fp) in the imperfect-imperative; Hithpa“ l is the most colorful A-/÷-a; Hip h‘îl
has the Hireq-Yod A-î/Î-; the Pu “al and Ho ph‘al are Co mmunists (all red) A/A
(135).
Fourth, curiou sly the authors omit explanation of the triliteral root system of Hebrew
verbs.
In addition to the grammar, a set of six DVD s with thirty-eight lectures,
which feature Russell Fuller’s presentation of the lessons of the textbook, are
available. The DVD s will prove quite helpful to those seeking further reinforcement
of the concepts, including perhaps students without opportunity for formal seminary
training. While the format of the presentation is simple (Fuller is seated, teaching the
lessons with a white board), the technique is effective, and Fuller takes opp ortunity
to provide fresh insights and to enhance and reinforce the concepts. The DV Ds are
exceptionally profitable in drilling down the tools and pedagogy of the grammar.
Fuller’s closing stateme nt expresses his desire that the knowledge gained will be
used for G od’s glory, a worthy desire this reviewer echoes.

J. Daniel Hays, J. Scott Duvall, and C. Marvin P ate. Dictionary of Biblical
Pro phecy and End Times. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2007. 512 pp. $35 .99
(cloth). Reviewed by Dennis M . Swanson, D irector of the Semina ry Libra ry.
The world of biblical and theological reference works has for some time
needed a new, updated reference source o n biblical pro phecy. J. Barton Payne’s
excellent Encyclopedia of Biblical Prophecy (San Francisco: Harper and R ow, 1973)
is now severe ly dated and not form atted to deal with specific terms. Rathe r it treats
prophecy by prop hecy in the text. John W alvoord ’s Every Prophecy in the Bib le
(Colorado Springs, Colo.: Victor, 1999), was much along the same line, but was a
decidedly disappointing production.
This current volume is arranged along the lines of a normal reference work,
dealing with terminology (bo th biblical and theological), prophecy within individual
books of the B ible, and concepts. The authors have presented this work as
“conceived with the purpo se of helping lay p eop le in the church study and
understand biblical prophecy” (7). The authors state that they have “no theological
agenda to push or prophetic viewpoint to champion, other than a strong commitment
to the Scriptures and a passion to interpret the biblical texts in accordance with the
intention of the biblical writers” (ibid). T he phrase “stro ng commitment to
Scripture” as opposed to inerrancy strikes this reviewer as an interesting choice of
words.
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As laudable as the authors’ intentions were, the end product presented in
this work is a disaster. The individual article headings are a mish-mash that
obv iously had no input from any editorial hand experienced in reference subject
headings. For instance, instead of listing all of the views of the rapture under a
standard and easily understood hea ding such as “R apture, Views of” (with individual
“see” listings for the names of each view placed alphabetically, for example, “MidTribulational Rap ture: See Rapture, Views of” pointing to the single main article)
each view of the rapture is given a separate entry. The problem is that the entries for
the Pretribulational Rapture (348-51) and Prewrath Rapture (351-52) follow each
other with no break. This gives the appearance to the target audience that these are
the only two rapture views. The M idtribulational Rapture (284-86) and
Posttribulational Rapture (337-40) entries are lost. Even more oddly, an actual entry
for “Rapture” (362-64) has much of the same m aterial as in the scattered articles.
The same problem plagues seve ral subjects suc h as those related to the millennium
and the Book of Revelation (where articles related to the interpretive options of
Revelation are sca ttered throughout the volum e). A lengthy article has charts for the
“Seven Churches of Revelation” (416-24), but then the work has individual articles
for each of the seven cities. The “see” references that are used at the end of the
articles are no t set off adequately in terms o f type font or style to catch the eye. The
authors decided not to use “see also” references, simply using “see,” apparently not
knowing the difference or being unaware of standard reference work formatting.
Though choices for entries are also a question for any reference work, some
of the omissions are egregious. Entries exist for the Abrahamic, the Davidic, and the
New Covenants, but no entries for or even references to the other b iblical co venants
(e.g., Noahic, Palestinian, Mo saic, and Priestly). By comp arison, an entry does occur
for the entirely insignificant and obscure individual named Noadiah in the OT (314).
Some of the “see” entries are distracting. On page 416, an entry for “Servant of the
Lord” appears with the line “See Servant Songs.” That “see” line is followed
imme diately with the entry for “Servant Songs” making the “see” entry rather
pointless. Actually, the first entry “Servant of the Lord” would have bee n the
stronger and more logical heading for the entry. Though the volume has an entry for
“Heaven” (200-20 1), it has none for “Hell” or even “Eternal Punishment,” not even
a “see” referenc e that would point the reader to the inadequate entry for “Lake of
Fire” (246). A one-paragraph entry for “Second Advent” (409) is followed
imme diately by a lengthy entry for “Second Co ming,” clearly rendering the previous
entry superfluous since no meaningful distinction exists between the two.
Another con fusing choice is listing Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John as
“Book of” instead of “Go spel of.” This is most problematic with the Gospel of John.
Under the heading of “Bo ok of John” (23 1-32 ) one is left wond ering exactly what
is meant, the G ospel account o r one of the thre e epistles. In fact, it is not until the
second paragraph of the entry that the reader is informed that the Gospel acco unt is
being discussed. As one progresses through the article the question arises over
whether the epistles will also be discussed at all; they are not. Some biblical boo ks,
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desp ite their obvious importance in biblical prophecy (e.g., The B ook o f Roma ns,
especially Chapters 9–11) are left untreated . The labeling of the entries with
“Book(s) of” is inconsistent, sometimes used and sometimes not (e.g., 1 and 2
Thessalonians).
Bib liograp hic entries for the articles (or even a separate bibliography
listing) are conspicuous in their absence. In the 122 endno tes (483-87), a dec idedly
poor practice in a “dictionary”; the authors give no indication as to which article a
particular note pertains (and the formatting of the superscript numbers renders them
difficult to find). The only index is a Scripture Index “with Ap ocryp ha.” However,
the Apocryphal Books are not in their standard location (between the Old and New
Testament) nor are they catego rically labeled, b ut simply listed after Revelation.
This work might have been salvaged with a simple index listing of all the articles,
but this was not done. An index of people named would have bee n an ea sy and
useful addition. Multiple typographical errors and several misplaced or misleading
“header labels” (see the top of pages 342, 343 , 344, 345, and 34 6 for examples) are
further blemishes.
The volume gives every appearance of being rushed through production
without careful editorial examination and with no regard for the use of standard
subject headings or standard reference-work formatting. The good material that
appears (and there are som e well-written, albeit unremarkable, portions in this
volume) is hopelessly lost in the confusing maze of this “dictionary.” It cannot be
recommended at any level, for it is over-priced, poorly executed, and incomplete.

Michael P. Knowles, ed. The Folly of Preaching. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans. 2007.
264 pp. $ 18.0 0 (paper). Reviewed by Alex D. Montoya, Associate Professor
of Pastoral M inistry.
This book has an emphasis on the methods and models of preaching, with
Michael Knowles providing a number of well-known and some not-so-well-known
preache rs giving their emphasis on preaching. T he boo k has four main divisions:
“New Creation”: The So cial Dimensions of Preaching
“Not with Plausible Words of Wisdom”: Homiletic Method
“Grace Sufficient”: The Theo logy of Preaching
“Grace Sufficient”: Sermons
Among the contributors are David G. B uttrick, Tony Campolo, Thomas G.
Long, Martin Marty, John R. W. Stott, Elizabeth R. Achtemeier, and Haddon W .
Robinson. The editor endeavored to garnish the best of these authors, and use it to
emphasize the nature of preach ing. He utilized the Co rinthian exhortation on the
foolishness of the message preached as the theme.
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As would be expected in a book of this nature, the sections vary in style,
approach, and theological foundations. One derives profit in its reading, and the
preacher is challenged with vario us them es. The section on “Serm ons” provides
examples on mode ls of preaching. Although not intentionally expositional, the
sermons do expand one’s concept of preaching.

Paul E. K optak. Proverbs. NIV Ap plication Commentary. Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2003. 71 2 pp. $29 .99 (cloth). Reviewed by William D. Barrick, Professor
of Old Testament.
The NIV Application Commentary’s primary aim is to provide biblical
expositors with a tool that will help them bring the message of Scripture into a
modern context (7). T o exp edite the series’ aim, the authors divide each commentary
into three sections: “Original Meaning” (traditional exegetical material), “Bridging
Contexts” (explanation of the text’s timeless truths that m ove readers closer to
present-day application), and “Contempo rary Significance” (modern application).
The last two sections of each passage studied are the obvious focus of this volume
and are extremely helpful as guides to ap plicatio n for the devo tional reader as well
as the teacher and preacher.
Up front, Koptak warns readers not to think of the Book of Proverbs “as the
kind of success handbook we find in the self-help section” (19). Throughout the
commentary he remains cautious in making application of Proverbs to modern
readers. In doing so, he makes the reader aware of the similarities and differences
between the world of Proverbs and today (20; cp. 76-81 ). For Koptak, the purpo se
of Pro verbs is “to foster wisdo m,” (2 4) and it “sets out for its readers three pursuits
under the banner of wisdom: knowledge, character, and piety” (63). By looking at
both the rheto rical elem ents of P roverbs (2 5-27 , 33-3 5) and its relationship to
ancient Near Eastern wisdom literature (27-30), he prepares readers for both
interpretation and application. At key junctures he focuses on the importance of
literary context (e.g., 15 2-54 , 284 -87). K optak add resses m any co mments dire ctly
to the preacher and teacher to offer suggestions on how to preach difficult passages
within Proverbs (e.g., 216-17). Repeatedly, he points out catchwords, clusters,
strings, themes, and structures that provide a literary context even for the collections
of individual proverbs (337, 35 4-55, 381, 393 -94).
Rather than adopting the viewpoint that Proverbs prepares civil servants for
service in the Israelite royal court (cf. 30-31), Koptak adheres to a family orientation
in the book. In his first words dealing with Prov 1:8-19, he writes, “The literary
setting for the instruction in chapters 1–9 is the home schooling of a young man
coming of age” (71). This approach presents lessons for young people and parents
alike. Indeed, the commentator claims that the text “urges p arents to take seriously
the task of wisdom educ ation in the home” (110 ). Parents will find this commentary
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supportive of their educational role with their children, as well as challenging them
to avoid the mistake of applying the truths of Proverbs to the young alone (112).
An examination of some of the key interpretive issues within Proverbs
prese nts a picture of Koptak’s interpretive conclusions. On the personification of
Wisdom in Proverbs 8, Koptak identifies a NT developm ent of an analogy between
Wisdom and Christ without taking the passage as prophetic (42, 243, 258-61).
W ithout getting bogged do wn in the various views of 11:30, the commentator works
through the text to demonstrate that the meaning is that “the wise p romote life, they
do not take it away” (325). In regard to the rod in 13:24 and 23:13, he denies that the
text supports corporal punishment (362, 547). Presenting four views of 22:6 (and a
fifth in a footnote), he concludes that the proverb speaks primarily of “the initiation
into adulthood and the teaching of its expectations and responsibilities” (518). He
identifies the “son” in 30:4 as “any person who learns wisdom” (65 7).
A work of this size covering the entire book of Proverbs must be limited in
dep th and d etail. Such constraints force an incomplete discussion of some key topics
(such as the meaning of peti, “simple”; 59-60). Even though this volume was
published prior to Waltke’s two volumes on Proverbs in NICOT (Eerdmans, 2004,
2005), Koptak lists the work in his helpful “Select Bibliography on Proverbs” (5156).
In conc lusion, this volume does not replace the need for exegetical works
like W altke’s (NICO T). Kop tak’s contributions exege tically and expositionally are
comparable to those of D uane A. G arrett’s Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, Song of Songs
(NAC; Broadma n, 1993 ) and T rempe r Longm an’s Proverbs (Baker Commentary on
the Old Testament Wisdom and Psalms; Baker Acad emic, 2006). Expositors,
however, will find that K optak’s commentary provides greater guidance in applying
the text of the book of Proverbs— its greatest contribution.

Robert Letham . The Ho ly Trinity: In S cripture, History, Theo logy, and Worship.
Phillipsburg, N.J.: P & R, 2004. xv + 551 pp. $24.99 (paper). Reviewed by Cliff
McM anis, TM S alum nus and Associate Professor of Theology, The Co rnerstone
Seminary.
Dr. Robert Letham, the former pastor of Emmanuel Orthodox Presbyterian
Church in Wilmington, Delaware, teaches systematic theology at Wales Evangelical
School of Theo logy. He writes from a Reformed perspective (ix).
Letham’s work is a welcomed tour de force in trinitarian studies. He begins
this substantive tome by begging for a “recovery of the Trinity at ground level” (7)
among evang elicals (5 ), in all areas of life and worship (1), in most pulpits and pews
(1), and especially in the Western church as a whole (3-7). He laments that
Christians and the church abroad have relegated the Trinity to insignificance. Even
theologians and scholars have failed here, for Letham alleges that the doctrine of the
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Trinity has not been significantly advanced or develop ed since the work of Calvin.
Consequently, a “serious lacunae in contemporary Christian aw arene ss of the triun ity
of God” (11) has develo ped . Letham’s goal is to fill the void.
He divide s his work into four parts. The first section he calls “Biblical
Foundations,” in w hich he gives a cursory overview of selected OT texts, a survey
of the deity of Jesus and a basic examination of triadic NT patterns of the Ho ly Spirit
(17-85). The second section is “Historical Development,” in which he traces
trinitarian progress from Irenaeus [A.D. 130-200] to Calvin [A.D. 1509-1564] (87268). The next section he calls “Mo dern Discussion.” Here he traces the influences
of Barth, Ra hner, M oltmann, Pannenberg, To rrance, and others (269-376 ). The last
part covers “Critical Issues” In this he metes out practical implications of trinitarian
theolo gy on worship , prayer, song, missions, and o thers (376-4 78).
In his work, Letham gives priority to “Historical Development” by
committing 179 pages to the discussion; he gives the least attention to “Biblical
Found ations” with a mere 68 pages. This is in keeping with his observation in the
Introduction that one cannot appreciate the Trinity without “a wide and thorough
historica l underpinning” follo wing “ca refully and patiently the development of the
church’s understanding” (11). In hindsight, Letham’s study is based more on
historical theolo gy than o n biblical theology. In fac t, at times Le tham d ownplays
“Biblicism” (5), “biblical studies” (5), and bib lical exegesis (384) in favor of historic
creeds (383-84 ), church Fathers (378), and even philosophica l theology (360-62,
379). Despite this periodic tendency, overall, Letham proves himself to be
vigorously committed to biblical authority and inspiration.
One clear theme gives continuity to Letham’s study. He repeatedly bemoans
the fact that throughout church history, the “Eastern and We stern churches have
faced different tendencies toward imbalance on one side or the other” regarding
views of the Trinity (2). Letham’s mission is to establish a modern-day corrective,
providing the perfect bib lical balance. The East, from the earliest times, has been
prone to subord inationism (and tritheism), due to over-emphasizing distinctions
among the divine persons, thus relegating the So n and the Holy Sp irit to sub-d eity
roles that are somehow derivative ontologically or by altogether positing three
distinct gods (3, 211, 251, 354 , 377, 463). Letham says Pannenberg, M oltmann,
Gunton, and Bray are guilty here (321, 463). O n the other hand, the Western church
has routinely leaned toward modalism, blurring eternal distinctions among the three
persons of the Trinity due to an imbalanced focus on the divine essence. Augustine
is the culprit here (3). Because of his Neo-Platonist inklings (43 0) and his
ahistorical/allegorical hermeneutics, Augustine had a faulty starting point for
explicating his doctrine of Go d. Letham avers, “A ugustine held to the T rinity only
with some difficulty” (446); even worse, he writes, “[T]he Augustinian model has
bred atheism and agnosticism” (212; cf. 408). Other W estern theologians who
inherited the sin of Augustine’s modalism in one degree or another include Aquinas
(235), Barth and Rahner (7), W arfield, Charles Hodge, Berkhof, and Packer (4).
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Only Calvin (252-268) and Owen (409, 117, 419) come away somewhat unscathed
from the historically exacting pen of Letham and his tacit example s of here sy.
Letham’s solution to striking the delicate balance between starting with the
distinction of persons versus starting with the divine essence when systematizing a
biblical doctrine of God is to pursue “equal ultimacy” (463). Simp ly put, this entails
a restraint from conceiving of the divine being separately from person. Or p ositively
stated, recognize, “The one Being of God is ide ntical with the communion of the
three divine Persons and the Communion of the three d ivine P erson s is identica l with
the one Being of God” (462). According to Letham, only T. F. Torrance [19132007] has been able to pull this off (356 , 373 ). Follo wing suit with Torrance, Letham
suggests his own remedy toward the perfect, biblical, trinitarian balance by
delineating his six “Vital Parameters” which constitute his working definition of the
Trinity (381-83). His six parameters are as follows: (1) we need to recognize the
equal ultimacy of the being of God and the three persons; (2) the three persons are
homoousios; each person is the whole Go d; (3) the three perso ns mutually indwell
one another in a dynamic communion; we need to invoke the historic doctrine of
perichoresis; (4) the three persons are irreducibly different from one another; the
Son is eternally distinct from the Father and the Spirit; (5) there is a fixed, eternal
order amo ng the p erson s regarding their relations; the Son is sent from the Father
only; the Holy Spirit proceeds from the Father through the Son; this is the historic
doctrine of taxis; (6) finally, “A doctrine of the Trinity that is to be faithful to the
Bible from which it em erges must give equ ivalent expression to each of the above
parameters.”
True to his promise, at least for this reviewer, Letham d elivered— he craftily
and painstakingly advanced the doctrine of the Trinity in a refreshing, edifying, and
biblical manner. Of his many contributions, one stands out. He forges a meticulous
and unrivaled historical analysis of the d evelo pme nt of trinitarian thought in the
church, especially in the seminal centuries. Letham reminds readers that Irenaeus
bolste red a healthy triadic view of God and excoriated ontological dualism (96);
Tertullian bequeathed to the church helpful terms like trinitas and persona (98); he
reminds the reader tha t hyp ostasis and ousia were once synonymous (119);
Athanasius gave hypostases new, more precise nuances (144) and introduced the
concept of “mutual indwelling” (139); the Cappado cians enhanced and clarified the
doc trine of the Ho ly Spirit (164); people frequently confuse the “creed of Nicaea”
of A.D. 325 with the “Nicene Creed” of A.D. 381 (87, 115, 168). Other examples
abound.
As for weaknesses, not many were glaring ones. At times, he overstates the
case: “For the vast majority of Christians, including most ministers and theological
students, the T rinity is still a mathematical conundrum” (1; cf. 5, 212, 272, 356,
408). Letham does not know “most” ministers first hand. Also, for a treatment that
intends to be comprehensive and up to date, it is surprising that Letham is not
conversant with other solid works recently wrought that advance trinitarian studies
from a biblical and exegetical stance, like Carl Henry, Millard Erickson, Bruce
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Dem arest and Gordon Lewis, James White, John Feinberg, and Wayne Grudem.
Despite the oversight, Letham’s work is monumental and w ill serve the church well
for years to come.

Tremper Longman III. Proverbs. Baker Commentary on the Old Testament Wisdom
and Psalms. Grand Rapids: Baker, 2006. 608 pp. $39.99 (cloth). Reviewed by
W illiam D . Barrick, P rofesso r of Old T estament.
The comm entary series of which this volume is a part targets primarily the
needs of “scholars, ministers, seminary students, and Bible study leaders” (12). It is
confined to Psalms (3 vols. by John Go ldingay), Proverbs (by Longman), Song of
Songs (by Richard S. Hess), Jo b, and E cclesiastes. Tremp er Longman III, the Robert
H. Gundry professor of biblical studies at Westmont College (Santa Barbara,
California), is the editor of this series as well as the author of this particular volume.
He has authored or co-autho red mo re than twenty boo ks, including commentaries on
Ecclesiastes (NIC OT ; Eerd mans, 199 7), D aniel (N IVA C; Zondervan, 1999), the
Song of Songs (NICOT; Eerdmans, 2001), Ecclesiastes and Song of Songs
(Cornerstone Biblical Co mmentary; T yndale, 2006), and Jeremiah and Lamentations
(NIBC; Hendrickson, 2008 ). Longman also wrote Ho w to Read Proverbs (InterVarsity, 2002).
A general introduction (21-87) precedes this volume’s commentary section,
providing detailed exa minatio n of Proverbs’ title, canonicity, authorship, and d ate
(21-26), social setting (26-28), text (28-29), genre and literary style (29-36),
structure (36-42), ancient Near Eastern background and relationships (42-56),
theology (56-61), relationship to Ecclesiastes and Job (61-63), relationship to the NT
(64-69), extrabiblical developments of the metaphor of Woma n W isdom (69-72),
and selected theo logical topics (72-87). L ongm an’s introduction rivals Bruce K.
W altke’s longer introduction (2 vols., NICOT ; Eerdmans, 2004) in its detail and
exceeds introductions in both Duane A. Garrett’s (NAC; Broadm an, 1993) and P aul
E. Koptak’s (NIVAC; Zondervan, 2003) introductions. One significant aspect of
Longman’s approach to Proverbs is in his rejection of any systematic structure to
Proverbs 10–31 (15-16, 40-41). In other words, he believes that the collections in the
final two-thirds of the book are arranged randomly (with an occasional rare
grouping) without a context to help the reader understand the individual proverb. In
regard to the relationship between ancient Near Eastern wisdom literature and the
Book of Proverbs, Longman states that they merely share “an international tradition
of wisdom ” (54) that po ssesses some similarities.
Longman’s commentary consists of three sections: translation (his own with
technicalities relegated to footnotes), section-by-section interpretation with repetition
of translation to mark off each discussion (supported by both bibliograph ical and
technical footnotes), and theological implications (including some discussion of
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application and relationship to the NT) following each sec tion’s commentary. For
example, the commentary for Proverbs 1 begins with the translation of all 33 verses
(91-93). Its interpretation com mences with 1 :1-7 as a section includin g an
introduction (93-94), verse-by-verse comments (94-103), followed by identification
of theological implications (103-4). Then the next section (1:8-19) is covered in the
same fashion (104-10), followed by 1:20-33 (110-14). Some chapters, though
possessing multiple sections, have only one discussion of theological implications
(e.g., chapters 2 and 5; 126-27, 163 -65). Due to Longman’s view of the random
nature of Proverbs 10–31, he provides no treatment of theological implications for
those chap ters.
In his com mentary, Longman views Woman Wisdom as representing “not
only Yahweh’s wisdom but Yahweh himself” (59). However, he does not mean that
Proverbs 8 prophesies concerning the Messiah (70, 212). Rather, the NT identifies
Jesus as Wisdom herself (68). According to Longman, “Seeing this connection
between Jesus and Woman Wisdom has important implications for how Christians
read the bo ok of Proverbs” (ibid .). Thus, wisdo m in Pro verbs is ultimately a choice
between God and false gods, not just a way of living or thinking wisely. Being one
of the mo st contro versial issues of interpretation in Proverbs (203), this issue of
W isdom ’s relationship to Y ahweh (and/or Jesus) p rovoke s one of Longman’s longest
treatments of theological implications (208-13).
Proverbs 11:30 is a crux interpretum, with commentators taking a number
of different views. Longman identifies three major interpretive approaches, including
the popular “winning souls” and leans toward the view that “the actions and advice
of the wise preserve and enhance the lives of others” (266). Unlike Koptak (see
review of Koptak’s work in this issue of TMSJ), Longman interprets 13:24 as a
reference to corporal punishment (292). The topic is significant enough in his
opinion to require an entry in his “Topical Stud ies” ap pendix (“Physical D iscipline,”
564-65). Proverbs 22:6 p resents another crux. The comm entator first warns that the
reader must recognize “some built-in ambiguities” (404) in order to prevent being
too dogmatic when applying the text’s principle. Secondly, he reminds the reader
that these proverbs are not laws or promises. As he puts it, “The proverb is simply
an encouragement to do the right thing when it comes to raising one’s children”
(405). In regard to the “son” in 30:4, Longman indicates that the preceding four
rhetorical questions in the context make it clear that “the questioner is asking about
human beings” (523).
In his “Topical Studies” appendix (549-78), Longman offers alphab etically
arranged entries on twenty-seven select topics touched upon by individual proverbs
in the randomly organized final two-thirds of Proverbs. Examples of these topics
include “Alcohol” (550 ), “Appro priate Exp ression of Em otions” (55 1), “Business
Ethics” (553), “Illness and Health” (558-59), “Messengers” (563), “Rumors/Gossip/
Sland er/Insult” (568-69), “Table M anners” (572-73), and “Wo men/W ife” (576-78).
The volume closes with a fairly extensive “Bibliography” (579-93), “Subject Index”

274

The Master’s Seminary Journal

(594-96), “Author Index” (59 7-99), and “Index of Scripture and Other Ancient
W ritings” (600-608).
As with other volumes in this series, Longman’s Proverbs presents
ministers and seminarians, as well as informed laymen, with a welcom e add ition to
the growing number of recently published comm entaries on P roverbs. Wise
expositors will utilize a variety of these commentaries as guides in the study of this
important section of God ’s written revelation.

Victor H. Matthews and James C. Moyer. The Old Testament: Text and Context. 2d
ed. Peabod y, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2005. xv + 357 pp. $34.95 (cloth). Reviewed
by W illiam D . Barrick, P rofesso r of Old T estament.
Both M atthews and Moyer are professors of religious studies at Missouri
State University. Matthews has authored at least six books including Manners and
Customs in the B ible (3d ed., Hendrickson, 2006) and Studying the Ancient
Israelites: A Guide to Sources and Methods (Baker, 2007). In addition, he has coauthored at least eight books, including Old Testament Parallels: Laws and Stories
from the An cient Nea r East (3d ed ., Paulist, 2007), as well as The Social Wo rld of
Ancient Israel (Hendrickson, 2005) with Don Benjamin, and The IVP Bible
Background Commentary: Old Testament (InterVarsity, 2000) with John H. Walton
and Mark W. Chavalas. Moyer has written numerous book reviews and articles for
Biblical Archa eologist. W ith Matthews, he co-authored “Archaeological Coverage
in Recent One-V olume Bible Dictionaries,” BA 55 (1992):141-51—one of several
articles dealing with on e-volume B ible dictionaries, atlases, handbooks, and
comm entaries.
Hendrickson published the first edition of The Old Testament: Text and
Context in 199 7. Re visions in this second ed ition add nea rly 36 p ages to the volume,
including updated a rchae ological data, new sid ebars illustrating the text’s discussions and providing new translations of ANE texts, restructured chapters, recomposed study questions concluding each section, “Additional Resources” (312-16)
providing students with tools to pursue further studies, and an expanded “Glossary
of Terms and Concepts” (317-31). Indexes for “Names and Sub jects” (333-42) and
“Ancient So urces” (34 3-57 ) conclude the volume.
The textbo ok’s 105 sidebars are its key feature. Examples of their subject
matter and representative page s are as follows: biblical information (9 , 73, 152),
archaeological information (1 2, 25 , 94), historical information (1 5, 287), literary and
interpretative information (30, 53, 132-33), various translations of ANE texts (83,
140 , 179 ), and Scripture qu otes (6 3, 67 , 106 ).
The authors pro vide 24 3 study questions presented in 39 sets (some with
as few as 2 questions). Many of the questions have no relation to the textboo k’s
coverage. Students must seek the information in the suggested resources contained
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in pages 312 -16. T hroughou t the text the a uthors place unfamiliar technical terms in
bold type, indicating that the glossary provides a definition. Outside the shaded
sidebars, Matthews and M oyer have also inserted 11 ma ps, 2 charts, 6 drawings, and
21 photos whe re pertinent to the discussion. However, it could not be considered
richly illustrated— pages of text remain uninterrupted by such insertions (e.g., 183214 and 234-78). Although the volume is an introductory textb ook to the canonical
OT , it includes overviews o f deuterocanonical books (2 94-3 07).
One of the strengths of this volume is its utilization of archae ological data
and ANE literature to illuminate the historical and social setting of OT eve nts and
characters. Matthews and Moyer present superb parallels between the biblical text
and ANE records (e.g., 169, 192, 256). Other positive aspects of the volume include
their treatment of khesed (158), their understanding of biblical acrostics (210) and
chiasms (212), and their recognition o f the defensibility of a patriarchal date for the
composition of the B ook of Job (244). They also offer very sound reasons for the
absence of “God” in the Boo k of Esther (275).
Beyond these positive observations, however, the volume possesses many
negatives. To start with, the volume exemplifies a minimalist and docum entarian
approach championed by liberal theologians applying a hermeneutics of doubt and
suspicion regarding the biblical record. Apparently Darwinian evolution is one of the
authors’ presuppo sitional standards (“questions that have troubled humanity since
the cave,” 237). Social and religious evolutionary philosophy informs their treatment
of the development of the Jewish religion (219-21). The volume also promotes
multiple authorship for Isaiah (212). The authors attribute apparent differences
between parallel biblical texts to either the biblical writer’s ignorance or an editor’s
agenda (175). Denying the messianic interpretation of Isaiah 53, the authors adhere
to multiple interpretations of the text (216). In addition, they belittle and misrepresent the NT view of Satan (245 ). In fact, they argue that the writers of Scripture
utilized non-historical events to communicate truth (276)—a n example being the
No ahic Flood (52, 276). Furthermore, they take an agnostic stance with regard to the
historicity of the exodu s (81) and explain away d ivine revelation whenever p ossible
(89, 119, 243 , 288).
In a metho dolo gical matter, M atthews and M oyer frequently cite detailed
statistics, but provide no sources to support them (e.g., 83, 86, 217). As far as
coverage is concerned , they om it any refere nce to the finds at Ebla (Tel M ardikh).
For the sake of accuracy, the glossary needs corrections as follows: Qumran is not
the only site for Dead Sea scroll discoveries—there are eight additional sites (“Dead
Sea Scro lls,” 320); “H aplography” (323) is the accidental deletion of a word or
phrase where two of the same were originally present; and, the entry for “Th eod icy”
(330) is mu ch too general.
W hile this volume contains some valuab le information, the authors’
approach and views cre ate an atmosp here o f antisupe rnatura lism and minimalism
antithetical to divine revelation. E vangelical teachers would do well to avoid its use
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as a textbook. All of the good material occurs readily elsewhere within either a
neutral or a soundly evangelical co ntext.

Do nald K. M cKim, ed. Dictionary of Major Biblical Interp reters. Downers Grove,
Ill,: InterV arsity, 200 7. xxvii + 1107 pp. $45.00. R evie we d by D ennis M .
Swanson, Director o f the Sem inary Lib rary.
In 1998 InterVarsity Press released the Historical Handbook of Major
Biblical Interpreters also edited by Donald. K. McK im, a rather disappointing
production. The publicity releases for this new volume announce it as a “revised and
vastly expanded edition” of that work. The statement, however, on the verso said,
“Some material previously appeared” in the Historical Handbook and is a much
more accurate reflection of the reality of this much improved and valuable work.
Though the publisher treats this as a true “second edition” (which is technically true),
carrying the former works preface as well as a new preface; the fact that it has a new
title dem onstrates the publisher’s desire for this to b e seen as an entirely new work.
McKim, forme rly the aca dem ic dean and professor of theology at M emphis
Theological Seminary and currently the reference editor for Westminster John Knox
Publishing, has clearly grown in his craft. Some of his early editorial efforts were
often heavy handed and reflected his own theological biases rather than furnishing
the impartial and thorough work one expects in standard reference wo rks. He clearly
assembled a fine staff of assistants as well as a first-rate group o f contributors.
McKim himself contributed one full article (William Perkins, 815-19). The scope
of the essays has a largely Western orientation, reflecting interpreters from Europe
and North America as McKim admits. He states in his new preface that in this work,
“there is a lack of sufficient entries on women biblical interpreters and on those from
outside the predominant areas of We stern Europe and the United States” (xii). This
is an odd complaint from the editor, who seems to be criticizing his own editorial
decisions (he stated one paragraph earlier, “the list of those to be included in such
a volume has be en my d ecision , in consultation with others”). Interestingly, the two
women for whom there are entries (Fiorenza Elisabeth Schussler, 895-99; and
Phyllis Trible, 989-92) also represent two of the five articles for living individuals,
and two o f the three for those who would be considered currently active scholars.
The first part of this volum e con sists of six introductory essays presenting
a survey of “Biblical Interpretation Through the Centuries.” The periods are covered
by different contributors and include The Early Church (1-14); The M iddle Ages
(14-121); The Sixteenth and Seventeenth Centuries (22-44); The Eighteenth and
Nine teenth Centuries (45-66); Euro pe in the T wentieth Century (67 -87); and N orth
American in the T wentieth Century (88 -102 ). Like the individ ual article, each
section contains a useful introductory bibliography. The essays are well done,
clearly written and logically presented; particularly in the more co mplex later essays.
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Also included are useful indexes of Persons, Subjects, and an alphabetical listing of
the individual articles.
The selection of individuals for articles in a work like this is almost certain
to solicit discussion on inclusions and exclusions. However, by and large this
reviewer has few disagreements with the selection. One could argue that the
omission of Samuel Prideaux T regelles (181 3-75) is a de cided m istake. Mo st
certainly the omission of I. Howard Marshall (b. 1934) is significant, considering the
fact that another living scholar of the same era (Walter Brueggem an, b. 1932), along
with the aforementioned Schussler and Trible, were included. Marshall’s influence
among evang elicals in biblical interpretation is considerable. Of those included, the
oddest entry is perhaps for Jo hn Lo cke (6 68-7 0), who though possessing a biblically
derived foundation for his theories of politics and economics, his works on biblical
studies were not unique and really made no lasting contribution in the field.
The selection for the articles was, however, largely even-handed and
represents early Catholic, Reformed, evangelical, and even dispensational
contributors. Those of varying denominational affiliations are also represented. All
the articles are generally two pages or more and contain significant bibliographies.
The articles are exceptionally thorough and do not shy away from pointing out
negative aspects of writers’ lives, such as the N azi affiliations of Gerhard Kittel
(614-18), or theology controversy, such as the significant errors of William Barclay
(144-46). In a couple of entries, two individuals are listed together because their
work is more often considered in a united rather than an individual manner (Carl
Friedrich Keil and Franz Delitzsch, 606-8; and B. F. W estcott and F. J. A. H ort,
1038-43 ).
This work represents a major and welcome addition to the world of
reference works in biblical and theolo gical studies. It will be an excellent jumping
off point for students beginning their research and will be exceptionally useful for
pastors who would like a little background on various commentators and scholars
whom they encounter in their studies but know little ab out.

New American Standard Bible Audio. Narrated by Stephen Johnson. Peabod y,
Mass: Hendrickson Publishers. 58 CDs. $99.95. Reviewed b y Grego ry H. Ha rris,
Professor of Bible Exposition.
Hendrickson Publishing has released the updated New A merican Standard
Bib le on audio CD. For those who desire to listen to the Bible being read while
traveling or working out, this is a helpful product. The quality and clarity of the CDs
are pretty much on a par with those of other CDs. The C Ds are arranged in the same
order as a written Bible, making it easy to find the book and chapter one seeks. It
will take anyone hundreds of hours to listen to the entire Bible being read. To have
the technology available to do so is a blessing for tho se who live today.
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It should be understood that listening to someone read the Bible is
somewhat similar to listening to someone sing a so ng: som e will thoroughly enjoy
it; others will not. This will be somewhat like “beauty is in the ear of the b eholder.”
The reading by Stephen Johnson is not a natural reading but rather is a somewhat
dramatized one, and the potential purchaser needs to understand this before
purchasing the series. People who will listen to these books of the Bible being read
will most likely love it or hate it, but probably very few of those will be in the inbetween catego ry. Again realizing that a lot of this will be along the lines of
personal preference, I did not enjoy listening to this (as any other professor will have
those who greatly like his classes and those who do not); so my criticisms are not
meant as a harsh or hateful attack. Often it seems that the focus was on the reader
and how it was being read rather than the content of what was being read. To me, it
was almost like having a fairy tale read rather than the holy Word of God. T hat being
said, I am sure you would have o ther people listen to this audio Bible, thoro ughly
enjoy how it is done, and w ould thus benefit accordingly. I reco mmend listening to
a CD (perhap s from the Hendrickson website) before purchasing the entire set to see
in which category you belong.
Not many options are available for those who desire to listen to NASB on
CD, especially the 1977 version. M uch to my delight, I was ab le to find a used and
no longer being release d 19 77 O T N ASB read by E. W. “Red” Jeffries on
Amazon.com. (I had previously purchased the NT by the sam e read er as a se parate
set.) For those interested in obtaining this, they may want to see what is available online.
Either way, or with other versions recorded and made available, listening
to the Bible being read is a helpful way to saturate oneself with the Wo rd of God. It
also puts us back in the B ible world, as most of the original recipients had the Word
of God read aloud while in the assembled congregation.

Mark D. R obe rts. Can We Tru st the G ospels? In vestiga ting the Reliability of
Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. Wheaton, Ill.: Crossway, 2007. 202 pp. $12.99
(paper). Reviewed by Kelly T. Osborne, Associate P rofesso r of New T estament.
W ith a Ph.D. in New Testament from Harvard University, M ark D . Rob erts
(hereafter MR ), senior pastor of Irvine Presbyterian Church, is one o f the brave souls
helping to stem the tidal wave of disinformation about Jesus flooding our world.
One need only look at the best-selling success of D an Bro wn’s The Da Vinci Code
(New York , Doub leday, 200 3) and B art Ehrma n’s Misquoting Jesus: T he Story
Behind Who Changed the Bible and Why (New York, Harper-Collins, 2005) to see
how widely views ho stile to trad itional and spe cifically biblical Christianity are
promoted, purveyed, and consumed by a reading public that seems more anxious
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than ever to find ecclesiastical cover-ups, edgy portrayals of Jesus, or some new spin
on what has b een in existence and known for hu ndreds of years.
In his stand against false views and misinformation about Jesus, MR gets
straight to the point in the title of his “blook”—a book based on a blog (2123)— Can We Trust the Gospels? Investigating the Reliability of Matthew, Mark,
Luke, and John. For a Bible-believing Christian the obvious answer is “Yes, of
course, we can trust the Gospels!” But M R writes for readers “who don’t have
specialized academic knowledge and w ho don’t want to wade through a much longer
volume” (23), and includes those who are “troubled by negative views of the
Gospels” as well as those “unfamiliar with the Bible” (20).
The book as a whole does a go od job o f answering the q uestion pose d in
its title, but MR d oes narrow the focus to whether the canonical gospels offer
“reliable historical information about Jesus of Nazareth” (13, MR ’s emphasis). In
chapter 1, he relates how his personal experiences during undergraduate days at
Harvard University initially caused his faith in the historical accuracy of the
canonical Gospels to be shaken, but later strengthened, as he wrestled with historical
and critical issues raised in class by some of his theologically liberal professors (1419). His method is to state the issues in the form of fifteen FAQs (= Frequently
Asked Questions; note the typical blog terminology), to which he responds with one
short chapter devoted to each question (25-195). Sample questions/chapter titles are:
Chapter 2, Can We Know What the Original Gospel Manuscripts Said? Chapter 9,
Are There Contradictions in the Gospels? Chapter 10, If The Gospels Are Theology,
Can They Be History? Chapter 1 1, Do M iracles U ndermine the Re liability of the
Gospels? Chapter 13, Does Archeology Suppo rt the Reliability of the Gospe ls? His
procedure is clear, the discussion concise, the style informal and the eventual overall
answer to the book’s central question (“Can we trust the Gosp els?”) is a simple and
solid “Yes” (195). For all of this, MR’s efforts should be applauded and commended.
Because the book is intended for a wid e popular, as opposed to a scho larly
or academic, readership, and because it is pub lished b y Crossway B ook s, a wellknown conservative evangelical publishing ho use, it is imperative that the issues and
problems raised regarding the reliability of the Gospels be dealt with clearly and
accurately. This MR d oes well in chapters 2 and 3 (Did the Evangelist Know Jesus
Personally?), giving a brief but useful introduction to key matters of NT textual
criticism (25-37) and arguing for the traditional authorship of the Gospels (39-51).
In chap ter 4 (W hen W ere the Go spels W ritten?), howe ver, M R begins to
give this review er som e cause for concern over whether to recommend his book. He
allows for a late date for the composition of Matthew, Mark and Luke, namely, A.D.
65-85, 60-75, 65-95, respectively (54-58). The implication of these dates is that
Mark was written first and Matthew and Luke used, i.e., copied from, M ark’s Gospel
and a hypothetical “sayings of Jesus” source, designated by modern scholars as Q.
This scenario for the origin of the Synop tic Go spels is generally known as the Two
Source or T wo D ocument hypothesis. MR makes exp licit use of this hypothesis in
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chapter 5 (What Sources Did the Gospel Writers Use?) as he tries to show that
Matthew and Luke depend on Mark and Q. Even among conservative evangelical
scholars today, unfortunately, such views o n Go spel chrono logy and origins are
routine ly espoused, even though the earliest external evidence we have for Gospel
composition points to independence from one another and the order as they appear
in our Bibles (see R. L. Thomas and F. David F arnell, The Jesus Crisis, Grand
Rapids: Kregel, 1998, Introduction, Chapters 1 and 3).
According to MR, the Gospels fit the genre of Hellenistic biography and
therefore cannot be expected to record the ipsissim a verba (Latin for “his own
words”) or the precise words of Jesus, but only the ipsissima vox (Latin for “his own
voice”) or general content of what Jesus said (84 -92). M R actually illustrates this
principle with, not the words of Jesus, but with the voice which comes from heaven
when Jesus com es to be bap tized b y John , and M atthew’s account has, “T his is my
Son, the Belove d, with whom I am well pleased” (3:17, NRSV ), whereas Mark
(3:11) and Luke (3:22) have “You are my Son, the Beloved ; with Yo u I am well
pleased” (86-87). MR’s dismissive attitude toward harmonizing the differences
leads him to sa y,
It would be pretty hard to argue that the voice from heaven said the same sentence twice
in slightly different ways (though I expect this argument has been made somewhere). No,
it seems more likely that Matthew and Mark used slightly different words for the same
vocal event (86-87).
But here MR should consult W. Hendricksen’s commentary on Matthew
(Exposition of the G ospel of M atthew [Grand Rap ids: Baker, 1973] 215 ), who
suggests this very thing, namely, that God d id indeed speak “in slightly different
ways” to Jesus and to John the Baptist (and others? Cf. the review of D. L. Bock,
Studying the Historical Jesus: A Guide to Sources and Methods [Grand Rapid s:
Baker, 2002] in TMSJ 15/1 [Spring 20 04]). Of co urse, in circles of scholarship
where historical-critical methods are de rigueur, and where MR comp leted most of
his NT training (18-19, 54 n.1), Hendricksen’s commen tary may lack reputation.
But is is surely not so difficult to believe that G od sp oke more than o ne sentence to
and about His Son on the occasion of His baptism, unless, of course, one has already
accepted historical-critical methods like the T wo So urce hypo thesis.
Chapter 9 gives further evidence that M R’s ap proach d epends o n historicalcritical method s. Discussing Jesus’ healing of the paralytic (Matt 9:2-8; Mark 2:112; Luke 5:17-26) MR assumes that the Two Source hypothesis is an accurate way
to describe how the different accounts were composed (107-8). He then argues that
Mark’s “digging through” the roof and Luke’s mention of “roof tiles” are not
contradictory, since the latter merely “paraphrased M ark’s text so that his readers
wouldn’t worry about how one ‘digs through’ a tiled roof” (108). MR’s opinion is
that “Mark’s version is more literally accur ate” (10 8). Later M R states that it is
misguided to harm onize these ac counts by trying to show that “both Mark and Luke
are literally accurate” (109). He suggests that such effort at harmo nization is
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“unpersuasive if not downright silly” (108). But since we simply do not know what
kind of roof the house had, does it make more sense to say that there could have been
more than one kind of roofing material over the house and give both Mark and Luke
the benefit of the doubt in terms of their accuracy, or to say that Mark is more likely
to be literally correct and that Luke is careless about the detail? But, someone may
ask, why quibble about insignificant details of the text like roof tiles? For the person
who believes in the inerrancy of Scripture, however, the more important question
should be: Precisely which details in the text are insign ificant, and who is to make
the decision as to which details are important and which are not, and why are they
designated thus?
M R is inconsistent when in chapter 10 he argues that, although the
Evangelists wrote theolo gically, they were still concerned abo ut history. He states,
“Believe that Jesus was really G od in the flesh and you’ll pay close attention to what
he actually said and did ” (12 0). T rue, the kind of roof o ver the house where the
paralytic was healed might not quite qualify as “what he actually said and did,” but,
throughout the Gospels, both the location and the responses to Jesu s by individuals
and groups in both speech and deed are recorded as part of the account of His words
and actions. Is the env ironm ent given by the Go spel writers as the back drop to
Jesus’ words and deeds less important than the verbal interactions of men and
women with Him? P erhap s, but does tha t mean that these details are recorded
inaccurately? Since the Evangelists thought various amo unts of background
information important enough to include, the topographical, historical, social, and
geographical material given in their accounts must not be dismissed as unimp ortant.
The difficulty with historical-critical methodology continues to be that once part of
it is accepted, where does one draw the line?
Chapters 11-15, on the other hand, really form the strongest part of the book
as they tackle in straightforward, non-technical language such matters as miracles
(127-38), non-biblical literary and archeological evidence abo ut Jesus and early
Christianity (139-62), whether political amb ition caused Christians to change
significantly the content of the NT texts (16 3-72 ), and why the canonical G ospels
ultimately came to be regarded as the only accounts worthy to be part of the NT
(173-86). MR concludes with a chapter giving his final, positive answer to the
question stated in the bo ok’s title (187-95). General and Scripture indexes bring the
book to an end (19 7-202).
The aim, the tone, the style, and much of the content of this book (chapters
1-3, 11-1 6), as noted above, are all reaso ns to ap preciate M R’s answers to the FAQs
he sets forth, because they will be helpful in countering many of the erroneous ideas
and views o n Jesus and the Gospels currently being disseminated. In the place s this
review has noted, however, the work clearly suffers from the effects, and thus the
dangers, of historical-critical metho dolo gy. This is disappointing, and readers of this
journal are strongly urged to exercise great caution in using and/or recommend ing
this book.
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Anthony B. R obinson and R obe rt W . W all. Called to Be Church. The Book of Acts
For A New Day. Grand R apids: Eerd mans, 200 6. 286 pp. $20 .00 (paper).
Reviewed by Alex D. M ontoya, Asso ciate P rofesso r of Pastoral Ministry.
Anthony B. Robinson is a pastor in the United Church of Christ and Robert
W . W all is a pro fessor o f Christian Scriptures at Seattle P acific U niversity. Together
they have written this volume as an exposition of selected passages from the Book
of Acts with a presen t-day application o f these passages.
In fourteen ch apters they cover the main movem ents of the Bo ok of Ac ts,
from the birth of the church in Antio ch thro ugh its gro wth, conflicts, and ultimate
spread to the G entile wo rld. T he final eight chap ters of A cts are summed up in a
discussion on church/state relations. The fifteenth and final chapter of the book are
their concluding reflections.
Each chapter has two sections. First, there is a general exposition and
explanation of the passage done in a non-technical manner, void of references, many
quotations, and outside substantiation. The authors draw from the previous
commentary by W all in the N ew Interpreter’s Bible series. Th e exp osition is
basically good, but certain liberal tendencies bleed through.
The second portion of the chapter is an attempt to make a contemporary
application of the lesson learned from each section discussed. The authors give
some great insight into how to learn to do church from the life of the early church.
They show a keen knowledge of the relevant issues confro nting the church today,
and this work can be a valuable tool in knowing how to address them. Not all the
applications were on target, but enough is given to make this a good tool in the study
of the church.

Allen P. Ro ss. Recalling the Hope of Glory: B iblical W orship from the G arden to
the New Creation. Grand R apids: Kregel, 2006. 591 p p. $35.99 (cloth).
Reviewed by Paul S. Lamey, T MS alumnus and Pasto r of Preaching, Grace
Community Church, Huntsville, Ala.
Allen Ross is professor of divinity at Beeson Divinity School, Birmingham,
Alabama. His contributions to evangelical theology have been primarily in the area
of OT exposition (series commentaries on Proverbs in Expositor’s Bible Commentary, Genesis and Psalms in The B ible Kno wledg e Com men tary, larger comm entaries
on Genesis Creation and Blessing, and Lev iticus Holiness to the Lord). In Recalling
the Hope of Glory: Biblical Worship from the Garden to the New Creation, Ross
delivers a stimulating book that spans the disciplines of ex egesis, b iblical theology,
and systematic theology. However, the book probably fits best within the larger
discipline of biblical theology as R oss attem pts to survey the theme of worship
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throughout Scripture. The author relates the genesis of his thoughts on wors hip as
beginning when he was a boy growing up in a German Baptist Church. Ross has
since traversed many denominations and in the meantime immersed himself in the
message and backgrounds of Scripture. His rich heritage and study have culminated
in a work that is neither overly erudite nor too simplistic.
In recent years a few boo ks have made unique contributions to the church’s
understanding of worship, such as Hughes Oliphant Old’s Worship: Reformed
According to Scripture, John Fram e’s Worship in Spirit and T ruth, also his
Con temporary Worship Mu sic: A Biblical Defen se, and Ryken, Thomas, and
Duncan’s festschrift in memory of James M ontgomery Bo ice, Give Praise to God:
A Vision for Reform ing W orship. Ross’ work stands apart from these and other
works in that his stated goal is different:
The intent of this book is to take the readers through the Bible so that they may see these
patterns and principles emerge and in the process understand more fully their Christian
heritage and thereby discover ways to improve their worship. This is not simply a
theology of worship; it is an inductive study of the biblical material as it was revealed
over time, for the purpose of identifying the abiding theological truths that must inform
our worship today (64).
The book has ten parts which are further divided into twenty-eight chapters.
The first of two tables of contents lists the contents in “brief,” and the second gives
a complete outline of the book’s detailed structure. Both are useful in reading and
reviewing the material. A moderate number of footnotes in which readers will find
a treasure trove of additional resources and excursions deal with most technical
matters.
Part one (chapters 1-2) covers foundational matters in which Ross moves
the reader from creation to eternity with a conservative approach affirming the
historicity and authority of Scripture. He introduces worship by examining the
Lord’s self-revelation and seeks a definition of worship. Ross maintains a Trinitarian
emp hasis in defining worship. Part two (chapters 3-5) covers worship in the original
creation of the garden, emphasizing the image of G od. P art three (chap ters 6-8) is
an overview o f worship during the p atriarchal period . Ross’s discussion of
Abraham ’s altar building as “proclamation” was enlightening. Part four (chapters 912) examines worship under the leadership of Mo ses. Here Ross explores the
institution of a holy place and w orship leadership in Israel. In part five (chapters 1317) Ross summarizes the celebratory aspects of worship expressed as praise in Israel.
Here he covers the use of the Psa lms in wo rship and seasonal celeb rations. Part 6
(chapters 18-20) is an examination of worship reform in summarizing OT prophetic
literature. Part seven (chapters 21-24) looks at worship in anticipating the New
Covenant with particular attention to Jesus’ teaching on worship, including a chapter
on communion (chapter 24 ). Part eight (chapters 25-2 6) details patterns of early
church worship with an emphasis on Acts and the NT epistles. Ross does not delve
into extra-biblical material such as the Didache and early church fathers. Part nine
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(chapters 27-28) is a wonderful section on the future realities of worship in glorious
perfection. Part ten does not co ntain formal chapters, but co ncludes the work with
Ross’s fifteen “B asic Principles for M ore G lorious W orship .”
A few areas caught this reviewer’s attention. F irst, Ross notes that “The
Bib le itself does not give a comprehensive definition of worship; it simply describes
things that people have done or should do when they receive the revealing words and
works of God” (50 ). He also rightly eschews the popular approach “of explaining
worship on the basis of the etymology of the English word” (ibid.).
The subje ct of worship in general and music in particular is a loaded
minefield in the church today. Ross’s tenacious commitment to the biblical text and
less to various traditional applications was refreshing and created a greater
appreciation for Scripture. “For serious, thorough study of the subject, people need
to consult the Bible every step of the way. . .” (65).
Readers will appreciate Ross’s consistent emphasis on the centrality of the
Word in worship. The author writes that “W henever proclamation has b een lost to
worship, worship loses its way and becom es empty ritual” (146), and “if the
revelation of God inspires fear and adoration, it also leads to spiritual renewal in the
worshiper” (53).The W ord has always given shape to other aspects of worship.
W riting about the P assover, Ro ss remarks, “Without this pro clamation, peop le would
think of it as just a good meal” (160 ).
Additiona lly, his commitment to the authority of Scripture is conspicuous.
Regarding the origin of Israel’s worship, H e writes, “It is ha rd to accep t a theory that
says that the whole religious system of Israel was simply borrowed from the pagan
world and then artificially credited to God’s revelation at Mo unt Sinai” (132). The
following lengthy quote captures the author’s commitment to a thoroughly biblical
understanding of worship:
Worship begins with the response to divine revelation. But if little time or attention is
given to the revealed Word of God, read, proclaimed, or taught, then to what do people
respond? The result is that worship becomes superficial or sentimental. If the church is
truly interested in recapturing the spirit and nature of the prophetic and apostolic ministry
of the Word in worship, then there will have to be a greater emphasis placed on reading,
teaching, and preaching the Word of God, but it has to be with clarity, accuracy, power,
and authority (429).
This reviewer found few areas of disagreement or concern. In a section
entitled “The S avior in the Ga rden,” the autho r’s failure to discuss the protoevangelium of Gen 3:15 (cf. 114-16) is perplexing. Second, Ross’s passing reference
to a “covenant of works” without further explanation (107 n. 57) seemed out of place
in light of his consistent emphasis on the explicit covenants of Scripture. The author
has no discussion o f normative principles of worship. T his raises some interesting
questions. For example, though dancing was a part of Israel’s liturgy on special
occasion s, one wonders how the author believes this should be a “part of the praise
of the people of God” today (507). Yet these are minor issues in light of the
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magnitude of the work. W ith further clarification, the author could have remedied
these concerns, but the volume would have then grown well beyond its current 500+
pages.
Ross gives the reader a helpful 54-page, topically divided bibliography
(513-67). Notably absent from the bibliography are John Fram e’s works on w orship
and specific volumes from the works of Hug hes O liphant Old, both of whom have
made significant contributions to the church’s understanding of worship. R oss’s
work has no author index , but it does have Scripture and sub ject ind exes.
This volume is a major resource that should be on the shelf of every serious
student of Scripture. R oss is to be commended for delivering a fine volume that
makes a valuable contribution to biblical theology and the church’s grasp of worship.

James E. Rosscup. An Exposition on Prayer: Igniting the Fuel to Flame Our
Communication with God. Bellingham, Wash.: Logos Research Systems, 2008.
$199.95 . Reviewed by Gregory H. H arris, Professor of Bible Exposition.
Dr. James Rosscup, the original professor of Bible exposition at The
Master’s Seminary, has released a vo luminous wo rk on prayer as a Libronix (Logos)
Bib le Softwa re addition. In his introduction the author humbly writes in the opening
line, “The writings before the reader are a result of countless hours in the Scriptures
since around 199 2. And these were outgrowths from former years of meditations in
studies and special devotional times.” Virtually anyone (included this reviewer) who
has had the privilege of sitting under Dr. Rosscup as a student could have written
those opening sentences and more, be cause they so encap sulate his life and are so
evident to those who know him, both colleagues and students. He is a man of God
who prays. (Can there be a man of God who does not pray?) Jim Rosscup is a gifted
and meticulous scholar with decades of teaching experience; but even beyond this,
he is a child of God who never got over the fact that God saved him and who exalts
God and His W ord both in the classroom and in his life. S o in esse nce this study on
prayer is a lifetime work in the making of one who has walked with God and truly
learned from the Master. The Christian walk of this reviewer changed forever when
he had him as a professor, when he began seminary studies twenty-five years ago.
W ith no lack of books on prayer, why should there be another one? An
Exposition of Prayer differs from other prayer works in substantial ways. In addition
to the important attributes of the author listed ab ove (without which the work would
not be nearly as good ), two things among others set this work apa rt.First is the
breadth of the wo rk. Ro sscup’s original intent was to cover every pra yer in the Bible,
but he notes that only 61 of the 66 bib lical books contain prayers. In addition,
Psalms was vastly too big to include with the present work. He instead “deliberately
chose to write expositions for 21 key, or representative, psalms.” Perhaps the body
of Christ will be the beneficiary of further work along the same lines in a second
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Rosscup volume on prayers in the psalms. In ke eping with the current format, it
would be a rich and valuable tool to have.
The second distinctive in this prayer work is that it begins with a brief study
of each individual book of the Bible, and proceeds to individual prayers in each. In
other words, Rosscup studies the Bible books, establishes the setting, audience, and
especially the context, and then examines the prayers. Such is vital in a solid, biblical
understanding of prayer or any other b iblical sub ject. Many god ly individuals who
have written on prayer have removed individual verses on prayer and built books and
doctrines on them while completely oblivious to whether they are in an OT or NT
setting, are in a group or individual, are to the obedient or disobedient. Some take
biblical prayers and make straight application to themselves, whethe r releva nt or no t.
For exam ple, D aniel’s prayer in Daniel 9 has nothing to do with building a church
educational building or a new sanctuary. The context deals with Jerusalem, the
destruction of Go d’s temple, and the pro mised return tha t Daniel was reading in
Jeremiah’s prophecy, which concerned the number of years the nation would be in
Babylonian exile. In An Exp osition of P rayer, starting with the book of the Bible
(such as Daniel) and leading up to the prayers it con tains makes the prayers more
unde rstandable because they are viewed in light of their context. Th is is true
throughout the entire work.
Others who are familiar with the Libronix system have noted that this work
is a perfect match for the Libro nix form at. An Exposition on Praye r contains literally
thousands of biblical cross-references that one can locate by moving the cursor and
going directly to the corresponding Scriptures. Just a quick “heads up” for those who
will be doing this: it is such a rich study by itself, even without checking every B ible
verse noted; so plan to “be there a long time,” and I mean that in the best sense of the
words. Though this work is easily usable even when o ne is hurried, it contains so
much valuable and worship-evoking—and at times convicting—information, that the
reader will mo st likely want to com e bac k and study the passage in more d etail.
An individual, a pastor, o r a group may use An Exposition on Prayer in
many ways. W ith the Libonix B ible So ftware, once this comp onent is installed, any
verse on prayer that one comes across will bring up a link to Rosscup’s book.
Second, “the fine wine study” would take a person slowly through a particular book
of the Bible—p erhaps in a month or two— reading the prayers and related
commentary with them. Sometimes Bible software makes it hard to tell what page
one is on; many times, the chapter and verse divisions mark the pages instead of a
page number. But one could study, for instance, Genesis, as an individual or in a
group, and then carefully study each prayer that is there. As mentioned, working
through the material from start to finish would take a while, but the trip would be
delightful trip. Third, another means of using this work is studying a particular book
of the Bible without focusing on the praye rs in it (or perhaps even noticing that
prayers are there). Onc e a prayer is no ticed, almost a reflexive action will be to see
what Dr. Rosscup wrote about that prayer in An Exposition on Prayer. Truly, if
studied by one seeking a closer walk with the Lord and desiring to know more about
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this often m ysterious com pon ent of the Christian walk, the work will hopefully ignite
“the Fuel to Flame O ur Co mmunicatio n with G od.”

Ronald F. Satta. The Sacred Text: Biblical Autho rity in Nineteenth-Cen tury
America. Princeton T heological Mono graph Series. Eug ene, O re.: Pick wick,
2007. xv + 116 pp. $1 6.00 (p aper). Reviewed b y Robert L. Tho mas, Professor
of New T estament.
The author of this work is senior pastor of Webster Bible Church of
W ebster, New York. H e earned his P h.D. at the University of Rochester. In this
work on The Sacred Text, he builds on a foundation laid by John D. W oodbridge and
Randall H. Balmer in their article “The Princetonians and Biblical Authority: An
Assessment of the Ernest Sandeen Propo sal” (in Scrip ture and T ruth, eds. D. A.
Carson and John D. W oodbridge [B aker, 1994]) by “offering a broader assessment
of biblical authority in nineteen-century America” (xii n. 10). The autho r intends his
work to fill partially the void of “a detailed analysis of biblical authority in the
nineteen-century” (xiii).
By pointing to scholars of various backgro unds— including Presbyterians,
Bap tists, Me thodists, and Congregationalists—who strongly held to that doctrine at
the beginning of the nineteenth century and even earlier. Satta thoroughly eradicates
Ernest R. Sandeen’s notion that b iblical inerrancy was invented by Princeton
theologians in the late nineteenth century. Satta’s book is of interest to this reviewer
because of his recent article “The Nature of Truth: Postmodern or Propositional?”
(TMSJ 18/1 [Spring 200 7]:2-21), in which he reac hed conc lusions sim ilar to those
of Satta. Satta’s work offers abundant documentation that demonstrates that biblical
inerrancy was the dominant position of mainline denominations throughout the
nineteenth century in this country. Th e position was held so stringe ntly that many
twenty-first century evangelicals, some of who m profess to be inerrantists, wo uld
never have passed muster in the nineteenth century. His discussion is extrem ely
enlightening.
Satta organizes his b ook into four chapters. Chapter one traces the position
that ties inerrancy to the original manuscript as it came from the hand of the author,
showing that it was not a late nineteenth-century teaching originating at Princeton.
Througho ut the century, the mainline deno minatio ns “maintained that the B ible, in
its original autographs, in every part, including matters of history and science, was
divinely com posed an d protected from all error, right do wn to the very words” (1).
Satta buttresses this fact with many quotations from prima ry sources.
Chapter two notes the growing criticism in support of a partial inspiration
theory and how conservatives rebutted that p osition by harmon izing Sc ripture’s
alleged discrepancies and inconsistencies.
Nineteenth-century inerrantists
harmonized Mark 15:25 and John 19:14 regarding the time of Jesus’ crucifixion
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(26), varying reports of the inscription on the cross in the four Gospels (27),
differing repo rts about the number of Israelites who died in the plague of Num 25:9
(28), and m any other facets of the biblical record . The y defended the Bible’s
accuracy in m atters of history, geo graphy, and geolo gy.
Chapter three investigates the growing controversy over inerrancy that arose
between 186 0 and 190 0 because of the rise of Darwinism , the encroachments of
geo logy, the beginnings of liberal theology, and the challenges of text critical
theories. Some less rigid theories of inspiration emerged during this period, but
proponents of the high view held their ground. During this period, some viewed
science as primary with Scripture becoming a secondary consideration. Some even
viewed “Scrip ture as hope lessly ridd led with errors” (45 ). Charles Hodge waged an
ongoing battle with Darwinian evolution, though he wavered in admitting that
theistic evolution was a possibility. Hodge’s position on evolution itself remains
somewhat vague, though Satta defends him strongly. A lower theory of inspiration
represented a growing minority of scholars toward the close of the nineteenth
century. In the face of opposition from a few scholars—e.g., Lessing, Herder, and
Schleiermacher— the longstanding doctrine of biblical inerrancy remained firmly
entrenched in the last decad es of the century.
Chapter four details one principal debate that climaxed the issue, the here sy
trial of Charles A. Briggs, who was defrocked by the Presbyterian church in 1893
because of his deb unking of biblical inerra ncy. “Briggs served as the archetype of
the modern critical theory opposing the Princetonians and modern fundamentalism”
(79), sowing the seeds that have more recently sprouted again in the likes of Ernest
Sandeen. Satta takes the reader through various stages of Brigg’s trial, through the
final decision of the General Assembly of the Presbyterian Church, which declared
Briggs guilty of he resy.
The author has done a great service to church of Jesus Christ in his
thorough treatment of nineteenth-century inerrancy. H is work is highly commended
by this reviewer, though a few suggestions for improvement are in order. This
reviewer found termino logy related to textual criticism a bit puzzling. Satta does not
clarify what he means by “lower textual criticism ” and “higher textual criticism” (cf.
4, 43 55, 61, 69, 7 1, 72 , 89). T he reviewer is q uite familiar with “textual criticism,”
but a distinction be tween “lower” and “higher” is unclear to him . He wo uld also
suggest the use of primary instead of secondary sources in Satta’s description of
some opp onents of inerrancy such as Lessing, Herder, and Schleiermacher.
Indexes of authors, subjects, and Scriptures would also be a great addition.
All that being said, this work is one that the church has needed for a long time.

Stephen Sizer. Zion’s C hristian Soldiers? The Bible, Israel and the Church.
Nottingham, England: InterVarsity, 2007. 199 pp. $18.00 (paper). Reviewed by
Michael J. Vlach, Assistant Professo r of T heology.
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W hile reading Step hen Sizer’s Zion’s Christian Soldiers?, the thought
crossed this reviewer’s mind, “Here we go again! Another book intended to save the
world from the dispensationalists.”
Much like Hank H anegraaff’s similar book, Apocalypse Code, also printed
in 200 7, Size r argue s that disp ensatio nal theology is not only wrong— it is
dangero us! Even to the point of threatening the survival of our planet. For example,
Sizer states, “The movem ent [dispensationalism] as a whole is nevertheless leading
the West, and the church with it, into a confrontation with Islam.” But wait, it gets
worse: “Using biblical terminology to justify a pre-emptive global war against the
‘axis of evil’ me rely reinforces stereotypes, fuels extremism, incites fundamentalism
and increases the likelihood of nu clear war” (1 9).
So not on ly are those who are dispen sationalists wrong in their theology,
they are pushing the world towards global annihilatio n. But that is not all. After the
statement above, Sizer goes on to declare: “It is not an understatement to say that
what is at stake is our understanding of the gosp el, the centrality of the cross. . . .”
(19) Thus, in addition to threatening world peace, d ispensationalists are also
threatening the gospel. Can the stakes get any higher?
Sizer also informs the reader that belief in a secret rapture of the church is
to blame for many of the world’s problems: “Sadly, the mistaken idea of a secret
rapture has generated a lot of bad theolo gy. It is probably the reason why many
Christians don’t seem to care about climate change or about preserving diminishing
supplies of natural resources. T hey are similarly not wo rried abut the national deb t,
nuclear war, or world poverty, because they hope to be raptured to heaven and avoid
suffering the consequences of the coming global holocaust” (136-37 ). Thus, just
about everything wrong with the world can be blamed, at least partly, on the
dispensationa lists, according to Sizer. Those looking for an explanation or even a
footnote to substantiate such a claim will be disappointed
To be sure, Sizer deals with some important theological and hermeneutical
issues. As an admitted “covenantalist” Sizer argues that the church is the fulfillment
(not replacement) of Israel. He argues that the dispensational approach of a literal
hermeneutic of the OT canno t work beca use the N T is the fulfillment of the Old
Testament. Those interested in hermeneutics will want to note that Sizer believes that
“Jesus and the apostles reinterpreted the Old Testament” (36, emphasis added).
Sizer argues strongly that nationalistic expectations concerning a kingdom
for Israel in the OT have b een replace d by universalistic expe ctations for all pe ople
who believe in Christ. Sizer appears to miss the point that nationalistic and
universalistic implications for the kingdom is not an either/or situation— it is a
both/and. God ca n and will fulfill his promises to national Israel while bringing
believing Gentiles into His covenant and kingdom program. Interestingly, Sizer
claims that the disciples w ere “co nfused ” when they asked Jesus, “Lord, is it at this
time that you are restoring the kingdom to Israel?” (Acts 1:6). Sizer’s claim is
problematic, especially since the disciples had already received forty days of
instruction about the kingd om from the risen Jesus (Acts 1:3 ). It should also be noted
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that Jesus d oes not correct their unde rstanding; instead , He sa ys that they cannot
know the timing of this restoration (Acts 1:7).
W hat Sizer p romotes in his boo k is pretty standard fare from a cove nantal/
supersessionist persp ective. B ut as this reviewer surveys various books and articles
that critique dispensationalism, nothing within this book is especially helpful or
insightful that has no t been stated as well or better by others. Sadly, because of the
extreme statements within it, this work contributes to the increased polarization
between covenantalists and dispensationa lists.
In the end, this reviewer finds it difficult to take this volume seriously when
reckless statements accuse dispensationalism of contributing to about every
imaginab le evil in the world. It also see ms that such bo oks ha ve no ability to
distinguish statements from certain individuals like John Hagee (with whom I have
serious theological problems as well) and the beliefs of dispensationalists as a whole.
Unless someone is interested in tracking the battle over dispensationalism and
covenant theology, this work has little usefulness. This reviewer cannot recommend
it.

David L. Turner. Matthew. Baker Exegetical C omm entary o n the N ew T estament.
Grand Rapids: Baker, 2008. 828 pp. $49.99 (cloth) . Reviewed by James E.
Rosscup, Professor of Bible Exposition.
This work rates as p erhap s in the top three among exegetical efforts on
Matthew so far. W. D. Davies and D ale Allison contributed the best detailed work
(A Critical and Exegetica l Com mentary on th e Gospel Accord ing to Saint Matthew,
ICC, Edinburgh, T. & T . Clark 1988, 3 vols.). And the much older detailed work by
John Broadus (Comm entary on the Gospel of Matthew, American C omm entary
Series, Valley Forge, Pa., 1988) was of explanatory quality to rank with Turner for
second or third. Ratings are given in this reviewer’s boo k, Commentaries for
Biblical Exposition (The W oodlands, Tex.: Kress Publications, 2004).
Turner received his Th.D. at Grace T heological Seminary and completed
course work for a Ph.D at Hebrew Union College. He is professor of New
Testament and systematic theology at Grand Rap ids T heological Seminary. In this
work, he has furnished a vast panorama of bibliograp hic literature (cf. xiii-xvii; 693762), including commentaries, journal articles, essays, and ancient writings. He has
51 pages of introduction, a lengthy commentary with a careful grammar/word study
and synthesis, a comprehensive yet compact treatment, and insight into history of
interpretation and details of exegesis of literary and theological concern.
In prophe cy, he commits to a progressive dispensational approach. He
sometimes accepts dispensational ideas and at other times favors different views on
details. He thinks this Go spel narrates reliable wo rds and works of Jesus, and opts
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for a narrative-critical perspective rather than a so urce-critical approach. O ne is
constantly aware that he regards the details as true.
Turner argues the po ssibility of the traditional Matthew as author and an
early date, before A.D. 70. He treats the text verse by verse, handles mo st
interpretive problems, and is usually but no t always clear-cut as to his ow n view..
He uses good charts on Matthew’s references to the Hebrew Bible (18-19 ), and Bible
texts Matthew cites in his ten citations “that it might be fulfilled” (22). He has other
helpful charts.
A good discussion resolves the problem of “fourteen” generations in the
genealogy of Matthew 1 (cf. 25-27). He also treats various phenomena in the
genealogy, e.g., mention of women, a comparison with the genealogy of Luke 3, and
theological matters in the two genealogies. Later he argues as untenable a distinction
between “kingdom of heaven” and “kingdom of God ” (38-44); in his understanding,
the phrases re fer to the same reality. He cites, for exam ple, Syn optic parallels and
the Jewish custom of having “heaven” refer to “God.” He differs from some
dispe nsationalists in seeing the kingdom as already inaugurated, pre sent in the dynam ic rule of God, but future as to its full display o n earth (43). He lays out a
detailed outline of the book (cf. 47-51).
On most aspects a user will find a good grasp o f things presented in a
readable way, eve n though they are at times concise. In the use of Isa 7:14 in
Matthew 1, Turner decides for a typological explanation rather than a prediction or
mu ltiple fulfillment. Not all will concur with his idea that a predictive view in Isaiah
7 really needs to be at tension with the historical context (71). Nor will they agree
with his decision that Isa 7:14 should be rendered as “a young woman,” not as “a
virgin.” Candidly, the prese nt review er believes that the evidence rightly sifted
points to an outright prediction fulfilled only in Matthew 1.
Turner devo tes a careful discussion to the M att 2:15 use of Hos 11 :1 and
the 2:23 link with the “pro phets” and Jesus’ b eing called a “N azare ne.” T urner is
also astute on Jesus’ fulfilling all righteousness (3:15), and the Sermon on the Mount
as giving personal ethics for the lives of Jesus’ people then and in the present age.
To him, the Sermon was delivered at one time in one place; he also holds that Jesus
repeated some facets in this teaching in other ve nues at different times and p laces.
Though com ments are sparse on divorce in 5:31-32, the commentator goes
into detail on the topic in 19:12. He favors the view that “fornication” there covers
a wide sweep of wrongs that violate fidelity to one’s married partner. On “let the
dead bury their own dead” (8:21-22), some will be surprised at his quick dismissal
of the view that Jesus refers to eventual secondary burial of the bones of the
deceased in an ossuary. Turner sees the Messianic Kingdom as having already
begun (e.g., 3:2; 4:17 ; 10:7; 12:28; and chapter 13; 334, 345). In 13:23 he views
fruit as an ind ispensable test of genuine discip leship, meaning of real salvation.
However, he qualifies that the truly saved are at various stages in the maturing
process and one cannot always fairly decide from lack of fruit that another is
unsaved. Like most commentators, he forthrightly rejects the view of some (not all)
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dispensationalists that the trea sure refers to redem ption of Israel and the pearl to
redemption of those in the church. Instead, he sees these as picturing a real sacrifice
for the sake of the kingdom in light of its value and the resulting joy. In the famous
“rock” context (16:18), Turner follows many in saying Jesus means Peter is the rock,
though apart from any acceptance of popery or papal succession.
It is not easy to grasp his view in 21:43 that the kingdom is taken from
Israel and given to another nation, the apostles, who are a part of Israel. He d oes this
while arguing against the “nation” referring to a transfer from Israel to the church.
But since the apostles are key persons re prese nting in effec t the church in its earliest
stage (cf. Ep h 2:2 0), how is this essentially different really from just saying the
transfer is to the church?
Turner in his brevity seems not to make a clear commitment on Matt 24:4041. He leave s a reader uncertain about what his precise view is. Is the one Jesus
says is “taken” an unsaved person removed from the earth in judgment, and the one
“left” a be liever ke pt safe o n the earth to enter the ea rthly kingdom? Or is the one
“taken” a child of God in the rapture, and the person “left” abandoned on earth to
rejection in judgment? Turner does not deal with details to show how this problem
is resolved.
No matter how careful a commentator is with space to which a publisher
restricts him, readers will inevitably isolate instances where not enough is said. Or
what is said falls short of clarity. All in all, Turner has fulfilled his assignm ent with
a diligent awareness in many cases. His work should take its place among detailed
evangelical works, which in most passages pretty consistently offer well-seasoned
com ment.

W olfee, John. The Expansion of Evangelicalism: The Age of Wilberforce, More,
Chalmers and Fin ney. A History of Evangelicalism: People Mo vements and
Ideas in the English-Speaking World, V olume 2. Downers G rove, Ill.:
InterV arsity, 2007. 280 pp. (cloth). $23.00; and David W. Bebbington. The
Dom inance of Evangelicalism: The Age of Spurgeon and Moody. A History of
Evangelicalism: People Movem ents and Ideas in the English-Speaking World,
Volume 3. Downers G rove, Ill.: InterVarsity, 2005. 28 8 pp . $23 .00 (c loth).,
$23 .00. R eviewed by Dennis M . Swanson, D irector of the Semina ry Libra ry.
In 2001 the annual meeting of The Evangelical Theological Society had as
its theme “Defining Evangelicalism’s Boundaries,” apparently driven by the problem
of defining exactly how the term was to be understood. In the revised article on
“Evangelicalism” in the Evangelical Dictionary of Theology (Baker Bo oks, 2001),
the author stated, “The very nature of Evangelicalism never was a unified movem ent
but a collection of emphases based on a common core of belief— a core that itself is
now under discussion” (409).
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The nature and definition of evangelicalism is certainly no clearer seven
years later and is perhaps more mud dled than ever. The emergence of the new
“Evangelical Left,” the recent “Evangelical Climate Initiative” to combat so-called
global warming, a leading evangelical pastor moderating a forum for the 2008
presidential candidates, the embracing of Open Theism, the New Perspective on
Pau l, and F ederal Vision theology (amo ng other sub-biblical systems) b y evang elicals leaves one wondering how the evangelical movement has reached a point of
weaving down a road, seemingly searching for the nearest ditch to crash into.
The best way to find out how a movement has reached a certain point is, of
course, to study its history, i.e., the path it has taken over the years. T o that end, this
review of a new series of boo ks, The H istory of Eva ngelicalism, under the editorial
direction of David W . Bebbington and Mark A. Noll (being produced in five
volumes) is undertaken. The first volum e, The Rise of Evangelicalism: The Age of
Edw ards, Whitefield, and the Wesleys, by Mark Noll (InterVarsity Press, 2003) has
already been release d, and fourth and fifth volumes are planned for the future. This
review will deal with the sec ond and third volumes in the series.
In his volume, Wolfee, professor of religious history at the Open University
in England, notes that all of the authors in the series, “take as its starting po int David
Bebbingto n’s definition of evangelicalism in terms of four ‘special marks’” (19).
These defining marks are,
1.
2.
3.
4.

Conversionism, the belief that lives need to be changed;
Activism , the exp ression of the go spel in effort;
Biblicism, a particular regard for the Bible;
Crucicentrism, a stress on the sacrifice of Christ on the cross. (19-20)

Though not an inaccurate definition of evangelicalism, one might argue that
it is some what incomp lete, a historica l definition without a sufficient emphasis on
the theological definition.
The authors in this series face the daunting task of creating a narrative that
is continually crisscrossing the Atlantic between Great Britain and the United States
while enabling the reader to keep the people, places, and events together in a
coherent whole. In this aspect of the task W olfee achieve s the goal with great skill.
His writing style is clear, concise, and he is able to strike a balance between listing
the necessary fac ts and figures witho ut forfeiting e xcellent prose in the process.
The author lists an impressive and highly useful bibliography o f primary
and secondary sources, but with a notable absence of any reference to the works of
Iain Murray, particularly his Reviva l and R evivalism (Banner of Truth, 1994)—even
though W olfee’s chapter 2 uses the same name—and A Scottish Christian Heritage
(Banner of Truth, 2006), in which Murray has a long and well-written section on
Thomas Chalmers. The book also omits Archibald Alexander (1772-1851), who was
a notable figure in Calvinistic revivalism as well as the first professor at the new
Princeton Theo logical Seminary, one of the mo st important evangelical institutions
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in 19th-century America. A general apathy or even antipathy toward Calvinism and
contributions of Calvinistic evangelicals by the author is a decided lack in this work.
A somewhat useful, if incomplete, index of subjec ts and p erson s is
included. Although neither stated nor indicated, the index is clearly not meant to be
exhaustive. For instance, it has only 9 page references for Charles G. Finney, who
is mentioned in at least triple that numb er of pages.
The author’s handling of Finney is uncritically favorable. Though the initial
controversies about Finney’s methods are discussed, Wo lfee concludes that between
Finney and his opp onents (who met at N ew Le banon in July 1827), “it was indeed
apparent that their theological differences were not substantial” (74). This conclusion
is fairly simplistic and again the author never details Finney’s theology or even that
of the opposing Calvinistic revivalists. He talks instead about methods and
techniques. He states at one point that the rising dom inance of Finney and his
methods meant “the rea l loser in the process wa s Asahel Ne ttleton, whose
conservative Calvinism and particularly low-key appro ach to revivalism were now
decidedly out of fash ion” (ib id).
W olfee’s strength is his handling of evangelicalism in Great Britain and his
emp hasis on the social action of W ilberforce and others . Of particular note is the
section on “Po litics: Freeing Slaves, Saving N ations” and the role that evang elicals
and their influence had on ending the slave trade in England and ultimately in the
United States. Ho wever, even here, W olfee’s emph asizes a sociological, political,
and cultural impact without discussing the underlying, theologically distinctive
features of evangelicalism.
In Bebbington’s volume, The Domina nce of E vang elicalism, the story of
evangelicalism moves in a somewhat chron ological manner. One problem in this
series is that the works center on nebulous “ag es” rather than on distinct chro nological breakdowns. For this reason, some important events seem to fall through the
cracks between the two volumes. One important omission is a discussion of the
Laym an’s Prayer Revival of 1858, except for a mention of it (194) when Bebbinton
refers to it by the lesser-known title of “Businessman’s Revival.” This was a revival
that even Charles F inney admitted, “put him in the shadows.” This evangelical
revival was one of the most unique and perhaps longe st lasting of notable revivals.
Bebb ington, professor of history at the University of Sterling in Scotland,
has written extensively o n evan gelicalism , mainly in Great Britain. His writing style
is, like Wolfee’s, quite readable and engaging. He has included an extensive
bibliography and useful subject-person index (as w ith the previous volume, it is
app arently not designed to be complete). Here the author expands the discussion of
his four “special marks” of an evangelical that Wolfee noted.
In discussing the first point, The Bible, he rightly no tes that “alleg iance to
the Bible wa s one of the de epest convictions of evangelical Christians of all stripes”
(26). However, he also states that the consequences of their position on the Bible,
“could be intellectually restrictive” (23). This author does make an attemp t to
discuss the theological issues, but displays clear preju dice toward an errantist view
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of the Bible. In his discussion of the theological controversies of the late 19th
century he gives much space to the leading errantists and their views, and then
essentially dismisses the ex tensive intellectual and literary efforts of A. A. Hodge
and B. B. Warfield in defending the traditional inerrantist view by stating that they
“produced a reasoned critique of the critical enterprise” (177).
As the sub-title notes, B ebb ington’s main examples of evangelicalism are
Charles H. Spurgeon in Great Britain and D. L. Mood y in the United States. He has
excellent overviews of both (Spurgeon, 40-45 and Moody, 45-51) and their influence
both during and afterward. O ne significa nt critique would be in the author’s
presentation and interpretation of the Downgrade Controversy of Spurgeon (18871894). The facts that the author presents in his summation of the controversy (26061) are incorrect or mislead ing at several imp ortant points (see this reviewer’s “The
Down Grade Controversy and Evangelical Boundaries,” Faith and Mission 20/2
[Spring 2003]:16-40, for a detailed review and analysis of the facts of the controversy and their effect on evangelicalism). His conclusion that Spurgeon’s views led
to the emergence of a narrow fundamentalism is du bious at best.
Bebbington does have some excellent sections, including the chapter
“Conservative Theological Trends” (18 4ff.), in which he particularly details the
resurgence of premillennialism within evangelicalism. Although even here, he
neglec ts impo rtant persona lities, such as the Presbyterian N athaniel W est (18261906). He does have a go od overview of the Keswick Mo vement, viewing it along
with Wesleyan Holiness as a lead into the emerging Pentecostal Movem ent (207ff.).
Like W olfee, Bebbington spends much time discussing the fourth of his
“Special Ma rks” of evange licalism, Activism. Here the au thor contributes an
excellent section on “Race R elations” (227-33) and evangelicals during this time.
He is caught seemingly in a conflict, though, as he speaks more or less favorably of
Da rwin’s view of evolution and the evangelicals who e mbraced it; but he finds
exceptionally problematic the concomitant “Social Dawinism,” which some
evangelicals also embraced, and its effect on both race relations and other social and
econo mic issues.
Many of the omissions of individuals and events in these volumes can be
accounted for by editorial constraints in terms of space (the volumes are all
uniformly about 280 pa ges), like the initial volume by Mark No ll, but this series
demonstrates a tendency to redefine evangelicalism more or less in terms of activism,
particularly soc ial activism , rather tha n as a theological mo vement.
The aforementioned article in the Evangelical Dictiona ry of Theology states
that, “Theologically it [evangelicalism] begins with a stress on the sovereignty of
God, the transcendent, personal, infinite Being who created and rules over heaven
and earth” (406). Bebbington’s “Special Marks” make no mention of any aspect of
this point at all. The author in this series may not agree with this position, but the
only intellectually honest mann er to deal with it is to p rove why this definition is
incorrect or inco nsequential. N either vo lume d oes this (nor d oes N oll’s); instead,
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the sovereignty of God and its results as defining features of evangelicalism are
ignored.
W hy and how e vangelicalism is in the condition it currently finds itself is
perhaps seen as much in wha t these volumes neglect as what they present. They are
certainly important contributions to the literature, but are rather marked as much by
their omissions as by their inclusions.

