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[. Introduction

A. With the recent Supreme Court decision holdireg the Constitution forbids
the outlawing of homosexual conduct and the reortihation of a practicing
homosexual as a bishop in the Episcopal Churchpkeruality is a hot topic. There is a
push to get the states to recognize homosexualagas;, and the media are filled with
homosexual activists arguing that people are wfonghinking there is anything wrong
with what they do.

B. Lest any of you start to think they have a pdimvant to review with you some
of what the Bible says on this subject and to egmmsne flaws in the recent attempts to
dodge the meaning of these texts.

HOMOSEXUAL CONDUCT IN THE O.T.

|. Gen. 2:18-24 - Creation of woman

A. In Gen. 2:18, God, declaring that it's not géadthe man to be alone,
announces his intention to make a helper who tefior corresponds to Adam. And in
2:21-23 he fulfills that intention, not by indepemdly creating another man, but by
building a complementary being, a woman, from & pgAdam. The woman is not
simply "like Adam" but "from Adam.” She is a corapientary fit to him. As Robert J.
Gagnon puts it ifThe Bible and Homosexual Practice (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 2001)
“[s]he is a complementary sexual ‘other.™

B. And for that reason, according to Gen. 2:2dam shall leave his father and
mother, as powerful as that bond is, and becoraelatl to his woman/wife and the two
will become one flesh. Only a being mddeam man can and ought to become someone
with whom man longs toeunite in sexual intercourse and marriageguaion that not
only provides companionship but restores man t@hgnal wholeness. Only a being
madefrom man can be a suitable and complementary counteégolaim. Male and
female are "perfect fits" from the standpoint ofide design and blessing. Male and
male, or female and female, are not.

C. As we'll see, this justification for male-fermalnion -- their physical,
interpersonal, and procreative sexual compleméntaris a thread running through
criticisms in Scripture of same-sex intercoursécasitrary to nature."



[l. Gen. 9:20-27 - Ham's act and Noah's curse

A. You recall the episode in Gen. 9:20-27 wheralNwas sleeping drunk in his
tent and Ham "saw his nakedness." When Noah aao#tid&knew what Ham "had done
to him" he cursed Ham's descendant Canaan.

B. Many scholars, past and present, Jewish andtznj are convinced that
Ham's offense was not literally seeing his fatheed but raping him. There are a
number of clues that point in that direction: (Igrilwas apparently in the tent and not
merely at the entrance, (2) it seems Ham brouglahmuter garment (which served as
a blanket) to his brothers outside the tent, winmetkes sense if the was using it as proof
of what he'd done, (3) the statement that Hamdaad something to Noah is an odd way
of referring to his seeing him, (4) "uncovering'tdiseeing the nakedness of" is similar
to phrases used elsewhere to denote sexual intee;dB) there is evidence from
Mesopotamia and Egypt that homosexual rape wasaseaway of emasculating,
disgracing, and demonstrating one's power overaa, fivhich fits if Ham was attempting
to usurp the authority of his father and elder theos, (6) Shem and Japheth's refusal
even literally to see their father's nakednesscisrdrast to Ham's metaphorical "seeing,"”
(7) rape explains the curse on Canaan, both isrggwand the fact it was on a
descendant rather than Ham himself (what he'd dathehis "seed" fell on his "seed"),
and (8) incest and homosexual conduct are givéewticus 18 and 20 as reasons for
God vomiting the Canaanites out of the land; tHeyre in their ancestor's immorality.

C. If this is correct, then given the prohibitiogaanst same-sex intercourse
spelled out elsewhere in the Pentateuch (e.g.,1&22, 20:13), certainly the
homosexual element was part of the outrage, a contjing factor leading to the curse.
Indeed, you see a lesser degree of revulsion esguies Gen. 19:30-38 over
heterosexual incest, where Lot's daughters tookratdge of their inebriated father.

1. Gen. 19:4-11 - Sodom and Gomorrah

A. God has determined to destroy the sinful ckieSodom and Gomorrah. As
two angels in the form of men are heading for SodGod agrees not to destroy the city
if ten righteous people can be found in it. LotesxIs hospitality to the angels, taking
them into his home, and then men from the cityaurd his house and demand that the
visitors be brought out so they can have sex vgmt Lot labels their demand
"wicked." The angels pull Lot back into the hoasel blind the men. The next day
Sodom, Gomorrah, and the cities of the plain (ekxZear) were destroyed.

B. Again, given the prohibition against same-gsggrricourse spelled out
elsewhere in the Pentateuch, certainly the homa@degpect of their intended sin is part
of the showing that God's decision to wipe theesitff the map is justified. It shows the
depth of their depravity. They're attempting tonifest inhospitality in the outrageous
form of homosexual rape. Gagnon (p. 78) writes:



To suggest that the story does not speak to e isf homosexual
behavior between consenting adults, even in amdotway, is
misleading. Undoubtedly for the [author], the effince between
consenting homosexual intercourse and coerced hexuakintercourse
was that in the former both participants willinglggraded themselves
while in the latter one of the parties was foraao iself-degradation. The
burden of proof is entirely on those who would asstherwise, . . .

C. Attempts to avoid this conclusion fail and séimes border on the silly:

1. In demanding to "know" the visitors the peoplé&odom simply
wanted to get acquainted. "Know" is a euphemisnséxual intercourse in other places,
and the context makes that meaning clear (19:8wuslaughters had not "known" a
man).

2. Ezek. 16:49-50 (ESV) - "Behold, this was thétgf your sister
Sodom: she and her daughters had pride, excesesafdnd prosperous ease, but did not
aid the poor and needy. They were haughty andnli@bomination before me. So |
removed them, when | saw it [text issue - as yotelseen]." The argument here is that
Ezekiel did not interpret the sin of Sodom in telwhsexual immorality.

a. But the reference to their having done "an abation" before
God may be a reference to their attempt to comamitessex intercourse. Indeed, in
Ezek. 18:12 "commits an abomination” seems to thstanct act of its own, perhaps so
heinous that it could be described only in thisrect way. But even if doing "an
abomination” refers to their indifference to thepand needy, it still may have in view
the attempted homosexual rape as a particulariyg wimgtance of crimes against the poor
and needy (the seemingly helpless visitors shelteyea resident alien).

b. Gagnon (p. 85) summarizes Ezekiel's perspelikigehis:

Ezekiel thought that the inhabitants of the citgdrae "prideful” and
"haughty" as a result of the city's prosperity, antheir prosperity they
both neglected the po@nd committed a particularly abominable act of
sexual immorality. The two evils are linked bylagfant disregard of
God's own priorities, putting the human at the eenf the cosmos. In
Ezekiel's view, the overarching rubric for the sfrfodom is not
inhospitality or homosexual behavior but human garee in relation to
God. The focus is theocentric.

c. Of course, even if Ezekiel is construed asmaking a reference
to homosexual intercourse, one still would havéasis for concluding that he was
neutral about homosexual practice. Ezekiel wasesty and his message shows the
deepest concern for the kinds of purity law engtim Leviticus 17-26. If same-sex
intercourse was not the issue among his audieneers tvould have been little need to
address it explicitly.



3. Jude 7 says that God judged Sodom and Gombeeduse they "gave
themselves up to sexual immorality and going aftker flesh." The claim that this
meant going afteangels rather than going aftenales won't work because Genesis 19
does not imply that the men of Sodom knew it wagetmthey were seeking to have sex
with and "flesh" is not a natural word to applyatogels. Thus Moo says, "Probably,
then, the usual interpretation is correct: Jude@ates God's judgment on Sodom and
Gomorrah with the homosexual practices of its intaais."

4. Likewise, 2 Pet. 2:7 says Lot was distressethbljicentious conduct of
the lawless men of Sodom and Gomorrah. The wdelsgenerally to a lack of self-
constraint but especially of sexual excesses. &tmoments, "As Peter points out,
Genesis 19 suggests that Lot did not participateerrampant homosexuality that
characterized the cities and was, indeed, 'disite sy it."

IV. Judges 19:22-25 - Rape of the Levite's conaeibin

A. Here a Levite from Ephraim was returning thizoen Bethlehem with his
concubine. They stopped in Gibeah (in Benjamim)) a&are finally taken in by an old
man who was himself originally from Ephraim. Jastin Sodom, men from the city
come and demand that the old man bring out the wisiter so they could have sex with
him. The old man urges them not to act "wickedlgti not to do this "disgraceful thing."
The old man offered his virgin daughter and thecatime rather than have them do such
a shameful thing to the Levite, but the men wengilling. The Levite then shoved his
concubine out the door, and she was raped and negrddhis became a national
outrage, which triggered a civil war in which thidé of Benjamin was defeated.

B. Given the condemnation of homosexual condwsevethere, one cannot
reasonably claim that the homosexual aspect dicaato the dimension of horror for
the old man, the Levite, and the author. The rapnge for male penetration of males
must have been a significant factor in twice desigy the demand for intercourse with
the Levite as a "disgraceful thing." It was anregeeater evil than the outrage of raping
the women. It underscores just how rebelliousemiaht these people were.

V. Homosexual cult prostitution in Israel

A. Homosexual cult prostitution existed in Isrdating the period of the divided
monarchy, and the biblical authors clearly condedrineThese were men whose
masculinity was believed to have been transformemfemininity by a goddess and part
of whose cultic function was to offer their bodtesother men for same-sex intercourse.

1. Deut. 23:17-18 - "None of the daughters addsshall be a cult
prostitute, nor shall any of the sons of Israehtmilt prostitute™® You shall not bring the
hire of a harlot or the wages of a dog into theseoof the Lord your God for any votive
offering, for both of these are an abominatiom ltord your God" (NASB). NIV and



NRSV make clear that "dog" refers to "male prostitloy translating it "male prostitute."
"Dog" was a pervasive term of abuse in antiquity.

2. 1 Ki. 14:21-24 - "Now Rehoboam the son of &wo reigned in
Judah. . . . And his mother's name was Naamah ti@dnitess.?? Judah did evil in the
sight of the Lord, . .% For they also built for themselves high places [sadred] pillars
and Asherim on every high hill and beneath evexyiiant tree.?* There were also male
cult prostitutes in the land. They did accordia@ll the abominations of the nations
which the Lord dispossessed before the sons alIsfdASB). This sounds much like
the summary in Lev. 18:24-30, which followed aitigtof sexual offenses that singled
out in particular same-sex intercourse as an "abation."

B. Those seeking to legitimize homosexual condespond, "Okay, these biblical
authors were opposed to male, same-sex cult progtit But that only tells us what the
author believed about consensual homosexual peaobieducted in the context of
idolatrous cults and prostitution, not the kindafing expressions of homosexuality we
witness today."

1. The problem with this is that in the ancient Neast, themost
acceptable form of same-sex intercourse — notethst lacceptable — was same-sex
intercourse in a religious context. Though sttéked down upon, male cult prostitutes
in Mesopotamia were tolerated because their fentynivas the goddess's doing, not
their own. Sex with them was seen as a meanscesamg the power of the goddess.

2. So when the biblical authors rejected homosesuiélprostitutes — and
surely not just because they were connected torAkhas the epithet "dogs" indicates —
they were in effect rejecting the whole phenomeobimomosexual practice. They were
repudiating a form of homosexual intercourse thasg the most palatable in their cultural
context. If they rejected that particular formhaimosexual practice, how much more all
other forms?

C. They also argue that we can't know whether malleprostitutes were
"sexually oriented" toward men or were doing wimetytdid for some other reason. But
as Gagnon states (p. 110), "The bottom line folidaibauthors: it did not matter why
people willingly engaged in same-sex intercounsst, s it was unnecessary to parse the
motivations of those who participated willinglyimcest, bestiality, adultery, fornication,
or heterosexual prostitution.”

VI. Lev. 18:22, 20:13: Laws

A. Lev. 18:22 - "You shall not lie with a maleagh a woman; it is an
abomination” (ESV and NRSV). Lev. 20:13 - "If amraes with a male as with a
woman, both of them have committed an abominatioey shall surely be put to death;
their blood is upon them" (ESV).



1. The lexicon by Koehler and Baumgardner offiesse additional
definitions of the word translated "abomination®an abhorrent thing," "something
detestable, loathsome, utterly repugnant, disggistimhough a number of sexual sins
(and other sins) are mentioned in Leviticus 18 2Bdincluding incest, adultery,
bestiality, and child sacrifice, only the homoséxad is specifically designated an
"abomination.” Collectively, they are all callealbbminations,” but that designation is
attached separately only to homosexual conducéat Jdys something about the degree
of revulsion associated with this. Deut. 12:31vghthat "an abominable thing" is
something Godhates.

2. These laws are unqualified and absolute. Hagyf a man lies with a
male (the general term) as with a woman, not if a ni@swith a neighbor (one of equal
social status), a boy, or a cultic prostitute.

B. Those seeking to excuse homosexual conducttsoggeargue that the
Holiness Code of Leviticus includes things we dbaansider binding today, things we
recognize were temporary purity regulations forpgkeple of Israel, and that homosexual
conduct is in that category.

1. It's true that some of the commands in the Molsav were peculiarly
covenantal and as such were in force only to timeireg of Christ, but there also are
many commands that reflect the permanent morateleiGod. For example, Leviticus
18-20 includes prohibitions against idolatry, witcift, stealing, lying, adultery, incest,
bestiality, child sacrifice and commands to honoe's parents and love one's neighbor.
One can't just say, "Well, that's in the O.T. sg itrelevant,” especially given the
revulsion expressed over homosexual conduct.

2. The fact the prohibition of homosexual condsajrounded in the
creation order, in the differentiation between naaie female, points to its enduring
validity. And as we will see, the prohibition agsti homosexual conduct is repeated in
the N.T., so there is no question that it is paod's ongoing or continuing will.

C. Those seeking to justify homosexual conductetones argue that the
prohibition was based on a rationale that no lomgdas true in the modern context, and
therefore the prohibition should not be applied.

1. They've argued that the prohibition of malagihg sex with males was
because of the connection of such behavior witkatdp In other words, homosexual
conduct was not inherently bad but bad becauss tfpical associations. Few today
give this argument any credence because the ptioilin Leviticus 20:13 does not
follow the references to child sacrifice but isdarched between prohibitions of
adultery and incest. Besides, the prohibitiomisahied in terms of males, not cult
prostitutes.

2. They've argued that the prohibition was basethe fact homosexual
intercourse "wastes seed" and could not lead torpadion. Given the acceptance of



non-procreative sex (contraception) among Jewsaotkstants, the basis for the
prohibition of homosexual conduct no longer hol@$ie problem is that the premise of
this argument is false or, at best, unproven. ngsiare prohibited in the Holiness Code
thatcan lead to procreation, such as incest and aduléeny,some things thaannot lead
to procreation are not prohibited, such as heteradesex with a "barren” woman or
during a woman's pregnancy. In addition, it sednisscannot account for the level of
revulsion expressed.

3. They've argued that the prohibition was basethe fact homosexual
intercourse mingles semen with excrement, whicrewitunally defiling substances.
Given that ritual defilements were temporary regiafes, there is no basis for applying it
today. Again, the problem is that the premisalsd. The prohibition against
homosexual conduct makes no mention of dung béragpeaks explicitly of gender
discomplementarity ("as though lying with a womanThings are prohibited that have
nothing to do with commingling defiling substancgsch as adultery and incest, and
other things that would mix semen with excremeatrast mentioned, such as
heterosexual anal intercourse.

D. The primary problem of male-male intercoursthat violates sexual
boundaries established by God at creation. ltdr@anale as a female rather than as a
male. This same principle is evident in Deut. 28Here cross-dressing is prohibited and
described as an abomination. Gagnon writes @):13

The particularly "abhorrent” character of homoséxuot@rcourse
cannot be explained solely or primarily by its ladkprocreative potential.
Rather, it is to be traced to its character asgréint transgression of the
most fundamental element of human sexuality: segeader.
Homosexual intercourse requires a radical "gendeding” of human
sexuality by the very creatures whom God placetharge of the good,
ordered creation.

E. Some have argued that, since Lev. 18:22 ariBXpecifically address only
intercourse between men, other forms of homosecarahct, such as lesbianism, are
permitted. As Gagnon says (p. 143), "Such a cammfuis akin to arguing that, because
any particular corpus of law in the Old Testameqieitly proscribes only penetrative
intercourse in the case of incest, adultery, fatmn, rape, and bestiality, we can assume
that fondling one's stepmother, or a neighbor'e vaf a virgin, or an animal would be
acceptable behavior in ancient Israel.” Theresaxeral possible reasons why female-
female sexual conduct was not specifically addiekgséeviticus. As we'll see next
week, Paul in Rom. 1:26 leaves no doubt that senelaiions between two women is
forbidden.



HOMOSEXUALITY IN FIRST-CENTURY JUDAISM AND THE N.T.

|. Homosexuality in first-century Judaism

A. We saw last week that the O.T. condemns hom@deonduct, labeling it an
abomination. This morning | want to look at thé Nevidence, but before doing that, it
will be helpful to see how homosexuality was viewedirst-century Judaism. Since
Jesus, the Apostles, and all writers of the N.Xcépt Luke) were Jews, we can assume,
unless there is evidence to the contrary, that sheyed the Jewish view of things. Being
aware of this religious and cultural context willjr us to interpret the N.T. correctly.

B. Extrabiblical Jewish writings before, duringndaafter the first century are
unanimous in the rejection of homosexual condubicivcomes as no surprise given the
condemnation of that conduct in the O.T. In wgsmanging from 200 B.C. to A.D. 200,
homosexuality is condemned in thetter of Aristeas, Sbylline Oracles 3, The Sentences
of Pseudo-Phocylides, The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, Sbylline Oracles 5,
Mishnah Sanhedrin 7:4, three writings of Philo, two writings of Jpdmis, and depending
on how its dated? Enoch. For example:

1. The Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides (190-192), which was written
somewhere between 50 B.C. and A.D. 100, statesntdd¢ransgress with unlawful sex
the limits set by nature. For even animals arepfedsed by intercourse of male with
male. And let women not imitate the sexual rolenein."

2. Mishnah Sanhedrin 7:4, which dates around A.D. 200, states, "These
are [the felons] who are put to death by stoningwho has sexual relations with (1) his
mother, (2) with the wife of his father, (3) witlsldaughter-in-law, (4) with a male, and
(5) with a cow [or a beast], and the woman whodsian ox [or beast] on top of herself."

C. David Wright states in "Homosexuality" in tBacyclopedia of Early
Christianity:

Homosexuality was largely unknown in Judaism, ®@htistianity
inherited unqualified condemnations of male homasaépractice in
Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13. (The import of theseses cannot be limited
to behavior associated with pagan cults, any mwae the prohibition of
child sacrifice in 18:21 or bestiality in 20:152ostbiblical Judaism
stressed the homosexual element in the Sodomitesiated rape of Lot's
male guests (Gen. 19:4-5; cf. Judg. 19:22), antkHistic Jewish writers
denounced homosexuality as frequently as any sin.

C. Jews, like Greek and Roman critics of samehstexcourse, rejected
homosexual conduct on the ground it was "contraifpt against) nature.” Only male-
female intercourse was considered "natural" oaticordance with nature." The two
primary extrabiblical indications of this cited Bgwish authors were that semen
produces life only in heterosexual intercourse twad the female body part was the



obvious receptacle for the male body part. Thatgsithat men and women have been
stamped by God with a fundamental biological comrm@etarity that is blurred by same-
sex intercourse.

D. Sexual desire for persons of the same sex maeshange this basic fact. In
addition, everyone recognizes that innate urge& gatify behavior. Having innate
sexual urges for multiple partners, children, adénand siblings doesn't justify adultery,
pedophilia, bestiality, and incest. And havingatennonsexual urges of selfishness and
anger don't justify acting on them.

E. That same-sex intercourse in the pagan wortdaifday customarily involved
a mature man as the active partner and teenageab@@assive recipients is stated or
clearly implied in most of the texts, but it is roe@ntral to the rejection of same-sex
intercourse. The focus is on the transgender agpéce intercourse rather than on the
age disparity.

Il. Jesus' view of homosexuality

A. Those seeking to legitimize homosexual condoahetimes argue that Jesus
said nothing about homosexual conduct, and so we ha reason to believe he opposed
it. There are several things wrong with this.

B. First, even if Jesus made no references to Berual conduct, his silence
cannot reasonably be construed as an endorsemtnatt dfehavior.

1. Given that he is a Jew and that Jews unanimeefgted same-sex
intercourse, his silence would mean that he felh@ed to challenge or alter the status
quo. If he felt there was something wrong with sketus quo, how would anyone realize
it from silence? That's like saying, "By not spieally addressing bestiality, Jesus was
thereby approving of it." It's absurd in principle

2. Moreover, as we'll see, the N.T. writers clealisapprove of
homosexual conduct. To interpret Jesus' allededcg as approval of homosexual
conduct in the face of its disapproval by N.T. erst would be to create a contradiction
between Jesus and the Spirit who inspired the Wiriters.

C. Second, Jesus referred implicitly to homosegoabuct in Mk. 7:21-23,
where he included "sexual immoralities” (or "forations™), "adulteries," and
"licentiousness" in a list of things that are eanld defiling.

1. Gagnon states (p. 191), "No first-century Jeul@tave spoken of
porneiai (plural) without having in mind the list of forldén sexual offenses in Leviticus
18 and 20 (incest, adultery, same-sex intercobesgtjality).” He notes, "In this
particular saying, the sin of adultery is listepa@tely so the plural likely has incest
most in view, along with same-sex intercourse agstiality, probably also fornication
and prostitution.”



2. If one insists, despite the fact it's pluragttborneiai refers only to a
form or forms of heterosexual immorality, certaifiigentiousness” covers the rest of the
waterfront in terms of sexual immorality. | poidteut last week that the woedelgeia
means self-abandonment or lack of self-constrasgecially in regard to sexual excesses
(BDAG). 2 Pet. 2:7 says Lot was distressed bylitteatious conduct of the lawless men
of Sodom and Gomorrah, which as Moo notes, pomtthe rampant homosexuality that
characterized the cities.” Why think that wherudassed the term, he was somehow
excluding homosexual conduct? No Jew who heardworidd have thought he was
excluding it unless he said so.

D. Third, Jesus in his discussion of divorce ik.MI0:1-12 appealed to both Gen.
1:27 ("God made them male and female") and Ged. @f@r this reason a man shall
leave his father and mother and will be joineditowife and the two will become one
flesh") and then added the comment, "So they atemger two but one flesh; thus what
God joined together, let no one separate.” Thigesits that Jesus accepted the model
for marriage and sexual union presented in Gerle®ighat he understood that marriage
was ordained by God as the union of a man and aampnot a man and another man, or
a woman and another woman. There was no needimeat directly on homosexual
unions because the creation texts authorized ordytype of sexual union.

E. Gagnon concludes (p. 228):

The portrayal of Jesus as a first-century Palestidew who was
open to homosexual practice is simply ahistori@dl.the evidence leads
in the opposite direction. . . . What is cleanirthe evidence that the
texts do offer is that the historical Jesus isdedender of homosexual
behavior. To the contrary, Jesus, both in whatdys and what he fails to
say, remains squarely on the side of those whaotregmosexual practice.
At the same time, the model of Jesus' behaviordweaxually immoral
people can be compared with the model of JesuaViomttoward those
who routinely exploit others for economic gain. el¢hurch can and
should recapture Jesus' zeal for all the "lost"'&nk" of society,
including those engaged in homosexual practicenc&ely, this means
visiting their homes, eating with them, speakingd anting out of love
rather than hate, communicating the good news abBodts rule, throwing
a party when they repent and return home, andréfiategrating them
fully into communities of faith.

lll. The Apostle Paul
A. Rom. 1:16-32*For | am not ashamed of the gospel, for it is e of God
for salvation to everyone who believes, both toJie first and to the Greek’For in it the

righteousness of God is being revealed, [a riglsieess] from faith to faith, just as it is
written, "But the righteous from faith shall live."
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¥For the wrath of God is being revealed from heagainst all ungodliness and
unrighteousness of men who suppress the truthrightaousness’because what is
knowable of God is evident among them, for Goddiggl it to them ?%or his invisible
[attributes] are clearly seen since the creaticdh@fvorld, being understood by the things
made, both his eternal power and deity, so thgtahe without excusé’because having
known God, they did not glorify [him] as God or gifhim] thanks, but they became futile
in their reasonings and their uncomprehending sieate darkened“Claiming to be wise,
they became foolSand exchanged the glory of the immortal God fokenkess of an image
of mortal man and birds and four-footed animals rexpdles.

*Therefore, God handed them over inlilms of their heartsto uncleanness, so
that theirbodies ar e dishonored among them?°They exchanged the truth of God for the
lie and worshipped and served the creature instietid Creator, who is blessed forever,
amen. *Because of this, God handed them ovetishonorable passions, for both their
females exchanged natural sexual relationsfor those contrary to nature, >’and likewise
also the males, having abandoned natural sexual relationswith thefemale, were
inflamed with their desirefor one another, males with males carrying out shameful
actsand receiving in themselves the necessary penalty for their error. ?And as they did
not see fit to keep God in [their] knowledge, Gadhthed them over to an unfit mind, to do
immoral things, *those filled withall unrighteousness, evil, greed, andepravity; full of
envy, murder, discord, deceit, and malice; gosdisnderers, God-haters, insolent,
arrogant, boasters, devisers of evil, disobed@patents®without understanding, without
faithfulness, without natural affection, withoutmmg **They, though knowing God's
righteous decree thdtose who practice such things are worthy of death, not only do
them, but also approve of those who practice [them]

1. That God's saving work, his "righteousingfalsing place in the
preaching of the gospel is of supreme importancause the wrath of God that is
ultimately coming is already being previewed inwrath upon the ungodliness and
unrighteousness of human beings.

2. That wrath is now being manifested in his apgthe door to sinful
humanity's headlong plunge into wickedness. Tdnstéaste of wrath in these "last days" is
God's "handing over" of human beings (vv. 24, 3),t8 their chosen way of sin and all its
consequences. It's something like the parent wibee to bless his child by providing
guidance has been despised for so long that he Istching up his money, which the child
then uses to buy heroin and thus to reap his punaish

a. As Stott says, "God abandons stubborn sinadheir willful self-
centredness, and the resulting process of morag@rtlal degeneration is to be
understood as a judicial act of God."

b. That is what is behind Schiller's famous canim'The history of
the world is the judgment of the world."

3. Paul makes the point that the wrath of Godhagainners, both in history
and on Judgment Day, is just because God has eeMemhself to all mankind through the
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creation. Creation bears witness to God, and getkimd willfully suppresses that
testimony, preferring to go its own foolish way dadreate its own gods.

a. As God "hands them over,” we see the deptivhich humanity
sinks. Their lust finds expression in perverted specifically in homosexuality. And Paul
says that homosexuals receive in themselves tlessey penalty for their deviancy. The
very sin they embrace winds up punishing them, atignsocially, and physically. Itis
God's judgment.

b. Denials to the contrary notwithstanding, hnslenow at some
level that God is God and that he deserves theatthamor, and despite that knowledge,
they continue to rebel against him and to apprdvkease who do. They know what they
do is wrong and that it deserves punishment by Qds is probably due to both the
revelation of creation and the "law of the heagtérred to in 2:14-15. This "general
revelation" is sufficient to make all people cullgalbut "special revelation"” is required for
people to be saved.

4. Paul's unnamed target in this section is theti®s, but he soon makes the
point that the Jews also are under the power ofBie can imagine some Gentiles claiming
that their ignorance of God exempted them fromudgment, so Paul insists that all people
have some knowledge of God and his will for them.

5. As Gagnon points out, "The depth of Paul'seral feelings toward same-
sex intercourse finds parallels not only in theelef disgust toward same-sex intercourse
exhibited by other Jewish writers of the period &lgb in responses to homosexual behavior
in Paul's scripture,” which we looked at last week.

B. Vice listsin 1 Cor. 6:9 and 1 Tim. 1:10
1. The texts

a. 1 Cor. 6:9-10 (NIV modified): Do you not knowatithe wicked
will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deeel: Neither the sexually immoral
nor idolaters nor adulterers nmelakoi norarsenokoitai *° nor thieves nor the greedy nor
drunkards nor slanderers nor swindlers will inhéré kingdom of God.

b. 1 Tim. 1:10-11 (NIV modified): We also know tHatv {Or that
the law}is made not for the righteous but for lawbreekand rebels, the ungodly and
sinful, the unholy and irreligious; for those whd their fathers or mothers, for
murderers,*® for adulterers andrsenokoitais, for slave traders and liars and perjurers--
and for whatever else is contrary to the soundrifeet* that conforms to the glorious
gospel of the blessed God, which he entrusted to me

2. The lexicons

a. Thayer'ssreek-English Lexicon of the New Testament:
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» malakos:. effeminate, of a catamite, a male who submits his body tcatumal
lewdness, 1 Co. vi. 9."

» arsenokoites: "one who lies with a male as with a female, a sodomite: 1 Cor. vi. 9;
1 Tim.i. 10."

b. Bauer, Danker, Arndt, and Gingriclf: &. (Chi. Press, 2000):

» malakos. "pertaining to being passive in a same-sex kaiatiip,effeminate esp.
of catamites, of men and boys who are sodomized by other mialesch a
relationship, oppositarsenokoites. . . . 1 Cor. 6:9 ('male prostitutes' NRSV [and
NIV] is too narrow a rendering; 'sexual pervert'BRfand RSV] is too broad)."

* arsenokoites: "a male who engages in sexual activity with asparof his own
sex." Regarding its use in 1 Cor. 6:9 it state6ohe who assumes the dominant
role in same-sex activity, opposit@lakos. . . . Paul's strictures against same-sex
activity cannot be satisfactorily explained on biasis of alleged temple
prostitution . . . or limited to contract with bofgg homoerotic service."

c. Louw & Nida,Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament:

* malakos. "the passive male partner in homosexual intesmurhomosexual.’ . . .
As in Greek, a number of other languages also katieely distinct terms for the
active and passive roles in homosexual intercolurse.

» arsenokoites: "a male partner in homosexual intercourse - ‘regroal.'. . . Itis
possible thasrsenokoites in certain contexts refers to the active male in
homosexual intercourse in contrast withlakos, the passive male partner.”

3. The versions

1 Cor. 6:9 - (ESV) men who practice homosexuafity The two Greek terms translated
by this phrase refer to the passive and activenpestin consensual homosexual acts);
(NET) passive homosexual partners, practicing hexeals; (NRSV) male prostitutes,
sodomites; (REB) sexual pervert (combines bothlkJ¥X) homosexuals (fn. catamites),
sodomites; (NEB) one guilty of homosexual pervargmombines both); (NIV) male
prostitutes, homosexual offenders; (JB) catam#tedpmites; (NASB) effeminate,
homosexuals; (RSV) sexual perverts (combines both)

1 Tim. 1:10 - (ESV) men who practice homosexuallNET) practicing homosexuals;
(NRSV) sodomites; (REB) perverts; (NKJV) sodomit@$EB) perverts; (NIV) perverts;
(JB) those who are immoral with women or with boysvith men (combines several
words); (NASB) homosexuals; (RSV) sodomites

V. Commentators

A. 1 Cor. 6:9 Conzelmann: "The sins of sexual immorality are made spedific
the introduction of both passive . . . and actigembsexuality.” Grosheide: "passive and
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active homosexuals respectivel\Barrett: "the passive and active partners respectively
in male homosexual relationsBlomberg: "the more passive and more active partners,
respectively, in any male homosexual adVinter: "participants in male

homosexuality” (combines bothY.hiselton: "perverts, men who practice sexual
relations with men."

B. 1 Tim. 1:10 -Quinn & Wacker: "homosexuals," adding "There is little to be
said lexically for confining the meaning afsenokoitai to 'male prostitutes' or 'call-
boys.™ Liefeld: "male homosexuals.Knight: "homosexuals," adding "The word does
not refer, as some have alleged, only to sex watmg boys or to male homosexual
prostitutes, but simply to homosexuality itselMounce: "homosexuals."Best:
"homosexual."K dly: "homosexuals.'Fee: "a word for male coital homosexuality.”

IV. Early church

A. Given the clear condemnation of homosexual aohah the O.T., extrabiblical
Jewish writings, and the N.T., we would expecbibé clearly condemned in the post-
N.T. writings of the early church. And that is wikee find.

B. David Wright states in "Homosexuality" iincyclopedia of Early Christianity:

The church fathers universally condemned male tsemamal
behavior. . . . Although the Levitical prohibitievas not frequently cited
[Clement of Alexandria, Tertullian, Origen, and Ebgis being
exceptions], no evidence suggests it was felt todnger binding or to
condemn only ceremonial uncleanness. . . .

Stoic influence reinforced Paul's portrayal of los@xuality as
unnatural, and early Christian writers regularla@cterized it in these
terms [cites omitted]. They clearly regarded itastrary to the created
constitution and function of men and women, andmetely to the
dispositions of particular individuals. . . .

All the evidence indicates that the teaching nahthe early
church unreservedly condemned homosexual activity.

V. The dark reality of homosexuality

A. Homosexuality in our culture is called "gayVhatever the etymology of that
word as a reference to homosexuals, the implicatiaghe label to modern ears is that it's
a kind of a merry, fun-filled existence.

B. Jeffrey Satinover has practiced psychiatry forerthan two decades. He has
degrees from MIT, University of Texas, and Harvakte is a former Fellow in
Psychiatry and Child Psychiatry at Yale Universitg.1996 he wrotélomosexuality and
the Politics of Truth. In that book (p. 51), he points out that homosdiky is associated
with the following problems:
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A significantly decreased likelihood of establighior preserving a successful
marriage

A twenty-five to thirty-year decrease in life expatcy

Chronic, potentially fatal, liver disease — infecis hepatitis, which increases
the risk of liver cancer

Inevitably fatal immune disease including assodat@ncers
Frequently fatal rectal cancer

Multiple bowel and other infectious diseases

A much higher than usual incidence of suicide

A very low likelihood that its adverse effects daneliminated unless the
condition itself is

An at least 50 percent likelihood of being elimetathrough lengthy, often
costly, and very time-consuming treatment in areotiise unselected group
of sufferers (although a very high success ratepime instances nearing 100
percent, for groups of highly motivated, carefidtected individuals)
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