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Preface 

We believe the Bible is the Word of God; verbally inspired by God and inerrant in the 
original writings, and that it is the supreme, final, and infallible authority in doctrine and 
practice. By inspiration, we mean God's superintendence of human authors, so that 
using their individual personalities, they composed and recorded His revelation to man 
without error in the words of the original autographs. We further believe that there is but 
one method of Bible interpretation—the literal or historical—grammatical method. This 
method recognizes that the authors of Scripture meant what they said. Therefore, we 
consistently apply the rules of grammar, literature, history, and culture to Scripture to 
unlock and understand the author's meaning (Matt 5:16-18; II Tim 3:16, 17; II Pet 1:20, 21).  

 

Introduction 

"Unless the foundation is firm, the building has no hope." 

The primary goal of human existence, the "reason for it all," is to glorify God as our 
Creator and God by reflecting His image in the world and turning our attention to Him in 
worship. All other roads and inquiries of life lead to dissatisfaction and despair. Until we 
rightly align ourselves with the overarching reason for all things, not just human 
existence, we will forever be out of step, at odds with our own existence, and unable to 
find ease in the realities of the world. We are seeing this reality play out over and over in 
our culture. People are at odds with themselves and the world and cannot figure out 
why. Nowhere is this more evident than in the realm of sexual ethics. 

Some hailed the sexual revolution of the 1960s as the new age that would revel in 
freedom and pleasure. Fifty years after that shift, we find a culture pressing all 
boundaries and understandings of sexual moralities, seeking to abolish all standards of 
sexual behavior, yet at the same time in total confusion about how to stem the sexual 
violence, addiction, and predation that is growing by leaps and bounds. The sexual 
liberty of the individual is considered the highest moral good regarding sexual ethics 
despite the increasing evidence of its destructive power. Sadly, this worldview has 
increased and even found its home in the Church. 

More and more, we see those who desire to be disciples of Christ seduced and 
wounded by adhering to this faulty and false sexual ethic. Sexual sin is unique in that it 
not only damages the spirit and psyche of one person but two. It affects the relationship 
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between them. It affects the relationships between one person and every other person 
of the same or opposite sexes. 

Sex was imbued with this great power by its Creator. Although this power was given to 
bind and bless, outside His carefully crafted purposes, it becomes what fire is outside a 
fireplace—wildly destructive. We desire to see people live out the fullness of life that 
God created us to enjoy. This life can only be found in the pursuit of and growth in a life 
of obedience and service to Christ—a disciple of Christ. Only in Christ can we have a 
right relationship with God, each other, ourselves, and our world. We must awaken and 
discern the times as we watch individuals and the culture they create chew up and spit 
out more and more people who see no significant sexual ethic other than consent. God 
has more for us; He has everything for us. 

In this paper, we will identify three places that God has spoken regarding sexual ethics—
Sexual Identity, Orientation, and Intimacy. Through these categories, we hope God's 
purposes in Creation and the role sex plays in these purposes will be clearly seen. 

 

The Glory of God as the Beginning 
of All Things, Including Sexual Identity 

 

"In the beginning, God . . ." 

It is the fundamental Christian presupposition. Inside it, all of Christianity and the 
Christian worldview find their being. 

Outside it, none of the requisites and commands within the religion or worldview make 
any sense; they are utter non-sense, not because of their essence, but because of the 
rejection of their foundation. 

So, when we begin with Genesis 1:27: "So God created humanity in his own image, in 
the image of God he created them; male and female he created them," we are importing 
a whole sense of meaning and importance. 

This distinction is crucial: if God did not create male and female, as a secular view would 
hold, then they have no import beyond the definition of the individual; if He did, then the 
distinction is crucial because God had purpose and reason behind the distinction. 
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This presupposition and its required effects are important when we begin a discussion 
on sexual identity. In our culture, we are watching the fruit of the contrasting 
presuppositions come to bear. 

Is sexuality a matter of individual definition as a secular worldview would hold? Or is 
sexuality defined and contained by its created purpose, form, and function, as a theistic 
worldview would hold? To be sure, the issues at play have many facets and angles that 
must be addressed, but each will also have to pass the bar of these questions.  

There is no escaping it. 

Inside the Christian worldview, there is no room for a wide variety of definitions of 
sexual identities. The Bible is clear in its understanding of this issue. As earlier 
mentioned, Genesis 1:27 begins with this proclamation "So God created humanity in his 
own image, in the image of God he created them; male and female he created them." 
This is a clear definition of the gendered nature of human existence. "Before I formed 
you in the womb, I knew you," God says in Jeremiah 1:5 (and reiterates in Isa 44:2). God 
knew the person we would be, including the sex He purposed us even before we 
existed.  

Coupled with an understanding of God's greater purpose to glorify Himself through all 
of Creation (Isa 43:7), the inevitable conclusion is that God purposely created humanity 
in biologically sexed identities and did so to express His glory. To state this plainly, God 
created humanity in the forms of male and female specifically to reflect His person and 
glories. This purposing of humanity to carry His image is one of the most distinguishing 
aspects of human existence—what sets it apart from every other created being, 
including angels. This purposing to carry His image is also why the Christian worldview 
cannot agree with someone finding their "true" identity outside of God's created 
gendered purpose. There are things that are unique about "male and female" in which 
God wanted to display the glory of His Image. 

It is within these paradigms that the sexual relationships between men and women find 
their purposes, boundaries, and freedoms. In Genesis 2:24, we find this verse 
"Therefore a man shall leave his father and his mother and hold fast to his wife, and they 
shall become one flesh." 

With all the debate surrounding the definition of marriage, it is essential to note that 
Jesus affirmed this distinction in Matthew 19:5, as did the apostle Paul in Ephesians 5:31. 

It is the only sexual relationship the Bible embraces—a married, heterosexual one. 
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The reference Paul makes to the issue in the epistle to the Ephesians is probably most 
crucial to the discussion surrounding these issues. In the broader context of the letter, 
Paul is instructing Christians on how to live in the world. He is instructing all types of 
walks of life, from parents to slaves, husbands and wives to children. While Paul's 
broader meaning is not necessarily relevant to our discussion, there is a particular point 
Paul makes that should ground this issue into the bedrock of God's creative purpose 
and apostolic understanding. 

In Ephesians 5:31, as we have seen, Paul quotes the Genesis account of the creation of 
male and female, "Therefore a man shall leave his father and his mother and hold fast to 
his wife, and they shall become one flesh." In verse 32, however, Paul adds cosmic 
import to the mix of God's creative design. Verse 32 reads, "This mystery is profound, 
and I am saying that it refers to Christ and the church." 

Paul notes that the creation of "one flesh" between male and female is a mystery but 
then proceeds to establish that the very nature of the human sex is tied to an image of 
Christ and the Church. The metaphor of a wedding is one of the most used metaphors in 
Scripture regarding the relationship between Christ and the Church, found everywhere 
from the Gospels and Jesus' own words to the book of Revelation itself (John 3, Rev 18, 
19, 21, 22). Paul goes further and says that the metaphor was woven into human 
existence itself from the very creation of the species for the express purpose of 
illumining Christ and the Church. 

The conclusion one must draw, if one begins with the presuppositions regarding God 
and His purposes in the world, is that sexual identities are not just a matter of 
physiology and are far beyond a matter of preferences or identities. They are a means of 
revealing God in the world. We would do well to tread carefully when we walk on this 
ground.  

It is sacred.  

In this vein, our understandings of human sexuality must find their roots and 
expressions. God created male and female, importing to each one a burden of 
representing Christ (male) and the Church (female), and sanctioned sexual relations 
between the two in the confines of marriage. Marriage, and its "one flesh" principle, is a 
physical manifestation of the oneness of the believer and Christ Himself. The 
distinctions between male and female become paramount because of their roles in the 
display of Christ and the Church. 

Again, these understandings of created order and purpose and the reason God has 
created us as engendered beings must come to bear as we think through and live out 
our understandings of sexual intimacy and sexual relationships. There is, however, even 
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more of the presuppositions of the Christian worldview and theology that must come to 
bear in our reasoning and definitions of God's revealed purposes in sexuality: the reality 
of sin. 

Christian doctrine understands that sin has touched and affected every aspect of human 
existence. That is not to say that every aspect of human relationship is as sinful as it 
could possibly be, but there is no place where sin has not touched us, at least to some 
degree. Because of this reality, we would do well to begin by understanding that our 
sexuality begins fallen; it starts at a place that is counter to God's premise and designs.  

This would, by definition, mean that people will feel drawn, even innately drawn, in many 
ways into sexual expressions that run counter to God's plans and designs. We even see 
people rejecting the nature of their very biological sex and recognize that this is also sin 
manifesting itself in the human soul. 

 

Sexual Orientation 

We cannot talk about the issue of sexuality without touching on the cultural notion of 
sexual orientation. Over the years, the term "sexual orientation" has been defined in 
various ways. However, most definitions are similar in that they contain the same two 
components. For example, here is a standard definition: 

A person's sexual identity in relation to the gender to which they are attracted; 
the fact of being heterosexual, homosexual, or bisexual. 1 

First, a person's sexual orientation is understood to be equivalent to his/her identity. 
Words like "identity" and "being" give the impression that sexual orientation is 
immutable and akin to one's gender or race. Second, a person's orientation is 
determined by perceived attractions, passions, desires, or preferences. Unfortunately, 
these two components are not only contrary to biblical teaching; they can be tragically 
damaging to those individuals struggling with same-sex attraction. 

It should be no surprise that sexual orientation has become synonymous with a person's 
sexual identity. When any culture dismisses the idea of God's created order (see the 
previous section), it has to find another way of discovering a person's identity. Identity is 

 
1 Oxford Dictionary definition.  Similar definitions can be found in the LGBT Equal Rights Organization, The American 
Heritage® Stedman's Medical Dictionary and The American Heritage® New Dictionary of Cultural Literacy 
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no longer revealed or determined by creation, so it must be determined by other means. 
In this case, identity is determined by one's desires or affections. 

If someone desires same-sex intimacy, they must be homosexual. Without God to 
ground and give definition and value to a person's identity (gender, sexuality, race, 
giftedness, etc.), these parts of ourselves must be defined and defended by other 
means. Sexuality, then, is defined by personal preference and desire and defended by 
cultural consensus. 

However, the reality of God's created order paints a very different picture. 

All creation is designed to reflect His glory in the world (Isa 43:6-7). Human identity is 
marked by the God-bearing image glorifying the goodness of God in race, gender, 
sexuality, and giftedness (Gen 1:27-28). Therefore, identity is inherently valuable and 
purposeful, not because we see it as such, but because God created it. This is why the 
people of God, when walking in obedience to His word, fight for the dignity of human 
identity.2 Racism is wrong simply because it violates the sacredness of God's creation in 
human ethnicity. Sexism is wrong because it violates the sacredness of God's creation 
of both sexes. 

Sexual sin is wrong simply because it violates the sacredness of God's creation in 
human sexuality. This means that the meaning, value, and purpose of our sexuality are 
defined by God, not our inconsistent desires and attractions. 

What then of sexual desires that seem to contradict the biblical teaching of created 
order? To this question, the Bible has much to say. First, although human identity is of 
great value, created by God and bearing the image of God, this identity is also marred 
and corrupted by sin (Rom 3:10-12; Jer 17:9; Eph 2:1-3; Rom 5:12; Rom 1:21-32; Eph 4:17-
22; Titus 3:3). Human sexual identity, although bearing the image of God and intended 
for God's glory, also bears the corruption of sin. This corruption in the Garden of Eden 
caused Adam and Eve to go from shameless individuals to frightened and shame-filled 
people (Gen 2:25; 3:6-13). This corruption has this desire to act contrary to God's glory 
and man's benefit. 

So, although God created our sexual identity to reflect His goodness and the beauty of 
the Godhead, man's sinful state desires sexual expressions that violate God's design. 

 
2 Examples include: the Civil Rights Movement as expressed by Martin Luther King in his Letter from the Birmingham 
Jail, the pro-life movement, and modern day movements to stop human trafficking, and slavery. 
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Therefore, the Bible consistently teaches that we must not only repent of sexual 
behaviors outside of the covenant of heterosexual marriage but also reject the evil and 
deceitful desires that give rise to these behaviors (Eph 4:22; Titus 3:3). Our desires, 
outside of the God-given ones for heterosexual marriage, should be understood as 
sinful and misleading. For this reason, we are charged by God to submit all our desires 
to the truth of God's Word and the power of His transforming Gospel. However, anyone 
who has tried to conquer their sexual desires will recognize that this is no small feat. On 
our own, without the grace of God, we are enslaved to the desires of our sinful 
corruption. 

The only hope we have is the new life offered by grace through faith in Jesus Christ. 
Jesus not only offers to forgive our sinful behaviors and desires; He also offers to 
remake our hearts, doing away with corruption. The true identity of a Christ-follower, 
reborn in Jesus and filled with the Holy Spirit, is a heart that desires God's will first (Col 
3:1-11). The Bible assumes all people need the power of the Holy Spirit to overcome and 
transform desires. 

Every believer, therefore, must learn how to live out of the regenerated heart of Christ, 
rather than out of the old sinful desires that once enslaved them (Gal 5:16-26). 

Therefore, far from our desires indicating who we are, it is who we are that guides how 
we respond to our desires. 

 

Sexual Intimacy 

With the presupposition of created order being "He created them, male and female" 
(Gen 1:27) and its requisite understanding of sexuality being placed in that paradigm and 
that paradigm alone, we can begin to easily see why the Biblical commands regarding 
sexual intimacy are as they are. The "one flesh" (Gen 2:24, Matt 19:5, Mark 10:8, Eph 
5:31) description of sexual intimacy, coupled with the larger image of Christ and the 
Church (Eph 5:32) as the image behind sexual union (Eph 5:31-32), becomes the 
guideline for the construction of God's requirements for His creations regarding sexual 
conduct. We should see this guideline not only for marriage but as an understanding of 
what it means to be human, created in God's image. One does not have to marry or 
have sex to be fully human, male or female. One must find their place in God to be fully 
human. Marriage and sex are given to us to show a larger reality of God and humanity, 
with the accompanying pleasures of marriage and sex symbolizing the larger pleasure 
of oneness with one's Creator. Paul can recommend singleness to the Christian 
because, in Christ, oneness with the Creator has been granted through the Cross (1 Cor 
7).  
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One does not need a symbol when its reality has come. 

 

Sex and the Single 

The New Testament builds on the Old Testament ethic of the only righteous context for 
sexuality being inside a male and female covenant marriage. This is because there is 
NO WAY for sex to exist morally outside of the covenant meant to display the nature of 
the relationship between God and His people. While the New Testament grants freedom 
to many regarding some aspects of the Old Testament Law, it does not do so on moral 
issues like sexuality. On that topic, there is no instance in the New Testament where any 
writer contradicts the understanding of covenantal marriage as the sole container of 
righteous sexual expression. 

While the New Testament is resplendent with commands about remaining sexually pure 
(Matt 15:19, Mark 7:20, Acts 15:20, Rom 13:13, 1 Cor 6:9, Gal 5:19, Eph 5:5, 1 Thess 4:3, 1 
Tim 1:8-11, Heb 13:4, Rev 21:8), we will limit, for the sake of space, our look to one verse: 
Hebrews 13:4. It reads, "Let marriage be held in honor among all, and let the marriage 
bed be undefiled, for God will judge the sexually immoral and adulterous." 

First, we can see that this call is made to "all," not just the married but the single as well.  

The writer of Hebrews expects sexual morality to be followed by all. It is important to 
note that the command is to keep the marriage bed pure, both before and after 
marriage. This is evident by the writer using two words to describe the ethic he expects 
to be in place. If the writer were writing to only the married, he would only warn of God's 
judgment on the adulterer. However, as it is, we see the writer also warning against 
"sexual immorality," a broad term used by the Biblical writers to mean any sexual act 
outside of marriage.  

Because of context regarding the marriage bed, we can confidently build on the 
implication that this is against sex outside of marriage for the single, just as adultery is a 
warning against sex outside of marriage for the married. 

It is important to note that sexual purity is not an issue of "how far have we gone" 
physically but an issue of the heart. We should note that Jesus' standard of adultery was 
not actually having sex but lusting (Matt 5:27-28). We can push this understanding into 
all matters regarding sexuality—the purity that God calls us to is not only purity of the 
body but also of the heart. This is why evaluating one's sexual purity through the lens of 
"Have I had sex or not?" is too limiting; it only asks half the question. Instead, the 
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question, "Am I using any relationship or activity outside of marriage for sexual 
gratification?" is a much better tool for exposing what is in our hearts. 

A married man flirting with his assistant has not had sex outside his marriage (adultery) 
but would be far from God's purposes regarding his sexual morality. A single who has 
never had sex or even gone beyond kissing but is looking at pornography has no reason 
to assume they are righteous under the Lord's commands. God calls us to so strident an 
understanding of sexual purity because the heart is the indicator of the person. A 
person willing to cast aside God's vision of sex for sexual gratification shows a heart 
centered on the gift of sex rather than the Giver.  

Satiating sexual desires for the self is a purely selfish act; it can in no way have God in 
its equation. Sexual purity is for our good because it rightly orients the heart toward 
God. We must guard our hearts in this by evaluating our sexual morality not based on 
our physical activities alone but also on the attitudes of our hearts. We will find no 
lasting satisfaction in anything that does not rightly orient our hearts towards God. 

 

Sex and the Married 

God's creative design purpose for humanity regarding sexuality falls into what He 
termed the "one flesh" principle. As we have seen, God's purpose in this was to be a 
living manifestation of the glory of Christ and the Church. From Genesis 2:24's 
proclamation that a man and woman will become one flesh through marriage and sexual 
union to Jesus' confirmation of this vision and interpretation (Matt 19:5, Mark 10:8), the 
Bible maintains and confirms not only the confines of sex to marriage but also the 
covenantal aspect of marriage itself.  

God's intents for marital "oneness" are seen in His commandments towards sexual 
faithfulness, in and out of marriage, and in His use of marriage as a primary picture or 
metaphor for how He relates to His people. Let us revisit a verse from the "Single" 
section, Hebrews 13:4. It reads, "Let marriage be held in honor among all, and let the 
marriage bed be undefiled, for God will judge the sexually immoral and adulterous." 

Interestingly, "adultery" is listed separately from "sexual immorality." As we have 
previously said, "sexual immorality" was a broad term used by the Biblical writers to 
mean anything that went against the sexual ethic mandated by God. So, did adultery not 
go against the larger ethos and thus need to be listed separately? Jesus does the same 
thing, separating adultery from sexual immorality in Matthew 15:19. It seems silly to even 
suggest that adultery was not considered sexual in nature, so there must be something 
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in the marriage relationship that makes sexual misconduct within the frame of marriage 
a transgression of not only a sexual nature but something else as well. 

We will find our answer in the form of the covenantal language and the nature of 
marriage itself. As marriage is to be the great picture of the relationship between Christ 
and the Church, its vow of faithfulness to one another becomes symbolic of Christ and 
the Church's faithfulness to one another. The vow of "forsaking all others" in the 
marriage covenant becomes indicative of Christ and the Church forsaking all others. 
Adultery is a sexual immorality, to be sure, but it is also more.  

It is the breaking of covenant, a covenant that was to represent Christ and the Church. 
The New Testament stridently opposes divorce in most cases for the same reasons. The 
marriage covenant is to be held as sacred and holy. 

We can clearly see that male and female were created sexually complementary. The 
Bible gives us God's vision of heterosexual marriage as the only avenue compatible with 
God's vision for human sexual expression and union.   

 

Sex and the Good of Procreation 

The secular worldview can reduce sex to nothing more than a personal avenue to 
pleasure.  

Male and female are created ensexed, complementary, and capable of interbreeding, 
i.e., having children. God's desire for Adam and Eve to produce children is evidenced by 
the command in Genesis 1:28 to "be fruitful and multiply." 

Psalm 127:3 is an instructive passage in the place of procreation. The Psalmist calls 
children a heritage and reward. In Isaiah 53:8, while speaking poetically about the 
sufferings Christ would go through, Isaiah mentions being childless as a sign of being 
cursed. (It is important to note that the pre-conditions of this presupposition are not still 
in place under the New Testament. The childless today could not assume they were 
under a curse as in Old Testament Israel.) We see Jesus as exceptionally responsive 
and supplicant to children in the New Testament, which was wildly different from the 
culture at large. 

We see throughout the Bible God's commitment to the family. Marriage, divorce, sex 
inside and outside of marriage, childbearing, and childraising are significant themes in 
both the narrative of the Bible and the ethical world-building. The New Testament, of 
course, gives compelling reasons to stay single and does not count singleness as a 
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"second class." Where sex is involved, though, marriage, childbearing, and rearing are 
elements of foundational concern. 

As we see sex divorced from its functions of intimacy building and procreation and 
centered around its lowest gift of pleasure, we can easily track the devaluation and 
debasing of sex as a whole. 

 

Practical Questions and Applications 

1. Why would sex outside of marriage be wrong if we truly love one another? 

The simple answer is that God created sex and defined it to exist inside of marriage. 
More complexly, it has to do with the way God wishes to glorify Himself through sex. 
Marriage is in the image of Christ and the Church, and sex is meant to represent the 
bond between Christ and the Church. We also cannot forget the functional 
consequence of sex – procreation. 

Because of God's creative design and its functional consequence, there is no place 
for sex outside of covenant. 

The main problem for the one wishing to honor God with this type of reasoning is that 
they have elevated their love to the arbiter of what is right and wrong rather than 
letting the Creator God give those boundaries over His own Creation. Essentially, 
they have made their love their god—it determines what is sexually ethical, not God. 
One can see how idolatrous such an attitude is. 

2. If God is love, why would He be against the expression of love? 

This is one of the most trumpeted arguments about sexual ethics in our time. Whether 
for sex outside of marriage or homosexual rights, this is one of the standard answers 
given to someone who dares question the rationality of the emerging sexual ethic in 
our culture. The problem with the reasoning is that it paints a picture of God in its own 
image and then trumpets that God would line up exactly with how they view sexual 
ethics. God has spoken about how He views sexual ethics through the Law, Christ, 
and His apostles. Rather than go into a lengthy defense of all the issues regarding 
sex, let us boil it down to this simple factor: God wishes to glorify His covenantal love 
through sex, and so any love that is not covenantal in nature is NOT the love God is 
approving for sexual expression. 
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3. Is looking at porn wrong, and why? 

The answer is obviously yes. Jesus clearly condemns lust as adultery in Matthew 
5:27-28. Moreover, given that the New Testament is widely concerned with the 
attitudes of the heart as much as the individual's actions, it is easy to see how giving 
the self over to sexual stimulation is not compatible with wanting to walk with and 
please God.  

Furthermore, note the incredible detail we have gone into trying to show God's exact 
purposes in sex being covenantal. We can easily spot the greatest danger in 
pornography consumption which is sexuality outside of a covenant; sex for the sheer 
gratification of the individual. Furthermore, it is also impersonal. God created sex to 
be personal and giving in nature. This is why pornography, in every case, is wildly 
opposed to God's purposes for sexuality. 

 

The Bible and Same-Sex Attraction 

The rapid rise of the issue of homosexual rights has been one of the fastest cultural 
changes in Western Civilization's history. One will fail if one tries to find a suitable 
reference or template. Homosexual rights were not even a thought in the broader 
culture in the 1990s, but by the 2010s, they had become one of the culture's hot topics. 
The change has been swift, calculated, and determined. The cultural impact and 
debates have been no less contentious than those of the 1960s. 

How the Church has chosen to respond is as widely varied as the Church itself. Some 
denominations have largely acquiesced, ordaining openly gay priests and pastors and 
allowing the performing of homosexual weddings. More conservative religious groups 
and denominations are increasingly hounded as "intolerant" or "hate groups" for 
adhering to what they understand as the Bible's teaching about sexuality and marriage. 
Sadly, others have espoused the Bible's clear teaching but have done so in a relational 
manner that is inconsistent with biblical teachings on speaking the truth in love.  

Fellowship Church desires to be a place where all who seek to know and serve the Lord 
according to His commands will be welcomed and loved. Because of the Bible's explicit 
instructions, we understand that none are righteous, but the grace of our Lord forgives 
all sins. We would never claim that any sin made someone ineligible for the grace and 
mercy of our Lord. Anyone confessing their sins and claiming the Lordship and grace of 
Christ will be loved and accepted just as the Lord commands. We desire to love and 
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respect those who do not confess to the Lord though we may have to disagree with 
their actions and beliefs. We hope to be a support and resource to all who try to live 
with the burden of any sin while trying to obey the Lord. We long to be a brotherhood 
and sisterhood of believers, loving and correcting one another as the Lord would have 
us as members of His body.  

Sexuality is a creation of God meant to be a blessing to humanity with the ultimate 
purpose of pointing to Christ (Eph 5:31-32). A sexual life lived according to the 
commands and will of God is meant to be a blessing (Prov 5:15-23). Sexual sin of any 
kind is one of the most warned against in Scripture. The apostle Paul points out the 
singular nature of sexual sin in 1 Corinthians 6:15-20. It should be clearly stated that the 
Bible warns against all types of sexual sin, whether hetero or homosexual. While the 
Elders and Pastors of Fellowship Church would warn all to carefully guard their hearts 
when it comes to issues of sexuality (sin of any kind easily entangles (Heb 12:1), the 
issue of homosexuality is specifically addressed here because of the unique challenges 
it is currently presenting to churches and Christians. 

Homosexuality, which Christians have historically and universally treated as sinful, has 
now pushed forward and demanded to be received as not sinful. The unique response 
of the Church towards homosexuality comes from the unique presentation of 
homosexuality. If theft suddenly asked to be received as normal and not sinful, one 
would undoubtedly see the same response. Beyond these reasons, ensuring that we are 
people trying to live out the example of Christ by loving all people is a crucial concern to 
the leadership of Fellowship Church. We desire to treat all with compassion and love, as 
commanded by the Lord, while never allowing our obedience to the Lord to wane 
because of social pressures.  

The following addresses many of the current concerns surrounding the issue of 
homosexuality and whether or not it is sinful. It engages the Bible on the issue of 
homosexuality and the relevant Biblical texts and interpretations that are springing up 
because of the current debates.  

 

Biblical Texts 

Old Testament Reference 

Leviticus 20:13 
"If a man lies with a male as with a woman, both of them have committed an 
abomination; they shall surely be put to death; their blood is upon them." 
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New Testament References  

Romans 1:26-27 
"For this reason God gave them up to dishonorable passions. For their women 
exchanged natural relations for those that are contrary to nature; and the men 
likewise gave up natural relations with women and were consumed with passion for 
one another, men committing shameless acts with men and receiving in themselves 
the due penalty for their error."  

1 Corinthians 6:9 
"Or do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not 
be deceived: neither the sexually immoral, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor men who 
practice homosexuality." 

1 Timothy 1:9-10 
"understanding this, that the law is not laid down for the just but for the lawless and 
disobedient, for the ungodly and sinners, for the unholy and profane, for those who 
strike their fathers and mothers, for murderers, the sexually immoral, men who 
practice homosexuality, enslavers, liars, perjurers, and whatever else is contrary to 
sound doctrine." 

 

Summary 

One will immediately note the absence of such texts as the Sodom incident or the event 
recounted in Judges 19, which are commonly referred to in reference to the issues of 
homosexuality. These will be dealt with apologetically but are not listed here as the 
point of grouping these present texts is to show regulative or "command" texts. The 
Sodom and Judges texts are narrative in purpose. We will now consider each text 
singularly. (Please note: we will deal with questions about the nature and relevance of 
these texts below. The immediate context is just a strict look at the wording and syntax 
of the commands.) 
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Textual Analysis and Contexts  

Leviticus 18:22 
"You shall not lie with a male as with a woman; it is an abomination." 

The context of Leviticus 18 is the giving of the Mosaic Law to the Israelites. It is a 
normative and commandment-laden context. The immediate predecessors are all 
laws regarding sexual conduct prohibiting specific sexual actions. The 
commandment against homosexuality is within this vein. The underlying Hebrew is 
unambiguous. 

Leviticus 20:13 
"If a man lies with a male as with a woman, both of them have committed an 
abomination; they shall surely be put to death; their blood is upon them." 

The context of Leviticus 20 is the giving of the Mosaic Law to the Israelites. It is a 
normative and commandment-laden context. The immediate predecessors are all 
laws regarding sexual conduct prohibiting specific sexual actions. The 
commandment against homosexuality is within this vein. The underlying Hebrew is 
unambiguous.  

Romans 1:26-27 
"For this reason God gave them up to dishonorable passions. For their women 
exchanged natural relations for those that are contrary to nature; and the men likewise 
gave up natural relations with women and were consumed with passion for one another, 
men committing shameless acts with men and receiving in themselves the due penalty 
for their error." 

With the switch to the New Testament, we have a switch from the straight-out 
commandment format of the Levitical law to the epistolary format of the Apostles, 
namely Paul. The context of the reference in Romans is essential to see why it was 
included in the list above. 

The context for Romans 1:26-27 is set in Romans 1:18. It states, "For the wrath of God 
is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men, who 
by their unrighteousness suppress the truth." Paul's beginning purpose is to show 
why the wrath of God is being revealed among humanity. The reason, he argues, is 
sin, which he calls 'unrighteousness' and 'ungodliness’. Verses 26-27 flow from verse 
25, "they exchanged the truth about God for a lie and worshiped and served the 
creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed forever!" Paul's obvious point is that 
the wrath of God, stirred by sinfulness, is being revealed. One of the ways he points 
out, in verses 25-26, is homosexuality. This is, of course, not the only reason. 
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Paul's clear opinion is that homosexuality lies outside God's intent. The underlying 
Greek is unambiguous. Recent arguments regarding Paul's intention of using the 
word "natural" will be dealt with later. Recent arguments that Paul was speaking of 
male prostitution will be dealt with later. 

1 Corinthians 6:9 
"Or do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be 
deceived: neither the sexually immoral, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor men who 
practice homosexuality" 

The context for 1 Corinthians 6:9 is Paul's reprimand to the Corinthian church that 
they are to live by different standards than the world around them. The scope of this 
call to different living is broad and varies from issues in lawsuits to being defrauded. 
It is within this context that the reference to homosexuality is made. It is clear that 
Paul considers it an act of unrighteousness. The underlying Greek is unambiguous. 

1 Timothy 1:9-10 
"understanding this, that the law is not laid down for the just but for the lawless and 
disobedient, for the ungodly and sinners, for the unholy and profane, for those who 
strike their fathers and mothers, for murderers, the sexually immoral, men who practice 
homosexuality, enslavers, liars, perjurers, and whatever else is contrary to sound 
doctrine," 

Paul is discussing false teachers who have infiltrated the Ephesian church in which 
Timothy is serving. They were using the Law in some way that was counter to Paul's 
teaching of the Gospel. Paul is discussing the Law and points out that the Law's 
purpose was to distinguish unacceptable human behaviors. Homosexuality is one of 
those behaviors. The underlying Greek is unambiguous. 

 

Summary 

These texts are clear and unambiguous. They clearly state that homosexuality is against 
the Law and purposes of God. This does not end the discussion, as many groups and 
individuals have questions about how relevant these texts are and how to interpret them 
properly. These points will be dealt with below. As it stands, the references in the Bible 
that directly speak to or reference homosexuality are unequivocal in their 
denouncement of the action. It can only be rhetorically argued that the texts do not 
mean what they plainly say. To do so is to ignore basic reading comprehension 
completely. "Are they still relevant?" is another question. 
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Practical Questions and Applications 

Many questions and concerns have arisen regarding the issue of homosexuality and the 
interpretation of the Bible. We hope to, in this section, answer some of the more 
prevalent questions and give a more secure footing on why we believe the Bible 
condemns homosexuality as a sin. 

1. "I was born/God made me this way." "God wouldn't give me a desire He didn't 
want me to fill." 

This is one of the most prevalent arguments against the Church and its stance 
against homosexuality. Christians have, rather unthoughtfully, ceded ground on this 
argument by answering, "no, you were not born this way," rather than letting the 
Bible speak to it. While we can never claim that God is the author of sin, the Bible 
clearly teaches that all humanity is born into sin (Ps 51:5, Rom 5:12, Eph 2:3) and is 
sinful by nature from birth. While we are not entirely sinful in every way possible, the 
Bible is clear that we are not born righteous. For anyone to claim that any action they 
take that seems natural to them is right with God because they have felt that way 
from birth is to disregard the Bible's teaching as to what is the human condition. A 
person could claim, "I have been gay since birth," and be within what the Bible 
describes as the human condition because the Bible says humanity is sinful from 
birth. The issue is that just because these feelings have been innate does not excuse 
them. Proverbs 14:12 reads, "There is a way that seems right to a man, but its end is 
death." God's first commandment to all is to repent, meaning to turn from one's sinful 
ways (Acts 17:30). 

On a related point, there is no one whose sexuality is not regulated by the Bible. All 
are called to some form of sexual regulation. Those who are single are called to 
guard their sexuality in celibacy until married. Those who are married are called to 
keep sex within the marriage covenant. Within the frame of the argument that God 
would not give desires that could not be met, anyone could argue that any sexual 
regulation from the Bible was irrelevant because of the desires for sex that fall 
outside of Biblical lines, namely heterosexual marriage. Anyone, married or single, 
who found themselves with desires for another who was not their spouse could 
claim they were excluded from the commandments of God based on that desire. 
Clearly, this is an untenable point. 

 

2. "Homosexual sex was sinful because there wasn't homosexual marriage. Now that 
there is homosexual marriage, it is no longer is sinful." 
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From Fellowship Church's position paper on marriage ("Marriage: Our Position and 
Policy" - available at fellowshipknox.org/papers): 

"Marriage was God's idea, not man's. God defines what marriage is, not man. He 
created marriage at the same time He created man and woman. And He created 
marriage to achieve His purposes in and through their union. The primary purpose of 
marriage is not man or woman's happiness or personal fulfillment; marriage, 
including the idea of family, is of God's design—His divine deliberate, purposeful 
plan to display His glory and create and sanctify a people for Himself to enjoy and 
worship Him forever." (Marriage- pg. 1). 

Also, from the position paper: "God instituted marriage to be a lifelong covenantal 
relationship between Himself and two willing adults, one man and one woman (Gen. 
2:24; Rom 7:2; 1 Cor 7:39; Eph 5:31). The Bible views a marriage covenant as more 
than a legal contract between two people. It views it as an unconditional 
commitment between a man and woman to serve God through the fulfillment of their 
biblical responsibilities as a husband and wife until death or God release them from 
this commitment (Matt. 19:4-6)" (Marriage- pg. 2). 

3. "Jesus never mentioned homosexuality." 

Jesus also never mentioned: pedophilia, bestiality, having sexual relations with one's 
mother, having sexual relations with one's father, having sexual relations with one's 
siblings, rape, etc. (This list does not, of course, suggest that to be engaged in 
homosexuality necessarily suggests participating in pedophilia, bestiality, etc.). The 
list could go on and on. Do we think these things lay inside the realm of things in 
which Jesus would approve? Of course not. Argument from absence is a poor 
exercise. 

Furthermore, we do see Jesus address the sexual ethics of his time in specific ways. 
For example, in Matthew 15:16-20, we see Jesus speaking specifically about the 
nature of condemnation. In a list of things that will condemn a person, Jesus uses the 
Greek word porneia, translated as 'sexual immorality’. Porneia is used some 25 times 
in the New Testament, usually translated as 'sexual immorality' or such. The word in 
Greek was a catch-all phrase used to mean any action that fell outside moral sexual 
behavior. For example, Paul uses the word in 1 Corinthians 5 for an incestuous 
relationship and in the same letter, 1 Corinthians 7, to mean extra-marital sexual 
activity. It is a broad term. Jesus and Paul would use it in the context of the Law and 
its moral precepts regarding sexuality. This would refer to homosexuality as well 
because of Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13. The arguments today about the validity of 
these commands are whether or not we would have to follow them, not whether or 
not Paul and Jesus would. It is beyond credulity to suggest that Paul and Jesus were 
not orthodox Jews of their time. Jesus' use of the word porneia would encompass 
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everything his audience understood as sexually impermissible. Homosexuality would 
be on that list because of its direct inclusion in the Law of Moses.  

 

4. "Why don't Christians also follow the commandment against 'x’?" 

One of the arguments against using the Bible's commandments against 
homosexuality today is typified in the refrain that Christians hold to one part of the 
Law but not another. For example, the Law forbids the wearing of cloth woven from 
different fabrics (Lev 19:19). The Law forbids sowing two seed types in the same field 
(Lev 19:19). If Christians are so serious about keeping God's laws, why aren't these 
commandments kept? 

This argument is made because of ignorance of or ignoring of Scripture. The answer 
lies in understanding the nature of the Law. God gave three types of Law to Moses 
and Israel. The first type was the national law. Those specific laws were given to the 
nation of Israel and applied only to them. They went out of 'enforcement' with the 
Fall of Israel before the time of Christ. The religious laws of Israel were the second 
and third types of Law given to Moses. They were the ceremonial and moral law 
groups. Actually, one of the first controversies in Christianity was whether or not the 
ceremonial law group applied to Christians. Types of the ceremonial laws were the 
prohibitions of the dietary law, commands to keep the Sabbath, and the command 
for circumcisions. The commandments regarding seeds and cloth would fall into this 
category. It is specifically in the commandment regarding circumcision that the 
controversy in Christianity came to light first. Both Acts and Galatians recount the 
debate. In both places, it is determined that the ceremonial law about circumcision 
did not carry over from the Old Testament to the New. In fact, Paul forbids Christians 
from reverting to the ceremonial law. In Galatians 5:3-6, Paul, in no uncertain terms, 
denies that circumcision still has any merit and asserts that the one who reverts to it 
has denied the very essence of Christianity. We see him make the same sorts of 
statements about the food laws in Romans 14. He tells the Christians in Rome that if 
they choose to eat foods outside the dietary code of the Law, they are fine as long 
as they are not violating their or their neighbors' conscience. Furthermore, Paul 
condemns Peter when Peter tries to make others adhere to the dietary code (Gal 
2:11-14). Peter himself had a vision regarding the ceremonial food laws and the 
overturning of that branch of the Law (Acts 10 and 11). Paul commanded the 
Colossians not to allow ceremonial Law regarding the Sabbath to be used against 
them (Col 2:16-17). It is a clear teaching of the Apostolic tradition that the ceremonial 
Law was ended when Christ fulfilled the ceremonial aspects of the Law (Matt 5:17; 
Rom 10:4). 



 21 

So it is clear that Paul and the other apostles did not consider the ceremonial code 
something that survived into Christianity. The same cannot be said of the moral 
code. In order to stay within the scope of this paper, let us look at the sexual 
commands written by Paul under the guidance of the Holy Spirit. Nowhere does he 
relax the sexual codes of the Law like he does the ceremonial commands. For 
example, in the book of Galatians, where he has spent so much ink showing that the 
ceremonial law has passed, he quickly supports the prohibition against "sexual 
immorality" (again, the word porneia) in Galatians 5:19. Paul goes to great lengths in 
his epistles to warn Christians against sexual immorality while at the same time going 
to great lengths to show Christians that the ceremonial Law has passed. Christians 
can rightly conclude that the command against homosexuality is within the scope of 
the moral law, which is still in effect within the bounds of Christianity. 

5. "Romans is not referring to actual homosexuals but heterosexuals acting 
homosexually." 

As mentioned in the listing of Romans 1:26-27, the crux of this objection centers on 
Paul's use and meaning of the word ‘natural’. 

"For this reason God gave them up to dishonorable passions. For their women 
exchanged natural relations for those that are contrary to nature; and the men 
likewise gave up natural relations with women and were consumed with passion for 
one another, men committing shameless acts with men and receiving in themselves 
the due penalty for their error." 

To begin with, this is a prime example of the logical fallacy called “begging the 
question”. In other words, the person making this argument is already assuming that 
homosexuality is not a sin in order to make this argument. Paul, an orthodox Jew, 
would have no category of homosexuality being a moral act in any instance. So to 
make an argument that Paul is saying that the immorality being addressed is 
heterosexuals acting against their nature in a homosexual manner and that it would 
not be immoral for homosexuals to act this way is to assume homosexuality is moral. 
Paul, an adherent to the Law, would not have these categories in any sense. Philo, a 
Jewish writer from the time of Jesus and Paul, and other Jewish writers 
contemporary to the time continually show that one of the leading Jewish criticisms 
of the Roman culture was the homosexuality within it. 

More specifically to the text, homosexuality advocates question the use of the word 
'natural' and Paul's meaning. The use of this Greek word, and Paul's usage of it and 
its relatives, generally means the way things "should" be because of their intrinsic 
birth state. It is because these references have no immediate connotation of divine 
purpose or intention that homosexual advocates have said this is not a claim of the 
immoral nature of homosexuality. In other words, the homosexuality advocate 
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critiquing this passage is saying that Paul is not using these words to mean that 
homosexuality is wrong. However, a closer look at Paul's intent in the passage 
overwhelms this line of thinking. 

Paul's primary point in is that in seeking unrighteousness, humanity has done many 
evils, including rejecting God as Creator. Paul, writing in Romans 1 under the 
guidance of the Holy Spirit, uses the phrases as indictments: 

Verse 19: For what can be known about God is plain to them, because God has 
shown it to them. 

Verse 21: For although they knew God, they did not honor him as God or give thanks 
to him, but they became futile in their thinking, and their foolish hearts were 
darkened. 

Verse 25: because they exchanged the truth about God for a lie and worshiped and 
served the creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed forever! Amen. 

Paul's clear context is that our Creator, God, has been rebelled against in the hearts 
of humanity. Paul's use of 'natural' must be seen in its immediate context of being a 
rebellion against what the Creator intended. 

This point is highlighted further by the use of the Greek word chresis. There is no 
direct English translation, but it means "the sexual use of a woman" or "how one has 
sex with a woman." Combining the word 'natural' with this word, Paul's meaning is 
'how one would naturally have sex with a woman.' Furthermore, Paul does not use 
the standard words for 'man' and 'woman' here but rather 'male' and 'female,' a more 
graphic physiological description. Paul is not arguing orientation but physiological 
design. "Sexual orientation" is a modern construct, not a Biblical one. Paul's intent of 
showing God's creation of male/female sexuality is clear both thematically and 
linguistically.  

6. "Paul was not speaking of homosexuality in Romans 1 but rather male 
prostitution." 

That homosexuality occurred in the shrines of Gentile pagans is not in dispute. Some 
homosexuality advocates are attempting to show that Paul is, in fact, condemning 
Gentile pagan and shrine worship in Romans 1. They point to references like verse 
23's "...exchanged the glory of the immortal God for images resembling mortal man 
and birds and animals and creeping things." They claim that the ultimate point is not 
that Paul is condemning homosexuality but idolatry. 
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Not only does this claim fail to overturn the more significant point Paul is making 
about natural relations (see above point), but if that is true, then Paul is also not 
condemning the list of things that he points out in Romans 1:29-31, that includes 
things like murder, deceit, hating God, and being "inventors of evil." Could anyone 
seriously argue that God only condemns these activities if they are associated with 
pagan shrine worship? No. Writing under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, Paul makes 
the larger point that neglecting to worship God as God will lead to an individual and 
cultural rejection of God the more it plays out. 

Some of the arguments used about language and the words Paul uses, particularly 
the Greek words malakos and arsenkoites, focus their critiques by drawing from 
extra-Biblical sources. They tend to limit their references to places where other 
authors use these words to mean "male prostitution." Critics using a source, for 
instance, Philo, to redefine Paul's meaning typically neglect to mention Josephus 
(another contemporary of Paul) and his use of the words that agree with a reading of 
Paul that condemns homosexuality as sin. Space does not allow for a full discussion, 
but the point would be the same: the words for homosexuality would likely include 
ideas of male prostitution. Philo using the words for male prostitution would fit into 
the larger scale of how Paul and Josephus use the words. If the words meant only 
male prostitution, then how Paul and Josephus use the words would make no sense. 

7. "Isn't love more important than condemning people?" "How can love ever be 
wrong?" 

Love is the central virtue of the New Testament. It is the primary commandment 
given to people regarding one another (Matt 22:39). Christians consider Jesus as the 
prime example of humanity. Jesus commanded us to walk just as he walked (John 
13:15). Peter understood this exemplary model of Christ (1 Pet 2:21). One would be 
well within the bounds of Christian thinking to say that Christ was the most loving 
person who ever lived, and we are to emulate Him in that action. Within that 
framework, we see that Jesus never shied from calling sin "sin". He confronted the 
woman caught in adultery (John 8:11). He confronted the rich young ruler for his 
covetousness (Luke 18:22). He confronted the disciples for prideful ambition (Mark 
10:37-45). Being loving has never meant not calling sin "sin". One can rightly argue 
that there is no such thing as love without truth. The Biblical demands of "love" 
require us to warn one another about what is harmful and unrighteous; actions and 
attitudes that God has sworn to judge and condemn. 

8. "The Church is only calling out homosexuality. They don't treat other sins like 
this." "Christians are discriminating against homosexuals." 

Some feel the Church is singling out homosexuality and ignoring other sins. There is 
no question that the Church has not pursued purity with the passion that it should. 
Church members that should have long ago been disciplined by their congregations 
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have perpetrated much of the testimony of hypocrisy charged to the Church. Many 
of today's congregants are so removed from any sense of church discipline that any 
call of repentance toward a church member seems unbiblical rather than orthodox. 
In this culture, the teaching of many churches regarding the sinfulness of 
homosexuality seems undue. In some but not all cases, the voices of the culture are 
specifically militant against the Church, perceiving Christians as the primary enemy 
of their cause. Homosexuality advocates and questioning church members, however, 
are right in one sense about homosexuality being treated singly. 

The distinction one might observe regarding how the Church is being forced to deal 
with homosexuality comes from the way in which homosexuality is being presented 
by influential voices in our culture, mainly through the popular cultural media. In 
other words, other sins are not being brought to the Church and demanding 
acceptance. No one is coming into the Church saying, "I am an adulterer. I have no 
plans to change, so accept me as I am." Or perhaps, "I am a liar and have been one 
as long as I can remember, so I am not going to change." Any such person would be 
met with stern opposition in any church that treats the Bible seriously. The Church is 
treating homosexuality uniquely because it is being presented uniquely. 

As to the charge of discrimination, as stated earlier, there is no one whose sexuality 
is unregulated by Biblical mandate. To argue as some have that heterosexual 
promiscuity is not prosecuted in churches is to count as irrelevant that the Bible 
teaches sexual immorality is wrong. Any church treating the Bible seriously is active 
in teaching the Biblical mandates regarding sexuality. Churches subjugating the 
Bible underneath human wisdom and human desires will not treat this subject with 
the severity it requires. Fellowship Church actively teaches the Biblical mandates of 
sexual purity, of all types, before marriage. For example, couples cohabitating are 
required to cease that activity and are counseled as to its inappropriateness before a 
Fellowship pastor will perform a marriage ceremony. 

9. "The events in Sodom and Gibeah were not about homosexuality but 
inhospitality." 

The well-known attempted homosexual rape in Sodom accounted in Genesis 19 has 
a lesser-known echo in Judges 19 and the men of Gibeah. In each case, visitors are 
attacked by crowds whose intentions include homosexual rape. Homosexuality 
advocates will argue that the sin committed here is transgression against the 
hospitality code of the time, not the homosexual aspect of the attack. 

These objections fail to accomplish a lasting dent against a Biblical warrant against 
homosexuality because there is no reason that, even if one removed all reference to 
the homosexual activity, the Levitical code is changed regarding its ban against 
homosexuality. In other words, even if Sodom is not about homosexuality, Leviticus 
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18 and 20 are clearly referring to it. The Sodom event changes nothing regarding 
how one must deal with the moral issues of homosexuality. This does not even 
include a critique of the rather spurious claim that the crime in Genesis 19 and 
Judges 19 is not about homosexuality after all. 

10. "The Bible condemns lust, not love. When two homosexuals love each other, the 
Bible is not talking about them." "The Bible is condemning homosexual 
promiscuity, not homosexuality itself." 

Again, we see a begging of the question (refer to "Romans is not referring to actual 
homosexuals . . ." above). It assumes that homosexuality is right and then shows how 
the Bible is not really addressing the form of homosexuality we know today. Is lust 
condemned in the Bible? Yes, clearly (Matt 5:27-28). Is homosexuality condemned in 
the Bible? Yes, clearly. To say that "being in love" changed the laws against 
homosexuality, or made them not count, is to deny the teaching of the condemnation 
of homosexuality. 

In order to see this more clearly, let us look at the premise removed from the realm 
of homosexuality and place it in a heterosexual context. Suppose a couple began 
having sex outside of marriage. They claim they are in love, so the clear Biblical 
teaching against premarital sex does not apply to them. Alternatively, take a married 
person who falls in love with someone who is not their spouse and then claims that 
the affair they engage in is not wrong because they are in love. Does this make any 
sense? In fact, the commandment is there to stop the very activity they are trying to 
normalize. This type of behavior acts to treat the command with the clearest 
disrespect. Homosexuals trying to make an "end run" around the command by trying 
to shift it to a place that does not apply to them are engaging in a clear form of 
denial. 

The same can be said when the argument is about homosexual promiscuity, not 
homosexuality itself. In other words, some argue that Paul is only addressing 
homosexuals who are sexually promiscuous and not homosexuality itself. This is 
again begging the question. The Old Testament commands were clearly against 
homosexual acts in any form. There would have been no context in which Paul or 
any other Biblical author, writing under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, would have 
seen these acts as sanctionable, whether in a committed relationship or not. 
Specifically, Paul's arguments regarding "natural" and "unnatural" due to created 
order and intent would precede any claim of acceptance due to monogamy (Again, 
refer to "Romans is not referring to actual homosexuals . . ." above). 
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Conclusion 

It is our deepest desire to see all come to the knowledge of God through Christ our 
Lord, to see them renewed to the life that God gives to those in Christ. We have seen, in 
the world and most especially in our own hearts and lives, sin's immense destructive 
powers. We lecture no one on sin; we know its powers and seductive nature too well. 
We also see the ruin it brings to all and wish and hope to help many escape this snare. 
We cannot call ourselves "Christian" and not attempt to follow our Lord in obedience. 

He has called us to sexual purity, and we must attempt to follow. 

But sexual identity and purity are more than just aspects of Christian discipleship. They 
are ubiquitous with humanity and, as such, are a part of God's created designs for 
humanity. No one is exempt from the designs of their Creator. 

How could they be? Our culture continues to run headlong into what it considers "sexual 
freedom" and ignores the crumbling decay that this behavior is creating. God has more 
for us. God has freedom, purpose, and contentedness as His goals for us. Will we seek 
what is best at the expense of what is easiest? 
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