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Dedication

To those young people whose life circumstances 
and choices have led to their being maimed and 

broken by sexual sin. May the Great Physician heal 
you as you seek Him.
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INTRODUCTION
by Jeff Miller

Among the many sins listed in Scripture, a handful are men-
tioned in conjunction with the downfall of  a nation. If  certain 
sins are accepted, approved of, and prevalent in a society, its 
demise is on the horizon. Among those sins is homosexuality: 
sexual intercourse between individuals of  the same gender. In 
Leviticus 18, God, through the hand of  Moses, delineates several 
sins that the Israelites were not to commit, including, “You shall 
not lie with a male as with a woman. It is an abomination” (vs. 
22). God continued: 

Do not defile yourselves with any of  these things; for by all 
these the nations are defiled, which I am casting out be-
fore you. For the land is defiled; therefore I visit the pun-
ishment of  its iniquity upon it, and the land vomits out its 
inhabitants. You shall therefore keep My statutes and My 
judgments, and shall not commit any of  these abomina-
tions, either any of  your own nation or any stranger who 
dwells with you…, lest the land vomit you out also when 
you defile it, as it vomited out the nations that were before 
you. For whoever commits any of  these abominations, the 
persons who commit them shall be cut off from among 
their people (vss. 24-29).

Why is homosexuality spotlighted by God as a particularly hei-
nous sin—an “abomination”? Scripture does not explicitly say. 
Is it because the sin of  homosexuality is so obviously unnatural 
(Romans 1:26-27) that when a society en masse has irrationally 
accepted it as natural, the society has passed beyond the point 
where it can be reasoned with? Is it because homosexual activ-
ity is often more violent, and the lifestyle lends itself  to violence1 
towards others (e.g., Genesis 18-19) and disease2? 
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Regardless of  His motivation, God would not outlaw a behavior 
without good reason. He, being the essence of  love (1 John 4:7-
8), would have loving motivations behind His rules. God loves 
the homosexual, in the same way that He loves all sinners (Ro-
mans 5:8; 1 John 4:10), and He expects His followers to love 
them as well (Luke 6:31-36)—which is why we are writing this 
book. God’s commandments are “for our good always” (Deuter-
onomy 6:24)3 and promote life (Deuteronomy 6:24)4. Sadly, our 
society and the homosexual community are choosing death by 
promoting and engaging in the spiritually and physically toxic 
homosexual lifestyle. Let us explore what Scripture, science, and 
psychology say in response to society about homosexuality.
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CHAPTER 1

HOMOSEXUALITY AND THE 
OLD TESTAMENT

by Dave Miller

What, precisely, is God’s will concerning human sexuality? That 
will was demonstrated originally in the creation of  the first hu-
man beings: “Male and female created He them” (Genesis 1:27). 
God’s decision to create a female counterpart to the male was not 
coincidental. The female uniquely met three essential criteria: 
(1) “It is not good for man to be alone” (Genesis 2:18); (2) a help-
er, suitable to him, was needed (Genesis 2:18,20); and (3) the 
human race was to be perpetuated through sexual union (Gene-
sis 1:28). Both Jesus and Paul reiterated this same understanding 
(Matthew 19:4-6; 1 Corinthians 7:2). So the woman was: (a) the 
divine antidote to Adam’s loneliness; (b) a helper fit for him; and 
(c) the means of  the propagation of  the human race. Here we 
see the divine arrangement for the human species concerning 
sexuality. God did not create two men. He did not create two 
women. He did not create two men and two women so they 
could choose their “sexual preferences” and practice homosexu-
ality if  they so choose. The practice of  homosexuality is, literally, 
to go against the created order—nature as it was created by the 
Divine Being. All sexual deviations from this natural order are, 
by definition, unnatural.

Not long after God set into motion the created order—which 
He had pronounced as “very good” (Genesis 1:31)—man began 
to tamper with the divine will and altered God’s original inten-
tions concerning human sexuality. Lamech—not God—intro-
duced polygamy into the world (Genesis 4:19). God could have 
created two or more women for Adam, but He did not. Rather, 
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He made one man for one woman for life. That is the di-
vine will: “male and female He created them” (Genesis 1:27; cf. 
Matthew 19:1-9). 

HOMOSEXUALITY IN THE PATRIARCHAL PERIOD

Several centuries after the Creation, we are informed that cer-
tain “cities of  the plain” (Genesis 13:12; 19:29) had so devolved 
morally that they were apparently populated by a substantial ho-
mosexual population:

Now the two angels came to Sodom in the evening, 
and Lot was sitting in the gate of  Sodom. When Lot 
saw them, he rose to meet them, and he bowed him-
self  with his face toward the ground. And he said, 
“Here now, my lords, please turn in to your servant’s 
house and spend the night, and wash your feet; then 
you may rise early and go on your way.” And they 
said, “No, but we will spend the night in the open 
square.” But he insisted strongly; so they turned in 
to him and entered his house. Then he made them a 
feast, and baked unleavened bread, and they ate. Now 
before they lay down, the men of  the city, the men of  
Sodom, both young and old, all the people from every 
quarter, surrounded the house. And they called to Lot 
and said to him, “Where are the men who came to 
you tonight? Bring them out to us that we may know 
them carnally.” So Lot went out to them through the 
doorway, shut the door behind him, and said, “Please, 
my brethren, do not do so wickedly! See now, I have 
two daughters who have not known a man; please, let 
me bring them out to you, and you may do to them 
as you wish; only do nothing to these men, since this 
is the reason they have come under the shadow of  
my roof.” And they said, “Stand back!” Then they 
said, “This one came in to sojourn, and he keeps act-
ing as a judge; now we will deal worse with you than 
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with them.” So they pressed hard against the man 
Lot, and came near to break down the door. But the 
men reached out their hands and pulled Lot into the 
house with them, and shut the door. And they struck 
the men who were at the doorway of  the house with 
blindness, both small and great, so that they became 
weary trying to find the door (Genesis 19:1-11).

Defenders of  homosexuality who seek justification for their view-
point from the Bible have pursued a revisionist interpretation of  
the account of  the destruction of  the cities of  Sodom and Go-
morrah (along with Admah and Zeboiim—Deuteronomy 29:23). 
This passage has traditionally and historically been understood 
to be a condemnation of  homosexuality. This understanding has 
been so universal that the word “sodomy” was incorporated into 
English vernacular as referring to “any of  various forms of  sex-
ual intercourse held to be unnatural or abnormal, especially 
anal intercourse or bestiality.”1 How may the account of  Sodom 
be reinterpreted to place same-sex relationships in a favorable 
light? Three explanations have been offered in an effort to pro-
mote the biblical legitimacy of  homosexuality.

(1) Inhospitality or Homosexuality?

The first claim maintains that the men of  Sodom simply were 
guilty of  inhospitality. The text says that the men of  Sodom in-
sisted on Lot bringing the angelic visitors out to them, “that we 
may know them” (Genesis 19:5). It thus is argued that “know” 
refers to their intention to meet, greet, get to know, or become 
acquainted with the visitors. However, contextual indicators ex-
clude the feasibility of  this interpretation.

First, while the Hebrew verb translated “know” (yada) has a wide 
range of  meanings, including “to get to know” or “to become 
acquainted” (for the most part, the nuances of  the Hebrew verb 
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parallel the corresponding English verb), Hebrew, in common 
with other ancient languages, also used “know” as a euphemism 
for sexual intercourse (Genesis 4:1; 19:8). Other Semitic euphe-
misms similarly used include “lie with” (2 Samuel 11:4), “uncov-
er the nakedness of ” (Leviticus 18), “go in unto” (Genesis 16:2; 
38:2), and “touch” (Genesis 20:6; Proverbs 6:29; 1 Corinthians 
7:1). Ancient languages that shared this figurative use of  “know” 
included Egyptian, Akkadian, and Ugaritic,2 as well as Syriac, 
Arabic, Ethiopic, and Greek.3 When Hebrew scholars define 
“know,” as used in Genesis 19:5, they use terminology like “sex-
ual perversion,”4 “homosexual intercourse,”5 “sodomy,”6 “paed-
erastic,”7 and “crimes against nature.”8

Second, if  “know” simply means “to get acquainted,” why did 
the Bible writers repeatedly use forms of  the word “wicked” to 
refer to the actions of  the Sodomites? Lot pleaded, “Do not do 
so wickedly!” (Genesis 19:7). Moses, by inspiration, already had 
given God’s assessment in the words, “But the men of  Sodom 
were exceedingly wicked and sinful against the Lord” (Genesis 
13:13) and “their sin is very grievous” (Genesis 18:20). Peter re-
ferred to the “filthy conduct of  the wicked” sodomites and their 
“lawless deeds” (2 Peter 2:7-8). But “getting acquainted” is not 
“wicked”! In fact, if  the men of  Sodom were nothing more than 
a group of  friendly, civic-minded neighbors who sought to make 
the visitors welcome to their city, God surely would have com-
mended them—not condemned them.

Third, if  “know” simply means “to get to know,” then why did 
Lot offer his virgin daughters to the men? He would not have 
offered his daughters for the purpose of  the men “getting to 
know” or “becoming acquainted” with them. The daughters 
were already residents of  Sodom and would have been known 
to the men. Lot was offering his daughters to the men as sexual 
alternatives. Lot specifically said: “I have two daughters who 
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have not known a man” (Genesis 19:8). “Known” is another 
reference to sexual intercourse. Lot referred to their sexual sta-
tus for the very reason that these men were interested in sexual 
impropriety. As astonishing and objectionable to us as it may 
seem for a father to sacrifice his own daughters in such a fashion, 
it verifies the fact that the unnatural lust of  homosexuality was 
considered far more repugnant than even illicit heterosexuality. 
Scholars have further noted that in antiquity, a host was to pro-
tect his guests at the cost of  his own life.9

Fourth, the men of  Sodom threatened Lot with the words, “we 
will deal worse with you than with them” (Genesis 19:9). If  
their intention was simply to “get to know” the male visitors, 
what would “dealing worse” with Lot entail? Perhaps it would 
have entailed their becoming so thoroughly “acquainted” with 
Lot that they would perpetually remain in his presence and 
make a pest of  themselves? Maybe they intended to impose on 
Lot’s hospitality to the point that they would monopolize his 
living room couch, consume all of  his snack foods, and refuse 
to vacate his home at a courteous hour?

In a further effort to achieve sanction for homosexuality, atten-
tion has been directed to the words of  Jesus in His commis-
sioning of  the Seventy. He instructed them, in their evange-
listic travels, to enter into those cities that would receive them 
and to feel free to partake of  their hospitality (Luke 10:7-8). 
However, should a city fail to receive them, they were to shake 
the dust off their feet against the city (Luke 10:10-11). Jesus 
then declared: “It will be more tolerable in that day for Sodom 
than for that city” (Luke 10:12). Defenders and practitioners 
of  same-sex relations claim that Jesus was drawing a compari-
son between the inhospitality of  Sodom and the cities that the 
disciples would encounter. They claim that the inhospitality of  
a city that would reject Christ’s emissaries would be a greater 
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evil than Sodom’s inhospitable treatment of  the angelic visi-
tors.

However, if  “hospitality” was the issue at stake in Sodom, then 
again, the Sodomites should have been commended, since they 
only wanted to “get to know” and be hospitable to the visitors. In 
fact, Lot should have been the one condemned, since he attempt-
ed to deter the hospitable overtures of  the “Welcome Wagon.” 
In reality, the words of  Jesus in Luke 10 were not directed against 
the cities’ refusal to be hospitable toward the disciples. Rather, 
He condemned them for their refusal to accept the teaching of  
the disciples. Jesus pinpointed their task when He warned: “He 
who hears you hears Me, he who rejects you rejects Me” (Luke 
10:16). Jesus placed Sodom at the top of  the list of  the most 
notoriously wicked cities of  antiquity. He stressed the fact that 
to reject Christ and the Gospel would be a far greater offense 
than what the most wicked city in human history ever did. What 
the inhabitants of  Sodom did was repulsive, repugnant, disgust-
ing, and incredibly depraved. But to reject the antidote to sin is 
the ultimate insult and the final infraction against God.

Yet another argument marshaled in an effort to justify homosex-
uality concerns the allusions in the prophets to Sodom. Isaiah 
(3:9), Jeremiah (23:14), and Ezekiel (16:49) all refer to the sinful-
ness of  Sodom, but none explicitly mention homosexuality as the 
problem. In fact, Ezekiel pinpointed the specific sins of  “pride, 
fullness of  food, and abundance of  idleness,” as well as her un-
willingness to aid the poor and needy. In response, we should not 
be surprised that a city that was guilty of  sexual perversion also 
would be guilty of  additional violations of  God’s will.

Isaiah, in his discussion of  Sodom, did not specify a particular 
sin, but merely noted how brazen and open the Sodomites were 
with their sin: “The look on their countenance witnesses against 
them, and they declare their sin as Sodom; they do not hide it.” 
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Interestingly, this depiction is very apropos of  the “in-your-face” 
attitude of  those who seek to advance the homosexual agen-
da in our day. Jeremiah made essentially the same point in his 
comparison between Judah and Sodom when he wrote that “no 
one turns back from his wickedness.” He, too, was noting the 
sodomites’ brazen, unbending, self-centered intention to pro-
ceed with their sin. Ezekiel, though mentioning the additional 
sins that we have listed above, nevertheless referred repeatedly to 
Sodom’s “abomination” (16:50; cf., vs. 43,47,51,52,58). Moses 
also linked “abomination” with homosexual activity (Leviticus 
18:22).

(2) Homosexual Rape?

The second explanation offered to justify homosexual relations 
is that the men of  Sodom were not condemned for their ho-
mosexuality, but for their inhospitable intention to engage in 
homosexual rape. Rape, some suggest (whether homosexual or 
heterosexual), being non-consensual, is wrong, and is worthy 
of  condemnation. However, this extension of  the inhospitality 
quibble is likewise contextually indefensible. First, if  gang rape 
was the issue, why did Lot offer his daughters in exchange for the 
visitors? Rape would have been at issue in both cases. Lot’s offer 
of  his daughters indicated his clear concern over gender and 
same-sex relations. Second, the men of  Sodom were declared 
wicked and guilty of  “very grievous” sin before the visitors ever 
came to town (Genesis 18:20).

Third, Jude cinched the matter in his discussion of  the sin of  
Sodom. He wrote that Sodom and her sister cities had “given 
themselves over to sexual immorality and gone after strange 
flesh” (Jude 7). “Given themselves over to sexual immorality” is 
a translation of  the compound word  ekporneusasai, which com-
bines the verb porneuo (to commit illicit sexual intercourse) with 
the preposition ek (“out of ”). The term is defined as to “indulge 
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in illicit sexual relations/debauchery.”10 The attachment of  the 
prepositional prefix indicates intensification, i.e., that the men of  
Sodom possessed “a lust that gluts itself.”11 Their sexual appetites 
took them beyond the range of  normal sexual activity. The idea 
of  force or coercion is not in the meaning of  the word. “Strange” 
refers to “one not of  the same nature, form, class, kind,”12 and 
so pertains to the indulgence of  passions that are “contrary to 
nature”13—“a departure from the laws of  nature in the impuri-
ties practiced.”14 The frequent allusion to “nature” by scholars 
is interesting, in view of  the fact that Scripture elsewhere links 
same-sex relations with that which is “against nature” (Romans 
1:26-27) or unnatural, i.e., out of  harmony with God’s original 
arrangement of  nature (e.g., Genesis 1:27; 2:22; Matthew 19:4-
6). Summarizing, Jude asserted that the sin of  Sodom was homo-
sexual relations—not homosexual rape.

Fourth, homosexuality itself  is specifically condemned in Scrip-
ture. Under the Law of  Moses, God made homosexuality a cap-
ital crime, and stipulated that both participants in the illicit sex-
ual activity were to be put to death (Leviticus 20:13). God would 
not have required the innocent victim of  homosexual rape to be 
executed along with the rapist.

(3) Relations with Angels?

Some defenders of  homosexuality maintain that Jude con-
demned the men of  Sodom—not for their homosexuality—but 
because they sought to have sexual relations with angels. They 
base this claim on his use of  the expression “strange flesh”:

Sodom and Gomorrah, and the cities around them 
in a similar manner to these, having given themselves 
over to sexual immorality and gone after strange 
flesh, are set forth as an example, suffering the ven-
geance of  eternal fire (Jude 7).
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The reasoning is that the men of  Sodom were guilty of  desiring 
sexual relations with the angelic visitors (Genesis 19:1-5). How-
ever, several problems are inherent in this interpretation.

The Meaning of  “Strange”

According to scholars who have devoted much of  their lives to 
understanding the meaning of  the ancient languages of  the Bi-
ble, “strange” is not used with reference to angels. In the first 
place, the English word “strange” (KJV,  NKJV,  ASV,  NASB) 
creates a different meaning in the mind of  the English reader 
than what is intended by the Greek word heteros. The term sim-
ply means “other, another.”15 Moulton and Milligan note “how 
readily heteros  from meaning ‘the other class (of  two)’ came to 
imply ‘different’ in quality or kind.”16 Thayer even defined the 
word as “one not of  the same nature, form, class, kind,” giving 
Jude 7 as an instance of  this use.17 However, he did not intend 
by this definition to imply that the difference extended to an-
gelic flesh, as is evident from his treatment of  the verse in his 
section dealing with sarx (flesh): “to follow after the flesh, is used 
of  those who are on the search for persons with whom they can 
gratify their lust, Jude 7.”18 In their handling of  either “strange” 
or “flesh,” none of  these lexicographers offers any support for 
the connotation of  nonhuman or extraterrestrial, i.e., angelic.

It so happens that eminent Greek scholar A.T. Robertson dis-
putes even the idea that the meaning of  heteros extends to the no-
tion of  “different.” In his massive and monumental A Grammar of  
the Greek New Testament, Robertson made the following comment 
on this term:

The sense of  “different” grows naturally out of  the 
notion of  duality. The two things  happen just to 
be different…. The word itself  does not mean “dif-
ferent,” but merely “one other,” a second of  two. It 
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does not necessarily involve “the secondary idea of  
difference of  kind” (Thayer). That is only true where 
the context demands it.19

So the notion of  a different nature, form, or kind does not inhere 
in the word itself. Only contextual indicators can indicate, quite 
coincidentally, that the “other” being referred to also is different 
in some additional quality.

Many English translations of  Jude 7 more accurately reflect the 
meaning of  heteros by avoiding the use of  the term “strange.” For 
example, the RSV renders the phrase in question as “indulged 
in unnatural lust.” The NIV and TEV read: “sexual immorality 
and perversion.” Moffatt’s translation reads: “vice and sensual 
perversity.” Goodspeed, Beck, Weymouth, and the Twentieth 
Century New Testament all have “unnatural vice.” The Simpli-
fied New Testament has “homosexuality.” The Jerusalem Bible 
reads: “The fornication of  Sodom and Gomorrah and the oth-
er nearby towns was equally unnatural.” Even the Living Bible 
Paraphrased suitably pinpoints the import of  the original in the 
words, “And don’t forget the cities of  Sodom and Gomorrah and 
their neighboring towns, all full of  lust of  every kind, including 
lust of  men for other men.”

Considering the meaning of  “strange” in its only occurrences (in 
English) in the KJV (11 times), NKJV (7 times), ASV (10 times), 
RSV (6 times), and NIV (5 times), one finds that it never is used 
to refer to angels, but instead refers to: “strange things” (Luke 
5:26—i.e., a miracle); “strange land” (Acts 7:6—i.e., Egypt); 
“strange gods” (Acts 17:18); “strange things” (Acts 17:20—i.e., 
ideas); “strange cities” (Acts 26:11—i.e., Gentile or outside Pal-
estine); “strange tongues” (1 Corinthians 14:21—i.e., foreign 
languages); “strange country” (Hebrews 11:9—i.e., Canaan); 
“strange doctrines” (Hebrews 13:9); “think it strange” (1 Peter 
4:4—i.e., odd); “some strange thing” (1 Peter 4:12—i.e., unusu-
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al); and “strange flesh” (Jude 7—i.e., male with male). All the 
other occurrences of  the underlying Greek term in the New 
Testament further undergird the nonapplication of  the term to 
“angelic flesh.”20

Most commentators and language scholars recognize this fea-
ture of  Jude’s remark, as evinced by their treatment of  Jude 7. 
For example, the New Analytical Greek Lexicon defines heteros in Jude 
7 as “illicit.”21 Williams identified “strange flesh” as “unnatural 
vice.”22 Barclay wrote: “What the men of  Sodom were bent on 
was unnatural sexual intercourse, homosexual intercourse, with 
Lot’s two visitors. They were bent on sodomy, the word in which 
their sin is dreadfully commemorated.”23 Alford correctly trans-
lated the Greek as “other flesh,” and defined the phrase as “[oth-
er] than that appointed by God for the fulfillment of  natural 
desire.”24 Jamieson, et al., defined “going after strange flesh” as 
“departing from the course of  nature, and going after that which 
is unnatural.”25 Schneider said the expression “denotes licentious 
living.”26 Macknight said: “They committed the unnatural crime 
which hath taken its name from them.”27 Mayor explained, “the 
forbidden flesh (literally ‘other than that appointed by God’) re-
fers…in the case of  Sodom to the departure from the natural 
use.”28 Barnes stated: “the word  strange, or  other, refers to that 
which is contrary to nature,”29 and Salmond adds, “a departure 
from the laws of  nature in the impurities practiced.”30

The frequent allusion to “nature” and “unnatural” by scholars 
must not be taken to mean “beyond nature” in the sense of  be-
yond human, and thereby somehow a reference to angels. The 
same scholars frequently clarify their meaning in unmistakable 
terms. For example, after defining “strange flesh” as unnatural, 
Jamieson, Faussett, and Brown add: “In later times the most en-
lightened heathen nations indulged in the sin of  Sodom without 
compunction or shame.”31 Alford, likewise, added: “The sin of  
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Sodom was afterwards common in the most enlightened nations 
of  antiquity.”32 It is neither without significance nor coincidental 
that these Bible scholars focus on forms of  the word “natural,” 
in view of  the fact that, as previously noted, Scripture elsewhere 
links same-sex relations with that which is “against nature” 
(Romans 1:26-27) or unnatural—i.e., out of  harmony with the 
original arrangement of  nature by God at the Creation (e.g., 
Genesis 1:27; 2:22; Matthew 19:4-6).

American culture has reached the point where the majority ap-
proves of  homosexuality as acceptable behavior. Those who dis-
approve are decried as “politically incorrect,” intolerant, “hate-
ful,” and “homophobic.” It surely is reminiscent of  our day to 
observe that when Lot urged the sodomites not to do “so wicked-
ly,” the men accused Lot of  being judgmental (Genesis 19:9; cf. 
Deuteronomy 23:17-18). Nevertheless, the objective, unbiased 
reader of  the Bible is forced to conclude that God destroyed the 
men of  Sodom on account of  their sinful practice of  homosex-
uality.

HOMOSEXUALITY IN THE MOSAIC PERIOD

In addition to the pre-Mosaic, Patriarchal Period of  history, God 
made clear His will on this matter when He handed down the 
Law of  Moses to the Israelite nation. In a chapter dealing almost 
exclusively with sexual regulations, His words are explicit and 
unmistakable:

You shall not lie with a male as with a woman. It is an 
abomination.... Do not defile yourselves with any of  
these things,...lest the land vomit you out also when 
you defile it, as it vomited out the nations that were 
before you (Leviticus 18:22-30). If  a man lies with 
a male as he lies with a woman, both of  them have 
committed an abomination. They shall surely be put 
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to death. Their blood shall be upon them (Leviticus 
20:13).

We suggest that a reader would need help to misunderstand 
these injunctions.

Compared to Female Menstruation?

Nevertheless, attempts have been made to offset their seemingly 
unmistakable import. For example, it is argued that in the same 
chapter (i.e., Leviticus 20), five verses after the injunction against 
homosexuality, the death penalty was also required for a man 
and his wife for having sexual relations during her menstruation: 
“If  a man lies with a woman during her sickness and uncovers 
her nakedness, he has exposed her flow, and she has uncovered 
the flow of  her blood. Both of  them shall be cut off from their 
people” (Leviticus 20:18). The homosexual activist (who wishes 
to maintain some semblance of  affiliation with the Bible) dis-
misses this text as ritualistic and limited to Israel’s peculiar con-
cern for purity, thus having no universal significance. After all, 
the Israelites lived during an ignorant, primitive period of  hu-
man history. Consider the following wording of  this viewpoint:

Of  course, many now live in quite different cultures. 
But that has not stopped some from selectively using 
regulations like Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13 to support 
their condemnation of  homosexual intimacy. Mean-
while, the Bible prohibits sex during menstruation in 
the very same chapters (Lev. 18:19; 20:18), but few 
Christian conservatives have mounted a campaign to 
expel people who violate that commandment.33

This interpretation of  the biblical position stands in conflict with 
several factors. First, are those who dismiss the condemnation 
of  homosexuality, on the basis that the same context condemns 
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sexual intimacy during a woman’s menses, also willing to dismiss 
the condemnations in the same context of  child sacrifice (20:2-
5), bestiality (20:15-16), incest (20:11-12), and bigamy (20:14)? 
What proves too much, proves nothing.

Second, a closer reading of  the text reveals that while all the 
items alluded to are clustered together because they share a com-
mon concern for the principle of  “separateness” (which consti-
tutes the theme of  Leviticus—e.g., 10:10; 11:44; 19:2; 20:7,26), 
nevertheless, a distinction may be made between those actions 
that were temporary and limited in their scope to the Israelites 
and those that are clearly permanent and universal in their ap-
plication. For example, wherever mentioned, child sacrifice (Le-
viticus 18:21; 20:2-5) has always been an abominable sin before 
God.34 The same may be said of  bestiality,35 sorcery, witchcraft, 
astrology, and the like,36 as well as certain forms of  incest.37 Ho-
mosexuality fits into this same category. It is, in fact, explicitly 
condemned in every period of  Bible history, and repeated in es-
pecially strong terms in the New Testament.38

This distinction is reinforced by the variations given to the pen-
alties associated with each infraction. Two expressions must be 
distinguished in the pericope of  Leviticus (i.e., chapters 17-20), 
what Pfeiffer labeled “The Holiness Code.”39 The first is “cut 
off,” which, in the Pentateuch, includes being cut off “from his 
people,” “in the sight of  their people,” “from among the congre-
gation,” “from Israel,” “from the congregation of  Israel,” and 
“from My presence.” Linguistic scholars agree that the Hebrew 
verb translated “cut off” (karat) has both a literal meaning and a 
metaphorical meaning which, in turn, gives rise to “the exten-
sive range of  the root’s literal and extended semantic spheres of  
meaning.”40 The basic literal meaning of  the verb is “to cut,”41 
and so may be used to refer to everything from cutting down a 
tree to cutting off a piece of  cloth. However,
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In addition to the literal meaning of  this root, “to cut 
off,”…there is the metaphorical meaning  to root 
out, eliminate, remove, excommunicate or de-
stroy by a violent act of  man or nature. It is sometimes 
difficult in a given context to know whether the per-
son(s) who is “cut off” is to be killed or only excom-
municated.42

In this metaphorical sense, being “cut off” consists of  “exclusion 
from the community,”43 “in the sense of  being cut off from a 
center or circle in which the offender lives.”44

The “cutting off” formula therefore does not appear 
to refer solely to human execution of  the death pen-
alty. In the majority of  offenses, “cutting off” means 
a “cutting off” which leads to  “banishment” or 
“excommunication”  from the cultic community 
and the covenant people…from life in God’s pres-
ence through exclusion.45

Hebrew lexicographer Gesenius confirms this understanding of  
the term, recognizing that its figurative meaning is “to be cut 
off from one’s country, i.e., to be driven into exile, to be ex-
pelled.”46 Though Gesenius listed Leviticus 20:18 under the 
literal meaning of  “to be destroyed,” translator Tregelles right-
fully added a note to the section: “In some of  the passages it 
appears only to signify severed from the congregation of  
the Lord.”47

The Scriptures themselves bear out this observation. For exam-
ple, in a context addressing contact with the dead, the Israelites 
were told, “Whoever touches the body of  anyone who has died, 
and does not purify himself, defiles the tabernacle of  the Lord. 
That person shall be cut off from Israel. He shall be unclean, 
because the water of  purification was not sprinkled on him; his 
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uncleanness is still on him” (Numbers 19:13; cf. vs. 20). It is 
evident, both from this verse and surrounding verses, that those 
who had been defiled by corpses were to be separated  from 
the congregation for the appropriate period of  purification—
not executed.

This dual use of  the expression is further confirmed by compar-
ing it with a second one that is germane to the discussion: “put to 
death.” Both expressions are used in Exodus 31:14—“You shall 
keep the Sabbath, therefore, for it is holy to you. Everyone who 
profanes it shall surely be put to death; for whoever does any 
work on it, that person shall be cut off from among his peo-
ple.” Observe that the phrase “cut off from among his people” 
is the broader expression. “Put to death” is the narrower expres-
sion and clarifies by what means the individual would be “cut 
off.” Thus, to be “cut off” from Israel could be accomplished in 
two distinct and separate ways: (1) through isolation of  the indi-
vidual by physically removing him from the community, trans-
porting him to a location away from the social/religious life of  
Israel (cf. “put out of  the camp”—Numbers 5:2); or (2) through 
permanent removal of  the individual from Israelite society by 
legal execution, i.e., the death penalty. Context must determine 
which meaning is intended.

Of  the 12 occurrences of  karat (“cut off”) in the Niphal conjuga-
tion of  the Hebrew verb in Leviticus,48 those outside of  chapter 
20 that refer to being merely quarantined for a period of  time 
until correction/cleansing could be made, are 7:20,21,25,27; 
17:4,9; 19:8; 22:3. A generic use is seen in 18:29 where it is found 
in a summary statement of  offenses without further specification 
as to its meaning—since chapter 20 is intended to be the por-
tion of  the pericope that prescribes punishment for the offenses 
mentioned in chapter 18. The only instance in Leviticus where 
the expression apparently includes the death penalty is 23:29. 
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However, even in this instance, that the death penalty is intended 
is derived from the verse before and the verse after, which indi-
cate that “afflicted” (NKJV), “humble” (NASB), or “deny him-
self ” (NIV) pertain to the defiant refusal to abstain from work on 
the Day of  Atonement (which elsewhere was treated as a capital 
offense when done on a holy day—Numbers 15:33ff.), and the 
accompanying threat by God to “destroy” the culprit.

Additionally, when one examines the pericope with regard to 
prescribed penalties, those for the offenses listed in chapter 18 
are not given until chapter 20 (with the exception of  the generic 
formula, “cut off” [18:29]). Chapter 20 clarifies in what sense 
the offender was to be “cut off,” depending upon the offense 
committed. “Cut off” in the Hiphil conjugation of  the Hebrew 
verb was the penalty for child sacrifice (20:2-5), clarified as “put 
to death” (vs. 2), as well as for the person who engaged in sorcery, 
i.e., turned to mediums and spiritists (20:6), which also is fur-
ther pinpointed as “put to death” (vs. 27). For adultery (20:10), 
certain forms of  incest (20:11-12), homosexuality (20:13), and 
bestiality (20:15-16), the penalty was “put to death.” Those who 
married a woman and her sister were to be “burned with fire” 
(20:14), i.e., put to death and their corpses cremated (cf. Joshua 
7:15,25;49 although Clarke insisted that branding with a hot iron 
was meant.50 For another form of  incest, and relations during 
a woman’s menstruation, only the expression “cut off” is used 
(20:17-18), and three other forms of  incest have only “they shall 
bear their guilt” (20:19), “they shall die childless” (20:20), and 
“they shall be childless” (20:21).

When one reads all three injunctions pertaining to menstruation 
given in Leviticus, their meaning and harmonization become 
apparent:

If  a woman has a discharge, and the discharge from 
her body is blood, she shall be set apart seven 
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days; and whoever touches her shall be unclean until 
evening. Everything that she lies on during her im-
purity shall be unclean; also everything that she sits 
on shall be unclean. Whoever touches her bed shall 
wash his clothes and bathe in water, and be unclean 
until evening. And whoever touches anything that she 
sat on shall wash his clothes and bathe in water, and 
be unclean until evening. If  anything is on her bed or 
on anything on which she sits, when he touches it, he 
shall be unclean until evening. And if  any man lies 
with her at all, so that her impurity is on him, 
he shall be unclean seven days; and every bed 
on which he lies shall be unclean (Leviticus 15:19-24).

Also you shall not approach a woman to uncover her 
nakedness as long as she is in her customary impurity 
(Leviticus 18:19).

If  a man lies with a woman during her sickness and 
uncovers her nakedness, he has exposed her flow, and 
she has uncovered the flow of  her blood.  Both of  
them shall be cut off from their people (Levit-
icus 20:18).

Comparing the three injunctions shows that a woman was to 
be  set apart  from the community during her monthly men-
struation. If  her husband were to have sexual relations with her 
during that time (the implication possibly being that her menstru-
ation commenced during intercourse, catching both unawares,51 
then he, too, was ceremonially defiled and subject to the same 
separation. Hence, “set apart for seven days” (15:19), “unclean 
seven days” (15:24), and “cut off from their people” (20:18) are 
three ways to express the same proscription. “Cut off” did not 
mean execution in this case.52

Based upon these observations, the regulation pertaining to re-
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fraining from sexual relations during a woman’s period of  men-
struation, when violated, did not involve the death penalty. The 
injunction was limited to the Israelites and served to 
reinforce the concept of  being a holy people. Blood, a 
term that is used 86 times in Leviticus, was a critical feature 
of  this Old Testament teaching, especially in its relation to life 
and atonement (e.g., Leviticus 17:11). Beyond this central sig-
nificance, the injunction could possibly have been intended to 
emphasize (1) the importance of  being health conscious or (2) 
the importance of  the husband being thoughtful and consider-
ate toward his wife during a difficult time of  the month.

Concerning the former, there is some debate in the medical 
community over whether or not intercourse during menstrua-
tion increases the risk for exposure to Pelvic Inflammatory Dis-
ease.53 Blood, of  course, can be a significant medium for bacteria 
and infectious diseases. As one medical authority noted: “Inter-
course during menses and frequent intercourse may offer more 
opportunities for the admission of  pathogenic organisms to the 
inside of  the uterus.”54 Though great strides have been made 
in increasing medical understanding over the centuries, medical 
science has not provided all the answers to questions that still ex-
ist regarding the Bible’s inspired declarations concerning various 
matters of  health and medicine.

Concerning the latter, some authorities point out that this law 
was a benevolent injunction designed to render compassionate 
assistance to women during a difficult time.55 Even today, women 
are vulnerable to the whims of  thoughtless men. The Law of  
Moses manifested a comparable concern for women in other 
aspects of  life, including pregnancy (Exodus 21:22ff.) and unfair 
divorce (Deuteronomy 24:1-4). It is notable that Jesus manifested 
tender compassion for the poor woman who had been suffering 
from a hemorrhage for 12 years.56
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We are forced to conclude that some Israelite laws (like the pro-
hibition of  eating unclean foods) affected only Israel and, in 
most cases, were subject to penalties that simply required purifi-
cation and cleansing procedures. Ulrich Falkenroth agreed: “In-
tercourse during menstruation…was not subject to a civil pen-
alty but brought ritual uncleanness.”57 This was unquestionably 
the case for matters pertaining to a woman’s menses.58 It is these 
very laws of  ritualistic purification that are noted in the New 
Testament as having been confined to the Israelites prior to the 
cross of  Christ, having no abiding relevance or application (e.g., 
Colossians 2:14-17; cf. Mark 7:19). On the other hand, these cer-
emonial laws were treated differently from the universal  sins 
that repeatedly surface elsewhere in Scripture as having a broad-
er application to all cultures in all times, i.e., lying, stealing, adul-
tery, bestiality, child sacrifice, homosexuality, etc. Leviticus 18:22 
and 20:13 were expressions of  God’s will pertaining to same-sex 
relations that represent a continuing prohibition.59

Beyond the treatment of  homosexuality within the Law of  Mo-
ses itself, we encounter a graphic account during the period of  
the judges, which was a time of  spiritual and moral depravity 
and decay—the “Dark Ages” of  Jewish history. Judges 19 re-
cords that “sons of  Belial” (i.e., wicked scoundrels) surrounded 
a house where travelers had taken refuge for the night. As in So-
dom, they desired to “know” the male guests (vs. 22). The host, 
like Lot, knew exactly what they meant, as is evident from the 
fact that, like Lot, he offered them a sexual alternative (which, 
of  course, God did not approve). Their sexual desire was la-
beled as “wickedness,” “outrage,” “vileness,” “lewdness,” and 
“evil” (Judges 19:23-24; 20:3,6,10,12,13). The rest of  the Old 
Testament corroborates this judgment upon same-sex relations. 
For example, during the period of  the kings, Josiah instituted 
sweeping moral and religious reforms, including tearing down 
the homes of  the sodomites (2 Kings 23:7—“perverted persons,” 
NKJV).
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David & Jonathan—Homosexuals?

A classic case of  approaching the Bible with one’s own pre-con-
ceived agenda, searching for some shred of  a hint that can then 
be spun to fit the intended narrative, is the claim that David and 
Jonathan shared a homosexual relationship.60 The passage used 
to advance this allegation reads:

How the mighty have fallen in the midst of  the battle! 
Jonathan was slain in your high places. I am distressed 
for you, my brother Jonathan; you have been very 
pleasant to me; your love to me was wonderful, 
surpassing the love of  women (2 Samuel 1:25-
26).

The Hebrew word for “love” in verse 26 carries a variety of  
meanings, but the primary meaning is the care and concern that 
one has for one’s fellow man (whether male or female). Hence, it 
is used as the opposite of  hate,61 friendship (Proverbs 17:9: 27:5), 
as well as God’s love for His people (Hosea 11:4; Isaiah 63:9; 
Jeremiah 31:3; Zephaniah 3:17) and vice-versa (Jeremiah 2:2).62

It is true that the term can be used to refer to sexual lust, as in 
the case of  Amnon. After raping his half-sister, the text informs 
us: “Then Amnon hated her exceedingly, so that the hatred with 
which he hated her was greater than the love with which he had 
loved her” (2 Samuel 13:15). The term “love” in this context 
refers exclusively to sexual desire—nothing more. The Song of  
Solomon uses the word to refer to the married love between a 
man and a woman (2:4,5; 5:8; 8:6,7; cf. Proverbs 5:19).

However, a significant difference exists between the comradery, 
friendship, and close connection sustained between two men who 
are lifelong friends, and the sexual relationship shared by two 
men. The former relationship has no hint whatsoever of  sexual 
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attraction, while the latter relationship is largely defined by the 
sexual connection. Indeed, it is the sexual activity that differen-
tiates the two relationships. It is true that, like heterosexuals, two 
homosexuals can experience a variety of  non-sexual feelings for 
each other, including friendship or a deep “soul-mate” connec-
tion. But this fact must not be allowed to obscure the real issue. 
The one has nothing to do with the other. The entire question 
comes down to whether two men have a God-given, God-autho-
rized right to enact a sexual relationship with each other.

In the case of  David and Jonathan, the circumstantial evidence 
suggests that they were simply close friends. They both were 
heavily involved in heterosexual marriages. They both had chil-
dren from those marriages who received the priority that is typi-
cal of  such marriages. For example, Jonathan desired a covenant 
between himself  and David that would ensure the safety of  his 
wife and family:

“And you shall not only show me the kindness of  
the LORD while I still live, that I may not die; but 
you shall not cut off your kindness from my house for-
ever, no, not when the LORD has cut off every one of  
the enemies of  David from the face of  the earth.” So 
Jonathan made a covenant with the house of  David, 
saying, “Let the LORD require it at the hand of  Da-
vid’s enemies” (1 Samuel 20:14-16).

Jonathan’s concern was that the same kindness that Da-
vid showed to himself  be extended to his family. Was Jonathan 
requesting that David enact the same sexual relationship with 
Jonathan’s kids that David showed to him? Or, rather, was he 
referring to the friendship and close-knit care and con-
cern for each other that the two shared? The latter is in keep-
ing with the context. Jonathan later reminded David: “May the 
LORD be between you and me, and between your descendants 
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and my descendants, forever” (1 Samuel 20:42). Jonathan was 
concerned with sustaining, maintaining, and perpetuating his 
posterity through his marriage to a woman (cf. 2 Samuel 4:4; 
21:7). As 2 Samuel 11 attests, David’s sexual issues involved the 
lure of  women, not men.

The fact is that no evidence whatsoever exists in the Bible 
that would lead one to believe that David and Jonathan sustained 
a sexual relationship with each other. In fact, a sober examina-
tion of  the evidence leads even the defender of  homosexuality 
to admit that fact, as in the admission made by a lesbian: “While 
the Bible doesn’t explicitly state that David and Jona-
than were lovers, Jesus himself  did not say anything direct-
ly about homosexuality in the Bible either. Scripture does not 
condemn loving, responsible homosexual relationships.”63 (The 
validity of  the claim regarding Jesus is examined in Chapter 2.)

Another factor to consider: The Law of  Moses, under which 
David lived, condemned homosexuality in no uncertain terms, 
as we have demonstrated in this chapter. Indeed, it was a 
death-penalty offense. But if  God readily condemned David for 
his violation of  another Mosaic law pertaining to sexual contact, 
specifically, adultery (2 Samuel 11), why would He not have con-
demned David for homosexual contact as well, if  his relationship 
with Jonathan included sexual activity? In fact, since Jonathan 
was married, he would have been “cheating” on his wife with 
David. Do homosexuals today who are in a “committed” rela-
tionship consider their partner as committing adultery if  he has 
an “affair” with another man? Both David and Jonathan could 
have been executed for adultery (Leviticus 20:10), if  they were 
sexually involved with each other. Again, no mention is made 
that they had a sexual affair.

Like the 2,500 year period that preceded the Mosaic dispensa-
tion, the biblical viewpoint of  homosexuality during the 1,500-
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year Mosaic period remain unchanged. We turn now to the ad-
vent of  Christ on Earth.



1

CHAPTER 2

HOMOSEXUALITY AND THE 
NEW TESTAMENT

by Dave Miller

The New Testament is equally definitive in its uncompromising 
and unquestioned condemnation of  illicit sexual activity. 

JESUS

The popular portrait of  Jesus that permeates American culture 
at the present time considers Him to be “politically correct” 
and “tolerant” of  the behavior and preferences of  others. Sadly, 
however, this viewpoint undermines the pristine nature of  Chris-
tianity and its offer of  salvation from an eternal hell. The fact of  
the matter is that Jesus did address the matter of  illicit sexual ac-
tivity. Keep in mind, however, that His brief  public ministry was 
undertaken among the Palestinian Jews, mostly in and around 
Jerusalem. Hence, he did not generally address Himself  to the 
wider pagan populace of  the world. Even as John the baptizer 
sought to “pave the way” for the Christ (John 1:6-7), so Jesus 
made preparations for the arrival of  His Kingdom—the Church 
(Mark 9:1; John 3:5).

His preparations included priming His apostles for the tasks they 
would perform after His departure. He elaborated extensively 
upon how He would be able to guide and direct them after His 
exit from the planet by sending in His place the Holy Spirit Who 
would do two things: “But the Helper, the Holy Spirit, whom the 
Father will send in My name, He will teach you all things, 
and bring to your remembrance all things that I said to you” 
(John 14:26). So in addition to reminding the apostles of  what 
Jesus had taught them in person, the Holy Spirit would provide 
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them with far more information pertaining to the Kingdom. 
As proof  of  the fulfillment of  this prediction, one need only 
examine the rest of  the New Testament, specifically the letters 
Romans through Revelation, in order to see the doctrinal in-
struction that Jesus inspired the writers of  the New Testament 
to produce. Indeed, what Paul wrote is precisely what Jesus in-
tended to be written. The teaching of  Paul is every bit as 
much the teaching of  Jesus as if  He had orally uttered 
it Himself  while on Earth.

Hence, we would not expect Jesus to expound explicitly on many 
of  the doctrines that would characterize the Christian era which 
would commence after His departure. Paul acknowledged this 
fact when he contrasted the remarks of  Jesus regarding mar-
riage in Matthew 19 (“yet not I but the Lord”) with his own sup-
plemental information given by inspiration to him (“I, not the 
Lord”—1 Corinthians 7:10,12). We simply cannot necessarily 
draw any conclusions about Jesus’ stance on a given issue based 
solely on whether He explicitly stated it during the brief  time He 
was on Earth. Indeed, who would argue that Jesus approved of  
raping four-year-old girls, robbing banks, or smoking crack co-
caine—simply because He made no allusions to their propriety 
while He was on Earth? 

Nevertheless, a careful examination of  what Jesus did, in fact, 
say during His life on Earth clarifies His view of  homosexuality. 
Not only did Jesus reiterate the divine definition of  marriage 
(Matthew 19:4-6), articulated by God at the beginning of  time 
(Genesis 1:27; 2:24), consisting of  male and female, on three sep-
arate occasions, Jesus used the word “fornication” in His con-
demnation of  illicit sexual activity:

But I say to you that whoever divorces his wife for any 
reason except sexual immorality causes her to 
commit adultery; and whoever marries a woman who 
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is divorced commits adultery (Matthew 5:32).

For out of  the heart come evil thoughts, murder, adul-
tery, sexual immorality, theft, false witness, slan-
der (Matthew 15:19, ESV). 

And I say to you, whoever divorces his wife, except for 
sexual immorality, and marries another, commits 
adultery; and whoever marries her who is divorced 
commits adultery (Matthew 19:9).

The NKJV rendering “sexual immorality” in all three verses 
is the Greek term porneia, rendered “fornication” in the older 
translations. The Greek lexicons provide a seamless consensus 
as to the meaning of  this term. The host of  Greek authorities 
define the term and its derivatives as actual, physical sexual in-
tercourse that is illicit: “unlawful sexual intercourse generally.”1 
A pornei, for example, is a prostitute. A pornos is a male prostitute, 
catamite. A porneion is a brothel. The verb porneuo means “to be, 
become a prostitute.”

Observe, then, that all forms of  illicit sexual intercourse are in-
cluded in the umbrella term porneia, “fornication.” “Adultery,” 
by definition, is sexual intercourse between two people, at least 
one of  whom is married to someone else. Adultery is one form 
of  fornication. Bestiality is sexual intercourse between an animal 
and a human being. Bestiality is another form of  fornication. 
Consider the following graphic:
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All eight of  these behaviors (along with others) share in common 
that they involve illicit physical intercourse. Hence, all are “spe-
cialized” forms of  fornication. Based on this linguistic analysis 
of  the language of  Scripture, it follows that in Matthew 5:32 
and Matthew 19:9 Jesus did implicitly refer to homosexuality by 
using the broad term porneia. Jesus condemned homosexuality 
every time He condemned fornication. What’s more, some 60 
years later, after His return to heaven, He again used the term 
“fornication” in His condemnation of  the behavior of  some 
members of  two churches of  Christ in Asia Minor—Pergamos 
and Thyatira. In both cases, there were those who were teaching 
and promoting sexual immorality (Revelation 2:14,20,21).

PAUL

Having achieved His eternal intention to make atonement for 
sin by dying on the cross, Jesus returned to His heavenly posi-
tion and sent the Holy Spirit to establish His Church on Earth 
(Acts 2) and to launch the Christian religion. In so doing, He 
sent forth His inspired emissaries, the apostles, to set into place 
the doctrinal framework and establish the parameters of  God’s 
will for mankind for the rest of  earthly existence. Consequently, 
it would naturally follow that the apostles and writers of  the New 
Testament books would be the ones to elaborate on such matters 
as sexual morality. That is precisely what we find in the rest of  
the New Testament where frequent allusion is made to sexual 
impurity and the necessity of  conforming to Christian morality 
in order to please God and be accepted into heaven. 

The Church at Rome

In his letter to Roman Christians, Paul summarized the “un-
righteous” and “ungodly” behavior of  the Gentile nations, and 
declared:
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For this reason God gave them up to vile passions. For 
even their women exchanged the natural use for what 
is against nature. Likewise also the men, leaving the 
natural use of  the woman, burned in their lust for one 
another, men with men committing what is shameful, 
and receiving in themselves the penalty of  their error 
which was due. And even as they did not like to retain 
God in their knowledge, God gave them over to a de-
based mind, to do those things which are not fitting. 
...who, knowing the righteous judgment of  God, that 
those who practice such things are worthy of  death, 
not only do the same but also approve of  those who 
practice them (Romans 1:26-32).

Observe that “God gave them up” to “vile passions.” Other ren-
derings include “lusts of  dishonor,”2 “passions of  dishonor,”3 
and “passions which bring dishonor.”4 The passions to which 
the heathen nations were given are declared to be vile and de-
based. Barrett observed: “No feature of  pagan society filled the 
Jew with greater loathing than the toleration, or rather admira-
tion, of  homosexual practices.”5 In fact, Melina noted that ho-
mosexuality is the sin that lies at the heart of  idolatry. Therefore, 
the Jews despised this practice that defiled both the soul as well 
as the body.6 The “women” and “men” (i.e., the “females” and 
“males” of  verse 26) had descended “to the brutish level of  being 
nothing but creatures of  sex.”7

The contrast between the “natural” and the “unnatural” shows 
that the Gentiles had “left aside and thus discarded” the natu-
ral form of  intercourse between a man and his wife.8 
The fact that this exchange involved sexual intercourse is well es-
tablished.9 And Lenski adds concerning the women, “It was bad 
enough to sin with males, vastly worse and the very limit of  vice 
to sin as they did.”10 Kent Hughes observed that Paul singled out 
homosexuality “because it is obviously unnatural and there-
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fore underlines the extent to which sin takes mankind.”11 Indeed, 
same-sex relations were “quite prevalent in the Greco-Roman 
society in which he [Paul] lived.”12

Paul’s observation that homosexual activity goes “against nature” 
harks back to the Creation model when God created the first 
human beings (Genesis 1:26). Homosexual practices go against 
the natural pattern established by God when He created “male 
and female.”13 Such behavior is “contrary to the intention of  the 
Creator.”14 Therefore, homosexuality goes against the natural 
order of  marriage, not of  Jews or Gentiles; the marriage bed 
should be undefiled in all nationalities and cultures. Indeed, it 
violates “the regular or established order of  things” by exchang-
ing “the natural function for one contrary to nature.”15

The males mentioned in verse 27 are equally as debased as their 
previously discussed female counterparts. Being “set on fire” 
with lust for each other, one must realize that “[t]he moment 
God is taken out of  the control in men’s life, the stench of  sex ab-
erration is bound to arise. It is so in the world to this day. Without 
God sex runs wild.”16 One of  the consequences that follows for 
those who engage in homosexual relations is that they receive “in 
themselves the penalty of  their error which was due”—“the vi-
cious effect of  the unnatural sexual vices upon men’s own bodies 
and their minds, corruption, destroying, disintegrating.”17

Such forthright words—“set on fire”—from an inspired apostle 
are set against a specific social and cultural milieu. In his sur-
vey of  homosexuality in Western Europe from the beginning of  
the Christian era to the 14th century, John Boswell depicted how 
Rome had a severe problem with homosexuality, contributing 
significantly to the glorification and proliferation of  homosexual 
activity. He noted that 14 out of  the first 15 Roman emperors 
were homosexuals and spent 25 pages detailing facts that prove 
Rome to have been a hotbed of  homosexual activity. For exam-
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ple, during the Augustan reign, the government not only allowed 
male homosexual prostitutes to operate on her streets, but also 
taxed them and gave them a national day off from work.18 The 
Emperor Hadrian, called by some “the most outstanding of  the 
‘five good emperors,’” according to Boswell, “appears to have 
been exclusively gay” (p. 84). Dupont adds that “it was said of  
Caesar that he was the ‘husband of  all women and the wife of  all 
husbands,’” identifying his bisexual nature.19 One needs only pe-
ruse any reputable historical account of  the life and times of  the 
average Roman citizen to see that homosexual activity played 
a major role in the politics, recreations, and commerce of  the 
first century. It is no surprise then that the apostle Paul spoke so 
stringently about such practices.

Those who attempt to soften or contradict the clear teaching 
of  Paul in Romans 1 regarding the sinfulness of  homosexuality 
sometimes attempt to sidestep the clear import of  the passage 
by insisting that it applied only to its original recipients. Boswell 
claimed that the idea of  the passage is not to “stigmatize sexual 
behavior but to condemn Gentiles for their general infidelity.”20 
Martin has suggested that Paul referred to the Gentile culture, 
not the “universal human condition.”21 But is Romans 1:26-27 
a “cultural chastisement,” or a universal condemnation? The 
immediate context (1:18-3:20) consists of  God’s pronouncement 
that all humans in every culture and nation are under sin—“all 
the world” (3:19). In fact, the entire book of  Romans is the New 
Testament’s flagship declaration of  the means of  justification for 
all persons—“everyone” (Romans 1:16). Hence, the condemna-
tion of  homosexuality in Romans 1 is parallel to its like con-
demnation of  murder, deceit, covetousness, and all the other sins 
itemized by Paul.

One final observation regarding Romans 1 is noteworthy. Not 
only is God displeased with those who participate in homosexual 
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behavior, but Paul indicates that He is equally displeased with 
those who are supportive of  such conduct—even if  they do 
not engage in the activity themselves. The wording is: “[T]hose 
who practice such things are worthy of  death, not only do the 
same but also approve of  those who practice them” (vs. 
32). On this count alone, many have earned the disapproval of  
God.

The Church at Corinth

Compare Paul’s remarks to the church at Rome with the ques-
tion he posed to the Corinthian church:

Do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit 
the kingdom of  God? Do not be deceived. Neither 
fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor homo-
sexuals, nor sodomites, nor thieves, nor covetous, 
nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor extortioners, will in-
herit the kingdom of  God. And such were some of  
you. But you were washed, but you were sanctified, 
but you were justified in the name of  the Lord Jesus 
and by the Spirit of  our God (1 Corinthians 6:9-11).

The Greek word translated “homosexual” in this passage is a 
metaphorical use of  a term that literally means “soft,” and when 
referring to people, refers to males allowing themselves to be 
used sexually by other males. Again, lexicographers apply the 
term to the person who is a “catamite,” i.e., a male who submits 
his body to another male for unnatural lewdness—i.e., homo-
sexually.22

“Sodomites” (“abusers of  themselves with mankind” in the 
KJV) is a translation of  the term arsenokoitai. It derives from two 
words: arsein  (a male) and koitei  (a bed), and refers to one who 
engages in sex with a male as with a female.23 Paul used the same 
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term when he wrote to Timothy to discuss certain behaviors that 
are both “contrary to sound doctrine” and characteristic of  the 
one who is not “a righteous man” (1 Timothy 1:9-10).

As D. Gene West correctly observed regarding Paul’s letter to 
Timothy:

We can see from the context that homosexual activi-
ties are classed with such sins as patricide, matricide, 
homicide, kidnapping, and perjury. If  we accept that 
any of  these things are sins, we must accept that all 
are sins. If  it is a sin to be a whoremonger, to pursue 
a lascivious life with prostitutes, then it is likewise a 
sin to engage in homosexual acts. There is no way to 
escape that conclusion. If  it is a sin to murder one’s 
father, or mother, or some other human being, then it 
is a sin for both males and females to “cohabitate.”24

When Paul said to the Christians at Corinth, “such were some 
of  you,” he demonstrated unequivocally, not only that homo-
sexuals may be forgiven, but that they can  cease  such sinful 
activity. Here we have a clear biblical indication that someone 
can change their sexual orientation and can be forgiven of  a past 
immoral lifestyle. We are forced to conclude that sexual activity 
between persons of  the same sex is not a matter of  genetics; 
but is a behavioral phenomenon associated largely with envi-
ronmental factors. (See Chapter Six.)

CONCLUSION

Homosexuality is only one of  many departures from God’s will 
for human morality and sexuality that society is facing. The Greek 
term for fornication, porneia, is a broad term that covers every 
form of  illicit sexual intercourse, including adultery, besti-
ality, bigamy, polygamy, bisexuality, homosexuality, prostitution,  
and more. Our sex-crazed society is so promiscuous, and so es-
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tranged from God’s view of  human sexuality, that our public 
schools consider it appropriate to teach children to simply “take 
precautions” when they engage in sexual escapades outside of  
marriage. But God never  encouraged people to practice that 
kind of  “safe sex.” The Bible definition of  “safe sex” is sex that 
is confined to a divinely authorized, scriptural marriage (1 Cor-
inthians 7:2-5). God insists that people can, and must, exercise 
self-control, self-discipline, and moral responsibility. The Bible 
teaches that we are not to be self-indulgent. We are to put re-
straints on ourselves, controlling our sexual urges in accordance 
with God’s teachings.

Encouraging young people simply to “take precautions” only 
encourages additional illicit behavior. It encourages more pro-
miscuity. It contributes to an increase—not a decrease—in the 
number of  pregnancies and sexually transmitted diseases. De-
spite several decades of  having inundated our schools with sex 
education and the promotion of  so-called “safe sex,” the stat-
isticians inform us that “[a]fter steadily rising for five decades, 
the share of  children born to unmarried women has crossed a 
threshold: more than half  of  births to American women under 
30 occur outside marriage.”25 The liberals’ “solution” has not 
worked. In fact, the problem has greatly worsened.

The depths to which our country has slumped morally is evinced 
by the  legality  of  the distribution of  birth control devices to 
students, abortion without parental knowledge or consent, and 
the illegality of  distributing Bibles or to teach Bible principles. 
The time has come for our nation to wake up, and for all citizens 
to understand that freedom requires restraint. Rights re-
quire personal responsibility. People must take responsibility for 
their personal choices and accept the consequences of  their own 
actions. Paul declared: “flee fornication” (1 Corinthians 6:18). 
He did not write, “engage in ‘safe’ fornication”! There is no such 
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thing as “safe” sin or “safe” immorality, because all sin is damn-
ing (James 1:15). God said a person must run away from it, resist 
it, and reject it (2 Corinthians 6:18). To a youth, Paul said: “Keep 
yourself  pure” (1 Timothy 5:22). The writer of  Hebrews insisted 
that the marriage bed is to be kept “undefiled.” “[F]ornicators 
and adulterers God will judge” (Hebrews 13:4). There should 
not be so much as a hint of  sexual immorality among Christians 
(Ephesians 5:3).

Please understand: God loves all sinners—regardless of  the spe-
cific sins they have committed. But it is imperative that we be 
about the business of  alerting those who are engaged in sexual 
sin regarding God’s will, in an effort to “snatch them out of  the 
fire” (Jude 23), and to “save a soul from death and cover a mul-
titude of  sins” (James 5:20). One day it will be too late for both 
those who “not only do the same but also approve of  those who 
practice them” (Romans 1:32). Indeed, the “sexually immoral...
shall have their part in the lake which burns with fire and brim-
stone” (Revelation 21:8).

Sexual sin undoubtedly will go down in history as one of  the ma-
jor contributors to the moral and spiritual deterioration, decline, 
and downfall of  American society. Homosexuality is one more 
glaring proof  of  the sexual anarchy26 that prevails in American 
civilization. One wonders how much longer such widespread 
unchastity can continue in our land before God will “visit the 
punishment of  its iniquity upon it, and the land vomits out its 
inhabitants” (Leviticus 18:25).

Every society in human history that has followed a course of  
moral and spiritual depravity has either been destroyed by God 
or has imploded from within. Like these previous uncivilized na-
tions, our society will not be permitted to survive indefinitely into 
the future—unless, of  course, God is prepared to apologize to 
Sodom and Gomorrah.
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CHAPTER 3

HOMOSEXUALITY AND 
AMERICAN SOCIETY

by Jeff Miller

Sadly, in spite of  Scripture’s clear teaching on the subject of  ho-
mosexuality, America’s beginnings as a “Christian Nation,” and 
the fact that most Americans still self-identify as “Christian,”1 
American society has ignored the instructions of  God and pro-
gressively embraced homosexual behavior as acceptable.

THE “HOMOSEXUAL MANIFESTO”

In 1987, homosexual activist Michael Swift wrote an article in 
Gay Community News stating the goals of  the homosexual move-
ment2—what might be called the “Homosexual Manifesto.” 
Portions of  the article were read during a congressional debate 
by former Congressman William Dannemeyer, and were en-
tered into the Congressional Record. As you read the following 
excerpts, be amazed by how much of  the gay agenda has been 
realized over the past 33 years.

This essay is an outré, madness, a tragic, cruel fanta-
sy, an eruption of  inner rage, on how the oppressed 
desperately dream of  being the oppressor.

We shall sodomize your sons, emblems of  your fee-
ble masculinity, of  your shallow dreams and vulgar 
lies. We shall seduce them in your schools, in your 
dormitories, in your gymnasiums, in your locker 
rooms, in your sports arenas, in your seminaries, in 
your youth groups, in your movie theater bathrooms, 
in your army bunkhouses, in your truck stops, in your 
all male clubs, in your houses of  Congress, wherever 
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men are with men together. Your sons shall be-
come our minions and do our bidding. They 
will be recast in our image. They will come to crave 
and adore us….

All laws banning homosexual activity will be revoked. 
Instead, legislation shall be passed which engenders 
love between men…. 

[W]e shall stage plays in which man openly caresses 
man; we shall make films about the love between he-
roic men…. 

Our writers and artists will make love between men 
fashionable and de rigueur, and we will succeed because 
we are adept at setting styles….

We will unmask the powerful homosexuals who mas-
querade as heterosexuals. You will be shocked and 
frightened when you find that your presidents and 
their sons, your industrialists, your senators, your may-
ors, your generals, your athletes, your film stars, your 
television personalities, your civic leaders, your priests 
are not the safe, familiar, bourgeois, heterosexual fig-
ures you assumed them to be. We are everywhere; we 
have infiltrated your ranks. Be careful when you 
speak of  homosexuals because we are always among 
you; we may be sitting across the desk from you; we 
may be sleeping in the same bed with you....

The family unit—spawning ground of  lies, be-
trayals, mediocrity, hypocrisy and violence—will be 
abolished. The family unit, which only dampens 
imagination and curbs free will, must be eliminat-
ed. Perfect boys will be conceived and grown in the 
genetic laboratory. They will be bonded together in 
communal setting, under the control and instruction 
of  homosexual savants.

All churches who condemn us will be closed. Our 
only gods are handsome young men. We adhere to 
a cult of  beauty, moral and esthetic…. Since we are 
alienated from middle-class heterosexual conventions, 
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we are free to live our lives according to the dictates of  
the pure imagination. For us too much is not enough.

The exquisite society to emerge will be governed by 
an elite comprised of  gay poets. One of  the major 
requirements for a position of  power in the new soci-
ety of  homoeroticism will be indulgence in the Greek 
passion. Any man contaminated with heterosexual 
lust will be automatically barred from a position 
of  influence. All males who insist on remaining stu-
pidly heterosexual will be tried in homosexual 
courts of  justice and will become invisible men.

We shall rewrite history, history filled and debased 
with your heterosexual lies and distortions. We shall 
portray the homosexuality of  the great leaders and 
thinkers who have shaped the world. We will demon-
strate that homosexuality and intelligence and imag-
ination are inextricably linked, and that homosexual-
ity is a requirement for true nobility, true beauty in a 
man….

We too are capable of  firing guns and man-
ning the barricades of  the ultimate revolu-
tion.

Tremble, hetero swine, when we appear be-
fore you without our masks.

Notice how effective the gay agenda has been implemented since 
Swift’s article was written. One of  the most alarming aspects of  
the homosexual agenda, as stated at the beginning of  the article, 
is the overt targeting of  children. Following in the footsteps of  
Hitler3 and other totalitarian regimes throughout history, their 
agenda was clearly to capture the minds of  youth, so that the 
next generation would accept the sinful behavior, regardless of  
the beliefs of  the adult population at the time. Subsequently, 
dozens of  children’s books, from Jack & Jim, to King & King, to 
One Dad, Two Dads, Brown Dad, Blue Dads, to My Two Uncles, to 
Heather Has Two Mommies were written to target children.4 As Eric 
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Lyons documented in 2011,5 public education has been targeted 
as a tool for promoting the gay agenda to great effect. The Girl 
Scouts were targeted, changing their guidelines in 1980 to allow 
lesbian scouts and troop leaders. As of  1997, the staff was said 
to be 33% lesbian.6 Their goal is not merely to gain sexual ac-
cess to girls—but to indoctrinate them.7 In 2015, the Boy Scouts 
followed suit and, in a 45-12 vote, ended the ban on homosex-
ual leaders.8 [Fast-forward to February, 2020: the Boy Scouts 
declared bankruptcy after multiple sexual abuse lawsuits were 
filed against them. The number of  sex-abuse claims has now 
surpassed 82,000.9]

If  such information were not enough to cause concern, the ac-
tivities of  NAMBLA—the North American Man/Boy Love As-
sociation—should cause outright alarm. Beyond merely trying 
to indoctrinate children to be accepting of  the gay agenda, many 
gay activists are seeking to gain legal, sexual access to little boys. 
Well-known child psychologist and author James Dobson, in his 
book Bringing up Boys, highlights the movement being spearhead-
ed by the increasingly influential NAMBLA. It promotes, as its 
name implies, sex between adult men and little boys. Dobson 
notes that their motto is, “Sex before eight or else it’s too late.”10 
According to the organization’s Web site, man/boy love is “the 
love of  a man for a boy, and a boy for a man. Enjoyable, consen-
sual, beautiful.”10 Under the heading, “The Love that Dare Not 
Speak Its Name,” the organization (erroneously) likens its advo-
cation of  pedophilia to the love between David and Jonathan 
(see Chapter 1 for response). “It is beautiful, it is fine, it is the 
noblest form of  affection. There is nothing unnatural about it.”11 
Under the heading “Why NAMBLA Matters,” the organization 
states that it “has been, and continues to be, a beacon of  moral 
support for all individuals who feel a natural love for boys,” in-
cluding “incarcerated individuals who identify as boy lovers.”12



Homosexuality: Scripture, Society, Science, and Psychology

49

Dobson highlights the worldwide effort in which pedophiles are 
engaged to lower the age at which a child can legally consent to 
intercourse with an adult. The result has been to lower the age 
from 18 to 16 in England, to 15 in Sweden and France, to 14 
in Canada, Germany, Iceland, Italy, San Marino, and Slovenia, 
and even 12 in Spain, Holland, Malta, and Portugal. At many of  
these ages, of  course, the child has not yet reached puberty, and 
yet as Dobson notes, he can give his “consent” to older men who 
want to use him sexually. Since the activity is legal, as long as it 
is “consensual,” the parents of  those children cannot legally 
prevent it. Why, might you ask, would homosexuals be fever-
ishly trying to lower the age at which kids can consent to sexual 
activity? Such a move is certainly in step with the Homosexu-
al Manifesto: “We shall sodomize your sons…. We shall seduce 
them in your schools, in your dormitories, in your gymnasiums, 
in your locker rooms…, in your seminaries, in your youth groups, 
in your movie theater bathrooms…. Your sons shall become our 
minions and do our bidding.”

THE PROGRESSION OF THE HOMOSEXUAL 
MOVEMENT IN AMERICA

From the inception of  the nation, sodomy was illegal in every 
state and subject to punishment; all 13 colonies originally ad-
vocated the death penalty for homosexuality (several states fol-
lowed in that tradition, including New York, Vermont, Con-
necticut, South Carolina, and Virginia). Thomas Jefferson even 
advocated castration for homosexuality. The country, by in large, 
remained staunchly anti-homosexuality for nearly 200 years un-
til the 1960s—the “sexual revolution” in America—when sexual 
exploration was encouraged and engaged in by young people 
across America, laying the groundwork for the commencement 
of  gay acceptance in the 1970s. The 1964 Civil Rights Move-
ment helped the gay agenda gain traction, as the homosexual 
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community was able to “ride on the coattails” of  the legitimate 
fight against racism. Many mistakenly equated the fight against 
racism to be the same fight as the one against homosexuality. 

Consider a timeline of  subsequent major events in the homosex-
ual movement in America over the last five decades:

•	 June 28, 1969: Police raid a gay bar (Stonewall) in New 
York, sparking violent riots in response. The event is con-
sidered to be the spark of  the gay liberation movement.13

•	 June 28, 1970: First Gay Pride marches take place, in 
commemoration of  the Stonewall event.14

Is It Racist to Oppose Homosexuality?
by Dave Miller

One favorite ploy by those who wish to advance the homosex-
ual agenda in America is to compare opposition to homosex-
uality with the discrimination of  African Americans that has 
characterized some portions of  the American population. If  
you oppose the legalization of  homosexuality and favor a ban 
on same-sex marriage, you are “just like racists who oppressed 
blacks in the South.”

The Bible certainly teaches very clearly that the mistreatment 
of  one’s fellow human beings is sinful, and that God makes no 
distinction between humans on the basis of  skin color, ethnic-
ity, or nationality (e.g., Acts 17:26; Romans 2:11,28-29; James 
2:1ff.; 1 Peter 1:17). However, behavior is a different matter. 
Homosexuality, by definition, entails acts that a person per-
forms as the result of  the exercise of  human choice.

Notice that one’s ethnicity has nothing to do with behavior or 
choice. If  a person’s skin is light or dark, the decisions that he 
or she makes are not the inevitable result of  that genetic factor. 
Behavior can be influenced by non-genetic factors—includ-
ing past experiences, parental and peer influence, education, 
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•	 1971: “All in the Family” becomes the first TV sitcom to 
depict a gay character.15

•	 1972: “The Corner Bar” becomes the first prime time TV 
sitcom to have a regular, recurring gay character; “That 
Certain Summer” becomes the 1st major TV movie to 
deal sympathetically with homosexuality.16

•	 1973: The American Psychiatric Association (APA) re-
moves homosexuality from its list of  mental disorders.17 
[The current CEO of  the APA is now homosexual Saul 
Levin.18]

and culture, but behavior is ultimately a conscious decision. 
A Hispanic is not more or less likely to behave in a certain 
way simply because of  his or her genetic ethnicity. One whose 
gene pool is Hispanic is not more or less likely to prefer, say, 
a tamale, than one whose genetic makeup is Caucasian. Such 
persons will possess preferences that have arisen from sources 
and circumstances other than their genetic background.

In stark contrast, however, sexual appetites/preferences have 
nothing to do with genetic makeup. They are the result of  
environment, experience, culture, and other factors that can 
mold and shape individuals in their personal decision-mak-
ing processes. The sexual inclinations and tendencies that a 
homosexual insists that he inherently “feels” are no different 
from the feelings and inclinations that a pedophile possesses 
in his sexual attraction to children, or that a murderer feels 
with regard to his violent tendencies. The “feelings” for all 
three are quite obviously real; but it is a mistake to assign those 
feelings to any underlying genetic cause. And it is biblically 
and morally unacceptable for the individual to act on such 
feelings. Here is the essential difference between ethnicity and 
homosexuality. An African American cannot alter his skin col-
or. But he can alter his behavior. And so can homosexuals.
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•	 1975: The American Psychological Association removes 
homosexuality from its list of  mental disorders.19 Accord-
ing to its Web site, “Since 1975, the American Psychologi-
cal Association has called on psychologists to take the lead 
in removing the stigma of  mental illness that has long been 
associated with lesbian, gay, and bisexual orientations.”20 

•	 1981: First cases of  AIDS discovered in America, found 
at the time to be linked primarily to homosexual activity 
(159 cases are recorded the first year). [Today, homosexu-
als make up 70% of  all new HIV infections.21]

•	 1982: President Ronald Reagan implements a defense di-
rective stating that “homosexuality is incompatible with 
military service,” and that homosexuals/bisexuals are dis-
charged from the military.22 

•	 1983: Gerry Studds becomes first openly gay person elect-
ed to Congress. [He “came out” as a result of  an investiga-
tion into his relationship with a 17-year-old page.23]

•	 April, 1986: Becky Smith and Annie Afleck of  California 
become the first openly lesbian couple to be granted legal, 
joint adoption of  a child.24

•	 June, 1986: Bowers v. Hardwick—Supreme Court upholds 
(5-4) a Georgia sodomy law, prohibiting homosexual ac-
tivity.25

•	 February, 1987: Michael Swift publishes the “Homosexual 
Manifesto.”

•	 September, 1987: “America Responds to AIDS” campaign 
launched by the Department of  Health and Human Ser-
vice’s Center for Disease Control, attempting to raise 
awareness about AIDS.26

•	 1991: Simon LeVay’s “gay gene” study completed; Media 
incorrectly reports that a gay gene has been discovered.27
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•	 October 1, 1993: President Clinton’s “Don’t Ask, Don’t 
Tell” (DADT) policy implemented in military, effectively 
allowing gays to serve in the military, but prohibiting them 
from disclosing their sexual orientation or being asked 
about it.28

•	 January 14, 1994: Movie “Philadelphia” released to U.S. 
theaters, about a homosexual who contracts AIDS (Tom 
Hanks; Denzel Washington); grosses over $206 million 
worldwide. Nominated for four academy awards, wins 
two.29 Movie significantly raises endorsement of  homo-
sexuality in America.

•	 1996: President Clinton signs the Defense of  Marriage 
Act (DOMA), banning federal recognition of  same-sex 
marriage, defining marriage as “a legal union between 
one man and one woman as husband and wife.”30

•	 1997: New Jersey becomes the 1st state to expressly autho-
rize joint adoption by gay couples.31

•	 1997: Ellen DeGeneres, comedian, popular talk show 
host, and the most well-known gay or lesbian public fig-
ure, publicly announces that she is a lesbian.32

•	 January, 2003: AIDS becomes an epidemic in the U.S. In 
the State of  the Union address, George W. Bush announc-
es his Emergency Plan for AIDS Relief.33

•	 June, 2003: Lawrence v. Texas—U.S. Supreme Court (6-3) 
strikes down all state sodomy laws that had been in force 
since the inception of  the country.34

•	 2004: Massachusetts becomes first state to legalize same-
sex marriage; first homosexual couple in America mar-
ried.35 

•	 2006: “Brokeback Mountain” movie about the love be-
tween two homosexual cowboys released in theaters; nom-
inated for six Academy Awards, wins four others;36 15th 
highest-grossing romance drama film of  all time.37
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•	 2010: The number of  Americans who consider homosex-
uality morally acceptable climbs above 50%.38 

•	 February, 2011: The Obama Administration instructs the 
Justice Department to stop defending the constitutionality 
of  DOMA in court.39

•	 September 20, 2011: Repeal of  DADT policy in military, 
allowing openly gay individuals to serve in the military.40

•	 September 30, 2011: The U.S. Department of  Defense 
issues new guidelines allowing military chaplains to per-
form same-sex ceremonies.41

•	 May 9, 2012: President Barack Obama endorses same-
sex marriage—the first such statement by a sitting presi-
dent—arguing that the legal decision should be left to the 
states to determine. President Obama: “I think same-sex 
couples should be able to get married.”42

•	 May 31, 2012: The 1st U.S. Circuit Court of  Appeals in 
Boston rules that DOMA discriminates against gay cou-
ples.43

•	 July, 2012: Macklemore and Lewis’ “Same Love” song is 
released (first top 40 song to promote and celebrate same-
sex marriage).44

•	 August, 2012: California becomes first state to sign a ban 
on homosexual to heterosexual conversion therapy.45  

•	 October, 2012: The 2nd U.S. Circuit Court of  Appeals 
rules that DOMA violates the Constitution’s equal protec-
tion clause.46 

•	 June, 2013: The Supreme Court rejects parts of  DOMA 
(5-4); same-sex spouses legally married may receive fed-
eral benefits; overturns California’s voter-approved ballot 
measure to bar homosexual couples from marrying.47

•	 August, 2013: The U.S. Treasury Department rules that 
legally married same-sex couples will be treated as mar-
ried for tax purposes, even if  they live in a state that does 
not recognize same-sex marriage.48
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•	 June, 2015: Obergefell v. Hodges—The Supreme Court (5-4) 
legalizes same-sex marriage nationwide, overturning con-
stitutional amendments or state laws banning same-sex 
marriage in 36 states.49 

•	 June, 2020: Bostock v. Clayton County—The Supreme Court 
(6-3) adds protection for gay and transgender workers 
from employment discrimination to the Civil Rights Act 
of  1964.50

MOTIVATION

Why have Americans so quickly flipflopped in their thinking 
on a behavior that was (and is) so clearly sinful, physically and 
psychologically dangerous,51 and scientifically irrational52? Why 
have so many Americans (in and out of  Christendom) jumped 
on the bandwagon to, not only approve of  and legalize all forms 
of  homosexuality (in direct defiance of  Romans 1:32), but even 
encourage the lifestyle? No doubt, there are many different rea-
sons to consider, but the fact that even many so-called Christians 
who would be predicted to oppose the behavior (due to the clear 
teaching of  Scripture53) are jumping on the bandwagon should 
be noteworthy. 

One unarguably influential factor has been the gradual desen-
sitizing of  the American mind to the abnormal/unnatural (Ro-
mans 1:24-28) and “abominable” nature of  the sin of  homosex-
uality (Leviticus 18:22). The homosexual movement has been 
effective in increasingly barraging the public with homosexuality 
since the 1960s, manipulating the population into feeling toler-
ant, then comfortable, then sympathetic, and then celebratory 
of  the lifestyle. If  you hear something a thousand times, it must 
be true, right? Television has clearly been a, if  not the, most ef-
fective hammer in the gay agenda’s toolbelt to that end. At least 
four popular shows featured homosexual characters (or cast a 
positive light on the lifestyle) in the 1970s54; seven in the 1980s55; 
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and 23 in the 1990s (especially after the “gay gene” study was 
released and the “Homosexual Manifesto” was written).56 By the 
2000s, virtually every show would be included in the list, and 
the shows became more brazen in featuring homosexuality (e.g., 
“Queer as Folk,” “Queer Eye for the Straight Guy,” “Modern 
Family,” “Shameless,” and “The New Normal”57). Hollywood 
has shoved homosexuality down the public’s throat for decades 
through entertainment venues, and our love of  entertainment 
has caused Christendom to turn a blind eye to the dangers of  
gay influence, rather than taking a stand. Should it surprise us 
that the bulk of  our siblings, children, and grandchildren (Baby 
Boomers, Generations X, Y, and Z) do not see the problem with 
homosexuality, any more than they see the problem with fornica-
tion, adultery, or divorce? We have been brainwashed.

One tactic used to manipulate the American mind by the ho-
mosexual movement has been to play on our sympathy and 
compassion for those who are suffering (with, for example, 
AIDS—“Philadelphia” movie) or who are just “a little different,” 
but not so different from even the toughest among us (“Broke-
back Mountain” movie). Christians are to have sympathy for all 
who are shackled by sin, but that compassion should lead us to 
teach them about the destructive nature of  sin—to warn (“ad-
monish”) them to cease sinning (“repent”) and, in some cases, 
even “rebuke” them for brazenly defying God (e.g., 2 Timothy 
4:2; Ezekiel 33:8-9; Acts 17:30). That, however, is not the sym-
pathy being promoted by the homosexual movement. The gay 
agenda wishes to make the world have a tolerant, “live and let 
live” attitude towards homosexuals—to accept homosexuality 
as normal and natural, rather than warn them and encourage 
them to change. “Don’t be judgmental! They can’t help it,” we 
are told. Gaining sympathy is one of  the most effective ways of  
pushing an agenda, and it has worked to great effect in Ameri-
can Society.
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CHAPTER 4

HOMOSEXUALITY AND 
THE FOUNDING FATHERS

by Dave Miller

Of  those living today in America who were alive 70 years ago, 
few could have imagined, let alone predicted, that homosexuali-
ty would encroach on our culture as it has. In fact, it would have 
been unthinkable. The rapidity with which homosexual activists 
continue successfully to bully the nation to normalize what once 
was universally considered abnormal is astonishing. And tolera-
tion has not satisfied them. Allowing their views to be taught in 
public schools did not appease them. No, they insist that societal 
endorsement extend to redefining marriage to include same-
sex couples—which five unelected justices on the U.S. Supreme 
Court were happy to accommodate.

A pernicious plague of  sexual insanity is creeping insidiously 
through American civilization. Far more deadly than the exter-
nal threat of  terrorism, or even the inevitable dilution of  tradi-
tional American values caused by the infiltration of  illegal im-
migrants and the influx of  those who do not share the Christian 
worldview, this domino effect will ultimately end in the moral 
implosion of  America. Indeed, America is being held captive by 
moral terrorists. The social engineers of  “political correctness” 
have been working overtime for decades to restructure public 
morality.

SIR WILLIAM BLACKSTONE

The Founding Fathers of  these United States would be incredu-
lous, incensed, and outraged. They understood that acceptance 
of  homosexuality would undermine and erode the moral foun-
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dations of  civilization. Sodomy, the longtime historical term for 
same-sex relations, was a capital crime under British common 
law. Sir William Blackstone, British attorney, jurist, law professor, 
and political philosopher, authored his monumental Commentaries 
on the Laws of  England from 1765-1769. These commentaries be-
came the premiere legal source admired and used by America’s 
Founding Fathers. In Book the Fourth, Chapter the Fifteenth, 
“Of  Offences Against the Persons of  Individuals,” Blackstone 
stated concerning sodomy, the “crime against nature”:

IV. WHAT has been here observed..., which ought to 
be the more clear in proportion as the crime is the 
more detestable, may be applied to another of-
fence, of  a still deeper malignity; the infamous 
crime against nature, committed either with man 
or beast.... But it is an offence of  so dark a na-
ture...that the accusation should be clearly made 
out....

I WILL not act so disagreeable part, to my readers 
as well as myself, as to dwell any longer upon a sub-
ject, the very mention of  which is a disgrace 
to human nature. It will be more eligible to imitate 
in this respect the delicacy of  our English law, which 
treats it, in it’s very indictments, as a crime not fit to 
be named; peccatum illud horribile, inter chriftianos non nom-
inandum  [“that horrible sin not to be named among 
Christians”—DM]. A taciturnity observed likewise 
by the edict of  Constantius and Constans:  ubi  fcelus 
eft id, quod non proficit fcire, jubemus infurgere leges, armari 
jura gladio ultore, ut exquifitis poenis fubdantur infames, qui 
funt, vel qui futuri funt, rei [“When that crime is found, 
which is not profitable to know, we order the law to 
bring forth, to provide justice by force of  arms with an 
avenging sword, that the infamous men be subjected 
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to the due punishment, those who are found, or those 
who future will be found, in the deed”—DM]. Which 
leads me to add a word concerning its punishment.

THIS the voice of  nature and of  reason, and the ex-
press law of  God, determine to be capital. Of  which 
we have a signal instance, long before the Jewish dis-
pensation, by the destruc-
tion of  two cities by fire 
from heaven: so that this 
is an universal, not merely 
a provincial, precept. And 
our ancient law in some 
degree imitated this pun-
ishment, by commanding 
such miscreants to be 
burnt to death; though 
Fleta  says they should 
be  buried alive: either 
of  which punishments was indifferently used for this 
crime among the ancient Goths. But now the gener-
al punishment of  all felonies is the fame, namely, by 
hanging: and this offence (being in the times of  pop-
ery only subject to ecclesiastical censures) was made 
single felony by the statute 25 Hen. VIII. c. 6. and 
felony without benefit of  clergy by statute 5 Eliz. c. 
17. And the rule of  law herein is, that, if  both are 
arrived at years of  discretion, agentes et confentientes pari 
poena plectantur [“advocates and conspirators should be 
punished with like punishment”—DM].1

Here was the law of  England—common law—concerning ho-
mosexuality, under which Americans lived prior to achieving 
independence. That law did not change after gaining indepen-
dence. To say the least, such thinking is hardly “politically cor-
rect” by today’s standards.

Sir Williams Blackstone
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CHARLES DE SECONDAT, BARON DE 
MONTESQUIEU

Montesquieu was a French  judge and political 
philosopher whose The Spirit of  Law  influenced 
the Founders’ drafting of  the U.S. Constitution. In 
Book 12, titled Of  the Laws That Form Political Liberty, in Relation to 
the Subject, we find this assessment:

6. Of  the Crime against Nature. God for-
bid that I should have the least inclination 
to diminish the public horror against a 
crime which religion, morality, and 
civil government equally condemn. It 
ought to be proscribed, were it only for its 
communicating to one sex the weaknesses 

of  the other, and for leading people by a scandalous 
prostitution of  their youth to an ignominious old age. 
What I shall say concerning it will in no way dimin-
ish its infamy, being levelled only against the tyranny 
that may abuse the very horror we ought to have 
against the vice.2 

GEORGE WASHINGTON

How many Americans realize that while serving as the Com-
mander-in-Chief  of  the Continental Army during the Revolu-
tionary War, the Father of  our country was apprised of  a homo-
sexual in the army? The response of  General Washington was 
immediate and decisive. He issued “General Orders” from Army 
Headquarters at Valley Forge on Saturday, March 14, 1778:

At a General Court Martial whereof  Colo. Tupper 
was President (10th March 1778) Lieutt. Enslin of  
Colo. Malcom’s Regiment tried for attempting to 
commit  sodomy, with John Monhort a soldier; Sec-
ondly, For Perjury in swearing to false Accounts, found 
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guilty of  the charges exhibited against him, being 
breaches of  5th Article 18th Section of  the Articles 
of  War  and do sen-
tence him to be 
dismiss’d the ser-
vice with Infamy. 
His Excellency the 
Commander in Chief  
approves the sentence 
and  with Abhor-
rence and Detesta-
tion of  such Infa-
mous Crimes orders 
Lieutt. Enslin  to be 
drummed out of  Camp  tomorrow morning by 
all the Drummers and Fifers in the Army never to 
return; The Drummers and Fifers to attend on the 
Grand Parade at Guard mounting for that Purpose.3

Observe that the Father of  our country viewed “sodomy” (the 
18th-century word for homosexual relations) “with  Abhor-
rence and Detestation.”

In fact, homosexuality was treated as a criminal offense in all 
of  the original 13 colonies, and eventually every one of  the 50 
states.4 Severe penalties were invoked for those who engaged in 
homosexuality. In fact, few Americans know that the penalty for 
homosexuality in most of  the states was death—including New 
York, Vermont, Connecticut, and South Carolina.5

THOMAS JEFFERSON

Most Americans would be shocked to learn that Thomas Jeffer-
son advocated “dismemberment” as the penalty for homosexu-
ality in his home state of  Virginia, and even authored a bill to 
that effect.6

In a letter to Edmund Pendleton on August 26, 1776, Jefferson 

Images courtesy of the Library of Congress  
Manuscript Division
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stated the following as punishment: “Rape, buggery &c. punish 
by castration.”7 Three years later, his ideas were enshrined in A 
Bill for Proportioning Crimes and Punishments in Cases Heretofore Capi-
tal in these words: “Whosoever shall be guilty of  Rape, Polyga-
my, or Sodomy with man or woman shall be punished, if  a man, 
by castration, if  a woman, by cutting thro’ the cartilage of  her 
nose a hole of  one half  inch diameter at the least.” where “Bug-
gery” is explained: “Buggery is twofold. 1. with mankind, 2. with 
beasts. Buggery is the Genus, of  which Sodomy and Bestiality 
are the species.”8 

THE SOURCE OF THE FOUNDERS’ VIEWS

Where did the Founding Fathers and early American citizenry 
derive their views on homosexuality? The historically unequiv-
ocal answer is—the Bible. “Traditional” (i.e., biblical) marriage 
in this country has always been between a man and a woman. In 
the words of  Jesus: “Have you not read that He who made them 
at the beginning ‘made them male and female,’ and said, ‘For 

Image courtesy of the Library of Congress, General Collections
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this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined 
to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh’?” (Matthew 19:4-
5). He was merely quoting the statement made by God regarding 
His creation of  the first man and woman (Genesis 1:27; 2:24). 
God created Adam and Eve—not Adam and Steve, or Eve and 
Ellen. And throughout the rest of  biblical history, God’s attitude 
toward same-sex relations remained the same.

In the greater scheme of  human history, as civilizations have 
proceeded down the usual pathway of  moral deterioration and 
eventual demise, the acceptance of  same-sex relations has typ-
ically triggered the final stages of  impending social implosion. 
America is being brought to the very brink of  moral destruction. 
The warning issued by God to the Israelites regarding their own 
ability to sustain their national existence in the Promised Land is 
equally apropos for America (Leviticus 18:22-28).

Mark it down:  The God of  the Bible will not allow the 
abomination of  homosexuality to go unchallenged and 
unpunished.
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CHAPTER 5

HOMOSEXUALITY AND SCIENCE

by Jeff Miller

Another powerful tool in the gay agenda toolbelt was invented 
in 1991. The search for a “gay gene” was in full force. After all, 
if  there is a gay gene, then the homosexual cannot help being 
gay, any more than a person can help having blood. If  they can-
not help it, then they cannot change it. With such a potentially 
powerful argument for the acceptance of  homosexuality on the 
horizon, obviously homosexuals and those who endorse their 
lifestyle would be very interested in proving the existence of  a 
gay gene. “[T]hey did not receive the love of  the truth, that they 
might be saved. And for this reason God will send them strong 
delusion, that they should believe the lie, that they all may be 
condemned who did not believe the truth but had pleasure in 
unrighteousness” (2 Thessalonians 2:10b-12).

In 1991, Simon LeVay’s study that sought the “gay gene” was re-
leased. The media’s interpretation and presentation of  the study 
was that the gay gene had been found. Overnight, the public’s 
thinking on homosexuality was significantly altered. After all, “If  
homosexuals were born that way, it can’t be right to condemn 
them for it, right? They can’t help it!” Even Christendom was 
influenced to ignore Scripture on the subject. In 2004, How-
ard Dean (then Governor of  Vermont) signed a bill legalizing 
same-sex civil unions in Vermont, stating, “The overwhelming 
evidence is that there is a very significant, substantial genetic 
component to [homosexuality]. From a religious point of  view, 
if  God had thought homosexuality is a sin, he would not have 
created gay people.”1 Americans are so biblically illiterate that 
the nation, by-and-large, fell for such transparent error.
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SIMON LEVAY’S SEARCH FOR THE “GAY GENE”

Did LeVay find the “gay gene”? Didn’t he prove that there are 
brain differences between homosexual men and heterosexual 
men? That is certainly the word on the street, but it is not the 
truth. LeVay’s study claimed that clusters of  certain neurons 
(INAH) in heterosexual men were much larger than that of  wom-
en and homosexual men, but several problems with the study 
have been documented. 

1.	 LeVay’s results could not be reproduced.2 Reproduc-
ibility is a key component of  scientific research. Anoth-
er scientist should be able to follow the same steps you 
took in your study and achieve the same results, else 
the alleged results could have been fabricated. LeVay’s 
work could not be so verified.

2.	 The 19 known homosexual men examined in the study 
all had AIDS. AIDS is known to decrease testosterone 
levels, thus yielding smaller clusters of  INAH.3 The 
size difference, therefore, may have simply been due to 
AIDS, not homosexuality. 

3.	 Many scientists now argue that brain differences can be 
a result of  certain behaviors, rather than the cause 
of  them. Marc Breedlove, from Michigan State Uni-
versity, showed that sexual behavior affects the brain, 
rather than vice versa. “These findings give us proof  
for what we theoretically know to be the case—that 
sexual experience can alter the structure of  the brain, 
just as genes can alter it.”4 In the journal Nature, he 
explained: “It is possible that differences in sexual be-
haviour cause, rather than are caused by, differences 
in brain structure.”5 William Byne, writing in Scientific 
American, explained that, “Even if  genetic and neuro-
anatomical traits turn out to be correlated with sexual 
orientation, causation is far from proved.”6 Iron-
ically, Simon LeVay himself  admitted the same truth 
about his study: “[T]he results do not allow one to de-
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cide if  the size of  INAH 3 in an individual is the cause 
or consequence of  that individual’s sexual orienta-
tion, or if  the size of  INAH 3 and sexual orientation 
co-vary under the influence of  some third, unidentified 
variable.”7

4.	 LeVay is, himself, a homosexual, adding the real possi-
bility of  personal bias to the equation. In the study, he 
set out to find the gay gene, not to determine if  it even 
exists, which would naturally lend to one finding “evi-
dence” where there is, in actuality, none. LeVay admit-
ted, “I felt if  I didn’t find anything [i.e., differences in 
the hypothalamuses—JM], I would give up a scientific 
career altogether.”8

5.	 The most important point to be made about LeVay’s 
famous study comes from the “horse’s mouth.” To his 
credit, Levay admitted, “It’s important to stress what 
I didn’t find. I did not prove that homosexuali-
ty is genetic, or find a genetic cause for being gay. I 
didn’t show that gay men are ‘born that way,’ 
the most common mistake people make in interpreting 
my work. Nor did I locate a gay center in the brain.”9

Notice: the primary study to which most people point to prove 
that homosexuality is genetic—that a homosexual is “born that 
way” and does not have a choice in the matter—has been mis-
interpreted to say it proves something it did not prove.

A SUMMARY OF THE SCIENCE OF HOMO- 
SEXUALITY OVER THE INTERVENING YEARS

Many studies were conducted in the following three decades af-
ter LeVay’s study—from Bailey and Pillard’s paradoxical “twins” 
study,10 to unreproducible X Chromosome studies by Dean 
Hamer11 and J. Michael Bailey/Alan Sanders,12 to unsubstanti-
ated, highly criticized, speculative models (not actual evidence) 
that homosexuality could be epigenetically caused (i.e., caused 
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by non-DNA genetic factors rather than DNA).13 Even account-
ing for the blatant bias of  many of  the researchers, none have 
been able to substantiate the existence of  a “gay gene” 
or even prove there is a genetic component that causes 
homosexuality.

To summarize the current state of  the scientific search for a “gay 
gene,” consider the following quotes from the last few years:

•	 Geneticists William Rice, Urban Friberg, and Sergy Gavrilets: 
“Although pedigree studies indicate a familial association of  
homosexuality in both males and females [which could suggest 
environmental influences, not genetic—JM], more than a de-
cade of  molecular genetic studies have produced no consis-
tent evidence for a major gene, or other genetic mark-
er, contributing to male homosexuality. Moreover, the 
most recent genome-wide association study using exceptional-
ly high marker density found no significant association 
between homosexuality in males and any SNPs.”14 In 
other words, none of  the markers which help identify genetic 
differences between humans has been found to distinguish ho-
mosexuals as genetically different from heterosexuals.

•	 Writing in Nature, Jonathan Lambert highlights a 2019 “mas-
sive study,” “the largest study to date on the genetic basis of  
sexuality” that indicates there is “no ‘gay gene.’” The study 
did identify spots in the human genome which the researchers 
hope are correlated with sexuality, but admit that “none of  the 
markers are reliable enough to predict someone’s sexuality.”15 
In other words, no genetic factor has been found that could 
be said to cause or force a person to be a homosexual—it’s a 
choice. Jessica Hamzelou, writing in New Scientist, authored an 
article on the subject titled, “There’s No Such Thing as a ‘Gay 
Gene’ Finds Largest Study of  Sexuality.” “It’s time to throw 
out the idea of  a ‘gay gene.’” Concerning the genes that are 
“hoped” to be influential in sexuality, she admitted, “It isn’t 
clear what these genes might do to affect sexuality [maybe 
nothing—JM]…. But crucially,…these genes only had a small 
effect and were far from being predictive of  a person’s 
sexuality.”16 In other words, the largest study to date has fur-
ther confirmed (1) that there is no “gay gene” and (2) there 
is no conclusive evidence that there is any genetic cause of  
homosexuality.

•	 In 2016, in the interest of  helping “physicians, scientists, and 
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citizens to address health issues faced by LGBT [Lesbian, Gay, 
Bi-sexual, and Transgender—JM] populations within our soci-
ety,” University Distinguished Service Professor of  Psychiatry 
Paul McHugh of  Johns Hopkins University and Psychiatric 
Epidemiologist of  the Banner Alzheimer’s Institute Lawrence 
Mayer conducted an extensive survey of  the research that has 
been conducted concerning the LGBT community over the 
past several years.17 Their goal was not to conduct their own 
experiments on the “gay gene” or the genetics of  homosexual-
ity, but merely to carry out a “literature survey” that summa-
rizes the current knowledge of  the subject as gleaned from, es-
pecially, experimental evidence. The authors studied hundreds 
of  scientific articles on the subject, surveying research from the 
scientific fields of  epidemiology, genetics, endocrinology, psy-
chiatry, neuroscience, embryology, and pediatrics, as well as the 
social science fields of  psychology, sociology, political science, 
economics, and gender studies.18 Upon examining the available 
research to date, they summarized their findings:

Examining research from the biological, psychological, and 
social sciences, this report shows that some of  the most fre-
quently heard claims about sexuality and gender are not 
supported by scientific evidence…. The understand-
ing of  sexual orientation as an innate, biologically fixed 
property of  human beings—the idea that people are “born 
that way”—is not supported by scientific evidence. 
While there is evidence that biological factors such as genes 
and hormones are associated with sexual behaviors and 
attractions, there are no compelling causal biological ex-
planations for human sexual orientation. While minor dif-
ferences in the brain structures and brain activity between 
homosexual and heterosexual individuals have been iden-
tified by researchers, such neurobiological findings do not 
demonstrate whether these differences are innate 
or are the result of  environmental and psycholog-
ical factors.19

•	 As stated on the American Psychological Association Web site: 

There is no consensus among scientists about the exact rea-
sons that an individual develops a heterosexual, bisexual, gay 
or lesbian orientation. Although much research has exam-
ined the possible genetic, hormonal, developmental, social 
and cultural influences on sexual orientation, no findings 
have emerged that permit scientists to conclude 
that sexual orientation is determined by any par-
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ticular factor or factors. Many think that nature and 
nurture both play complex roles….20

In spite of  the frantic efforts to find a scientific basis for the 
claim that sexual orientation is biologically pre-set, a gay gene 
has not been found. Instead, people just “think” different fac-
tors are at play. If  homosexual orientation is not hereditary, 
it must be largely environmental and a psychological, rather 
than a biological, issue, in spite of  the fact that the American 
Psychological Association has removed homosexuality from its 
list of  mental disorders.

What was once intuitively understood to be the case has now 
been verified through mounds upon mounds of  experimental 
evidence by many of  the very scientists who set out to disprove 
the obvious: homosexuality is not a genetically forced condition 
but, rather, an unnatural choice that is affected, to a large degree, 
by terrible and unfortunate environmental influences, many of  
which occur so early in life that they are not remembered by the 
victim (See Chapter 6). 

The testimony of  hostile witnesses is powerful evidence in a trial, 
because a hostile witness would tend to be biased against that 
which he speaks in favor of. Similarly, it would be difficult to 
disregard such testimony from highly credentialed, hostile wit-
nesses who testify that there is no gay gene, and yet you can 
be certain that that scientific discovery will not be accepted. We 
have elsewhere highlighted blind faiths21 that are held by many 
naturalists, like belief  in the multiverse22 and the Big Bang Theo-
ry23—theories which lack legitimate evidence to substantiate key 
tenets that under-gird them. Both theories have been admitted 
by leading cosmologists to be unscientific because they are un-
falsifiable: there is no discovery that could be made that would 
cause naturalistic cosmologists to disbelieve in the theories (be-
cause they blindly believe them to be true). Any discovery—even 
those which seem firmly to disprove the theories—will simply 
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be interpreted in a way that keeps the theories alive. The search 
for the “gay gene” has been, and surely will continue to be, no 
different. According to this false way of  thinking, there simply 
must be a genetic cause for homosexual behavior that will make 
it, not a choice, but a necessity, allowing such sexually immoral 
behavior to continue without guilt and without argument.

THAT SAID…

Even if  a “gay gene” were found—or a “pedophile gene,” “rape 
gene,” “murder gene,” “lust gene,” “liar gene,” or “theft gene,” 
for that matter—what would such discoveries ultimately mean? 
Would one argue that individuals with those genes have no 
choice as to whether or not they act on their predispositions? 
Should we allow murderers and rapists to roam the lands pillag-
ing and plundering unhampered since their “genes made them 
do it,” or do we understand that they can control themselves? 
Are homosexuals to be viewed as animals—automatons that act 
purely on instinct with an inability to choose whether or not they 
may act upon their inclinations? In the words of  Tina Saey, writ-
ing for Science News, even if  sexuality is linked to genes, it “doesn’t 
mean that genes control sexual behavior or orientation. ‘Same-
sex sexuality appears to be genetically influenced, but not ge-
netically determined,’ [University of  Utah in Salt Lake City 
psychologist] Diamond says.”24 Since I am not homosexual, but 
heterosexual, by implication, if  there is a “gay gene,” then I 
would presumably have the “heterosexual gene.” Question: do I 
have a choice whether or not to act upon my inclinations every 
time an attractive woman happens upon my path? While many 
naturalistic evolutionists and atheists have followed their belief  
systems to their logical conclusion and argued that we do not, 
in fact, have free will, the bulk of  humanity understands their 
arguments to be (1) irrational, (2) contrary to the daily barrage 
of  evidence that refutes that assertion, and (3) even self-contra-
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dictory.25 Humans have free will. So whatever such a “gay gene” 
would be if  it existed, it clearly still would not force a person to 
act on his deviant proclivities and disobey God. He can control 
himself.

If, therefore, a genetic component to homosexuality were ever 
found, its effect would have to be something other than what 
many assume the effect of  a “gay gene” to be (i.e., that a homo-
sexual cannot help but commit sexual immorality). No doubt, 
there has been corruption and decay in our once pristine cre-
ation (Hebrews 1:10-12), certainly including corruption and 
degradation in our genetic makeup since Creation and the Fall 
(Genesis 3:17-19), and that could play a role in influencing hu-
man behavior.26 We know that genetics can play a role in wheth-
er or not a person is more susceptible to alcoholism or losing his 
temper (both controllable behaviors) than others. Some behav-
iors and addictions tend to be family-connected. As far back as 
1993, psychiatrists were acknowledging the possibility that ho-
mosexuality belongs in that vein. Psychiatrists William Byne and 
Bruce Parsons of  Columbia University surveyed the literature 
regarding the potential for biological factors being the “primary 
basis for sexual orientation,” and found “the evidence favoring 
a biologic theory to be lacking. In an alternative model, tem-
peramental and personality traits interact with the familial 
and social milieu as the individual’s sexuality emerges,” high-
lighting the influence of  hormones and environment in sexual 
development.27 Saey, once again quoting Diamond, explained 
that sexuality “‘is not the only complex human phenomenon for 
which we see a genetic influence without a great understanding 
of  how that influence works.’ Other complex human behaviors, 
such as smoking, alcohol use, personality and even job satisfac-
tion all have some genetic component.”28 In their enlightening 
book, A Parent’s Guide to Preventing Homosexuality, psychologist and 
co-founder of  the National Association of  Research and Thera-
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py of  Homosexuality (NARTH) Joseph Nicolosi and his wife Lin-
da highlight the futility of  searching for a “gay gene” since none 
exists. They quote psychiatrist Jeffrey Satinover:

“The real genetic question is—what is it in the back-
ground of  people who become homosexual that opens 
that door for them, whereas the door is essentially 
closed for other people? In a nutshell, every behavioral 
trait in human nature has a genetic component. For 
example, basketball playing is clearly genetic…. But 
if  you ask yourself  what that’s about it’s clear that it’s 
NOT that there is a gene for basketball playing…. 
The reason there’s a genetic association is that there’s 
an intermediate trait which allows people who carry 
these traits to become basketball players in greater 
numbers than those who do not have those traits—
namely, height, athleticism, and so on. So it’s not 
surprising that there is a growing number of  studies 
that show a genetic association to homosexuality. But 
that is a far cry from saying that homosexuality is ge-
netic in the way that eye color is genetic.” So, is it 
true that homosexuality really is an inborn and nor-
mal variant of  human nature? For some people, there 
are no doubt genetic or prenatal hormonal influenc-
es that “open the door” to homosexuality, and those 
influences are likely those that induce a child to see 
himself  or herself  as gender-atypical. The answer to 
the question of  inevitability, according to psychiatrist 
Jeffrey Satinover, is no—no one is “born gay.” There 
is no evidence demonstrating that homosexuality is 
genetically or prenatal-hormonally set in stone sim-
ply because that child has gender-atypical interests. In 
fact, none of  the research claims that homosexuality 
is mandated by biology. Only the press and certain 
researchers do….29

While a person might be more prone to certain behaviors or 
temptations due to genetic factors, do such factors control his 
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behavior? No. One could envision a scenario in which a man 
was genetically predisposed to have, for instance, unusual testos-
terone levels or endocrine issues that,30 given the “right” experi-
ences in his life and environmental influences at the right time, 
could affect who attracts him (discussed in Chapter 6). In such 
a scenario, however, once again, the individual has the ability to 
decide whether or not to act upon his desires. Homosexual be-
havior is a choice and, as an “orientation,” changeable (again, 
see Chapter 6).

The bottom line is that in the three decades since the LeVay 
“gay gene” study, even the most biased scientists have not been 
able to find what they thought was inevitable: a gene that would 
explain the abnormal behavior of  homosexuals, make it seem 
more “natural,” and subsequently justify their continuance in 
behaviors that God calls “abominable.” The pro-homosexual 
community predicted that, if  homosexuals were “born that way” 
without a choice, a “gay gene” should exist that would prove it. 
The fact that they have not been able to find such a gene effec-
tively falsifies their theory and speaks loudly to the fact that ho-
mosexuality is a learned behavior, caused primarily by environ-
mental factors outside of  the womb. If  it is learned, it can be 
unlearned. If  it is a physically and psychologically dangerous, 
as well as spiritually wicked, lifestyle, it should be unlearned, 
and those environmental circumstances that were factors that 
led to the unhealthy behavior should be addressed.
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CHAPTER 6

HOMOSEXUALITY AND PSYCHOLOGY

by Jeff Miller

IF THEY CAN’T HELP IT,  
THEN WHY CAN THEY HELP IT?

While a person born with certain conditions, like Down Syn-
drome or dwarfism, has no ability to change his condition, if  a 
person can change his sexual orientation, it would be strong ev-
idence against the inheritability argument. If  “it’s in the genes,” 
then you cannot change it, and yet many can and have 
changed their sexual orientation, proving that a person is not 
genetically forced to be homosexual. That truth, besides being 
stated in Scripture (e.g., 1 Corinthians 6:9-11), has been substan-
tiated by experimental evidence.

In 1998, for example, psychologist Warren Throckmorton, in 
response to the American Counseling Association’s “resolution 
expressing concerns about conversion therapy,” conducted a lit-
erature review of  the “effectiveness and appropriateness of  ther-
apeutic efforts to change sexual orientation.” The result of  his 
findings was that “efforts to assist homosexually oriented indi-
viduals who wish to modify their patterns of  sexual arousal have 
been effective.”1 

Nicolosi, Byrd, and Potts surveyed 882 homosexuals who were 
dissatisfied with their orientation and had “sought and experi-
enced some degree of  change.”2 After receiving therapy or at-
tempting to change, the number of  those who were previously 
exclusively homosexual dropped 88.4%, and 
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45.4% of  the exclusively homosexual participants 
retrospectively reported having made major shifts in 
their sexual orientation. The exclusively homosexual 
participants also reported large and statistically signif-
icant decreases in the frequency of  their homosexual 
behavior with a partner from before to after treatment 
or change. There was evidence that the changes in 
sexual orientation reported by many of  the partici-
pants were long lasting. The average length of  time 
that had elapsed since the participants reported the 
changes in their sexual orientation was 6.7 yr [sic]…. 
Twenty-three percent of  the participants said that 
it had been 10 or more years since they had experi-
enced the changes in their orientation.3

The number of  individuals who previously identified as “exclu-
sively” or “almost entirely homosexual,” or “more homosexual 
than heterosexual” dropped 61% after they attempted to change 
through therapy or self-help.4 “As a group, the participants re-
ported large and statistically significant reductions in the fre-
quency of  their homosexual thoughts and fantasies that they 
attributed to conversion therapy or self-help. They also reported 
large improvements in their psychological, interpersonal, and 
spiritual well-being.”5

Robert Spitzer was instrumental in the removal of  homosexual-
ity from the psychiatric manual of  disorders. However, in 2001 
he presented a historic report of  a study at the meeting of  the 
American Psychiatric Association, later published in 2003. He 
studied 200 predominantly homosexual individuals “who re-
ported at least some minimal change from homosexual to het-
erosexual orientation that lasted at least 5 years” after reparative 
therapy.6 Spitzer found that,

The majority of  participants gave reports of  change 
from a predominantly or exclusively homosexual ori-
entation before therapy to a predominantly or exclu-
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sively heterosexual orientation in the past year…. For 
many reasons, it is concluded that the participants’ 
self-reports were, by-and-large, credible and that few 
elaborated self-deceptive narratives or lied. Thus, 
there is evidence that change in sexual orientation fol-
lowing some form of  reparative therapy does occur in 
some gay men and lesbians.7

Before their therapy, the males were, on average, 91% interest-
ed in only other males (with 0% being completely heterosexu-
al) and self-identified highly as homosexual (77%). The females 
were 88% interested in only other females and self-identified 
highly as homosexual (77%). After therapy, however, both males 
and females changed to being very highly heterosexual (males 
23%, 8.5%; females 8%, 3%).8 In all 10 of  the measures used 
to assess their homosexuality, “there was a marked reduction on 
all change measures.”9 Spitzer said, “Like most psychiatrists, I 
thought that homosexual behavior could be resisted—but that 
no one could really change their sexual orientation. I now be-
lieve that’s untrue—some people can and do change.”10

In their 2016 extensive survey of  the biological, psychological, 
and social science literature, Mayer and McHugh found the fol-
lowing about sexual orientation change:

Longitudinal studies of  adolescents suggest that sexu-
al orientation may be quite fluid over the life course 
for some people, with one study estimating that as 
many as 80% of  male adolescents who report same-
sex attractions no longer do so as adults (although the 
extent to which this figure reflects actual changes in 
same-sex attractions and not just artifacts of  the sur-
vey process has been contested by some researchers).11

One would certainly expect the homosexual community to vig-
orously contest the findings of  Mayer and McHugh, since they 
so clearly refute the current dogma of  the media and the bulk 
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of  the scientific community. Mayer and McHugh, however, were 
simply reporting the summarized results of  hundreds of  studies. 
Ironically, even lesbian activist psychologist Lisa Diamond agrees 
that sexual orientation is not fixed. In an interview for New Scien-
tist, titled “Sexuality Is Fluid—It’s Time to Get Past ‘Born This 
Way,’” she stated that she believes people are “born with a sexual 
orientation,” but “also with a degree of  sexual flexibility…. 
So there are gay people who are very fixedly gay and there are 
gay people who are more fluid, meaning they can experience 
attractions that run outside of  their orientation.”12 Bottom 
line: the research agrees with what Scripture and common sense 
say, and what even hostile witnesses acknowledge—one’s sexual 
orientation can change.

HOMOSEXUALITY: PSYCHOLOGICALLY  
AND PHYSICALLY BAD FOR YOU

In the Introduction, we briefly considered reasons why God 
would have condemned homosexuality in Scripture. Recall that, 
whatever His reason, it would stem from His love for mankind: 
His unselfish concern for the well-being of  humanity, His chil-
dren. In the same way that a parent’s rules are made for the 
benefit of  his children, who oftentimes cannot fully grasp the 
importance and value of  those rules, God’s rules are “holy and 
just and good”13 and “for our good,”14 always.15 Keeping those 
laws will bring us happiness,16 wisdom, joy, and enlightenment.17 
Importantly, obeying God’s laws will lengthen our lives18 and 
keep us alive.19 

I recall a conversation I had with a college-aged atheist a few 
years ago, wherein he expressed his disdain for Christians for 
their “hateful” condemnation of  homosexuals and for not “ac-
cepting them for who they are.” I clarified the biblical position 
on the matter: biblical Christians’ confrontation of  wicked be-
havior is not hateful, but loving—a concept that shocked him. 
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How loving would it be not to warn a person who is unwittingly 
running towards a cliff that is hidden behind some shrubbery? 
How loving would it be not to warn a child about an oncoming 
car or the danger of  touching fire? “Open rebuke is better than 
love carefully concealed” (Proverbs 27:5). That simple truth may 
be obvious to the spiritually-minded individual, but to many in 
the world (including the atheist to whom I was speaking), it is a 
new concept.

One proof  of  biblical inspiration is its scientific foreknowledge—
its accuracy with regard to scientific and medical matters that 
were not discovered until centuries beyond the time they were 
written.20 God’s prohibition of  homosexual activity and subse-
quent statements that His laws tend to promote life are a good 
example. Even if  homosexuality were genetically determined 
(which it is not), the loving individual should strongly discourage 
the practice due to its deleterious physical and psychological ef-
fects. Consider the following seven.

Sexual Violence

•	 In 2013, then Director of  the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC) Tom Frieden announced the release of  a re-
port on interpersonal and sexual violence. He explained, “We 
know that violence affects everyone, regardless of  sexual orien-
tation. This report suggests that lesbians, gay men and bisex-
uals in this country suffer a heavy toll of  sexual violence and 
stalking committed by an intimate partner…. While intervening 
and providing services are important, prevention is equally crit-
ical.”21 

•	 The CDC’s National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Sur-
vey revealed that bisexual women are 1.7 times more likely than 
heterosexual women to report experiencing intimate partner vi-
olence and 2.6 times more likely to report experiencing intimate 
partner sexual violence.22
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Disease

•	 According to the CDC, “Sexually Transmitted Diseases (STDs) 
have been rising among gay and bisexual men, with increases in 
syphilis being seen across the country. In 2014, gay, bisexual, and 
other men who have sex with men accounted for 83% of  primary 
and secondary syphilis cases where sex of  sex partner was known 
in the United States. Gay, bisexual, and other men who have sex 
with men often get other STDs, including chlamydia and gonor-
rhea infections. HPV (Human papillomavirus), the most common 
STD in the United States, is also a concern for gay, bisexual, and 
other men who have sex with men. Some types of  HPV can cause 
genital and anal warts and some can lead to the development of  
anal and oral cancers. Gay, bisexual, and other men who have sex 
with men are 17 times more likely to get anal cancer than hetero-
sexual men. Men who are HIV-positive are even more likely than 
those who do not have HIV to get anal cancer.”23 “Gay, bisexual, 
and other men who have sex with men are the population most 
affected by HIV in the United States. In 2017, adult and adoles-
cent gay and bisexual men made up 70% (27,000) of  the 38,739 
new HIV diagnoses in the United States and dependent areas.”24 
Such statistics are particularly noteworthy when considering the 
fact that those who identify as “LGBT” make up only 4.5% of  the 
population, according to a 2018 GALLUP poll.25

•	 In 2014, Psychologist Christopher Rosik responded to the World 
Medical Association’s 2013 statement that “homosexuality does 
not represent a disease” and which condemned conversion and 
reparative therapy.26 He cited studies that revealed an “overall 1.4 
percent per-act probability of  HIV transmission for anal sex and 
a 40.4 percent per-partner probability,” “roughly 18-times great-
er than that which has been estimated for vaginal intercourse.” 
While gay men represent “2-4 percent of  the general popula-
tion,” they made up “61 percent of  new HIV/AIDS diagnoses” 
at the time.27

•	 According to Nicolosi, “the Los Angeles Times reported that the 
rate of  rectal gonorrhea among gay and bisexual men in San 
Francisco rose 44 percent during a recent three-year period, 
while in Los Angeles, new syphilis cases among gay and bisexual 
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men rose more than 1,680 percent.”28 Among gay and bisexual 
men, syphilis “has increased more than 365% since 2001, and is 
still on the rise” in Los Angeles.29

Substance Abuse

•	 According to the American Psychiatric Association’s Web site, 
“LGBTQ people also face disparities in the physical medical 
context, including increased tobacco use, HIV and AIDS, and 
weight-related problems.” Lesbian and bisexual women are three 
times as likely as heterosexuals to have a substance abuse disor-
der.30

•	 After surveying hundreds of  relevant articles, Mayer and 
McHugh found that homosexuals have “1.5 times the risk of  sub-
stance abuse” as heterosexuals.31

Shortened Lifespan

•	 With the above factors in mind, it should come as no surprise that 
several studies over the years have verified that homosexuals tend 
to live shorter lives: between 8 and 30 years less than everyone 
else.32

•	 Those who have contracted AIDS (a condition which, again, 
tends to be associated with homosexuality) live an even shorter 
life (10%).33

Psychological Issues

•	 Mayer and McHugh were “alarmed to learn that the LGBT 
community bears a disproportionate rate of  mental health prob-
lems compared to the population as a whole.”34 They explain, 
“Compared to the general population, non-heterosexual subpop-
ulations are at an elevated risk for a variety of  adverse health 
and mental health outcomes. Members of  the non-heterosexual 
population are estimated to have about 1.5 times higher risk of  
experiencing anxiety disorders than members of  the heterosexu-
al population, as well as roughly double the risk of  depression.”35

•	 A literature study conducted by Neil Whitehead revealed that “a 
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score of  mental health conditions in almost every DSM [Diag-
nostic and Statistical Manual of  Mental Disorders—JM] cate-
gory are present in the general SSA [same-sex attraction—JM] 
population at rates three or more times greater than in the oppo-
site-sex attraction (OSA) population. These conditions include bi-
polar disorder, obsessive-compulsive disorder, and schizophrenia, 
but more predominantly consist of  mood disorders, depression, 
substance abuse, and suicidality. All need particular attention 
from therapists. People reporting SSA have a more widespread 
and intense psychopathological burden than probably any other 
group of  comparable size in society, though college-age people 
may have more substance abuse problems.”36

Suicide 

•	 According to the CDC, “Males in the United States are more 
likely to take their own life at nearly four times the rate of  females 
and represent 79% of  all U.S. suicides. Suicide is the seventh lead-
ing cause of  death for males in the United States. Gay, bisexual, 
and other men who have sex with men are at even greater risk 
for suicide attempts, especially before the age of  25. A study of  
youth in grades 7-12 found that lesbian, gay, and bisexual youth 
were more than twice as likely to have attempted suicide as their 
heterosexual peers.”37 

•	 Harvard University psychologist Mark Hatzenbuehler’s study of  
suicide attempts among lesbian, gay, and bisexual youth revealed 
that, of  the 31,852 students in the study, “Lesbian, gay and bi-
sexual youth were significantly more likely to attempt suicide in 
the previous 12 months, compared with heterosexuals (21.5% vs. 
4.2%).”38

•	 According to the American Psychiatric Association’s Web site, 
“Alarmingly LGBTQ [lesbian, gay, bi-sexual, transgender, queer/
questioning] people also have a nearly three time [sic] higher risk 
of  suicide or suicidal behavior.”39

•	 Mayer and McHugh highlight from their extensive survey of  the 
psychological literature that homosexuals have “nearly 2.5 times 
the risk of  suicide” as the heterosexual community.40
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Note that the above suicide statistics were revealed among ho-
mosexuals at a time when homosexuality is, by and large, ac-
cepted in American society, and even where it is not accepted, 
it is tolerated, with those who would speak out against it being 
threatened with severe public backlash.

•	 Although a 2002 study was conducted prior to the point at which 
American acceptance of  the homosexual lifestyle passed the 50% 
mark, it further verified Hatzenbuehler’s high suicide statistics 
among homosexuals. According to Paul, et al., 21% of  homosex-
ual men had made a suicide plan in their lifetime and 12% had 
attempted it, most before the age of  25.41

Keep in mind that while substance abuse, psychological issues, 
and suicide would be expected to be higher among homosexuals 
in response to unacceptance or mistreatment by the society in 
which they live, Mayer and McHugh highlight that the evidence 
that “discrimination and stigma contribute to the elevated risk of  
poor mental health” for homosexuals is “limited,”42 though one 
would predict it to be prevalent if  it were actually significant. 
Rosik highlighted that the “relationship is small” according to 
studies,43 and “the incidence and type of  psychological problems 
among gay and lesbian persons remains about the same whether 
they reside in tolerant and accepting environments or intolerant 
ones.”44

Children of  Homosexuals

Mark Regnerus of  the University of  Texas at Austin conducted a 
study in 2012 to assess the effect that having homosexual parents 
has on a child. After collecting data from roughly 3,000 people, 
the study found that children who were raised in homes with 
same-sex parents, as opposed to homes that were intact with a 
mother and father, were (as adults):

•	 Over two times as likely to be unmarried while cohabitating with 
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someone; 
•	 2.3 (gay parents, G)-to-3.8 (lesbian parents, L) times as likely to be 

on public assistance;
•	 2.5 (G)-to-3.5 (L) times as likely to be unemployed;
•	 2.4 (L)-to-4.8 (G) times as likely to be suicidal;
•	 2.4 times as likely to be in therapy;
•	 1.9 (G)-to-3.1 (L) times as likely to have had an affair;
•	 2.5 (L)-to-3.1 (G) times as likely to have had a sexually transmit-

ted disease;
•	 3 (G)-to-11.5 (L) times as likely to have been sexually molested;
•	 3.1 (G)-to-3.9 (L) times as likely to have been raped;

Such children were also more likely as adults to be unmarried, 
unhappy, depressed, unhealthy, less educated, and have lower in-
come, according to the study. They were more likely to smoke 
marijuana, be arrested, and have multiple sexual partners, as 
well as get drunk on purpose. They were also more likely not to 
identify as entirely heterosexual.45

Summary

To summarize, in the words of  Nicolosi and Nicolosi, 

When the studies are taken as a whole, it is clear that 
a teenager who self-identifies as gay is at high risk for 
infection with HIV or another sexually transmitted 
disease; for psychiatric problems, including suicid-
al ideation; and for self-destructive behaviors, such 
as drug and alcohol abuse and prostitution…. The 
fact that these problems do not decrease in 
gay-friendly cities such as San Francisco and 
gay-tolerant countries such as the Nether-
lands supports the view that there must be 
factors at work that are intrinsic to the homo-
sexual condition.46

For several decades, the word “gay” has been used by many to 
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describe those in the homosexual community. The actual mean-
ing of  the word was happy or merry. Ironically, the statistical ev-
idence reveals what a misnomer the word “gay” is when applied 
to the homosexual community. Homosexuality does not lead to 
happiness. 

God’s laws are for our good. Love demands that the practice of  
homosexuality be confronted and condemned for the good of  
homosexuals and society at large. Over half  of  the people in the 
United States approve of  homosexuality. Translation: over half  
of  the people in the United States do not love the homosex-
ual community. “I call heaven and earth as witnesses today 
against you, that I have set before you life and death, blessing 
and cursing; therefore choose life, that both you and your de-
scendants may live” (Deuteronomy 30:19).

IF THERE’S NO GAY GENE, THEN WHAT  
CAUSES HOMOSEXUAL ATTRACTION?

Some homosexuals are those who have so indulged the flesh that 
natural intercourse is no longer appealing to them. They need 
something else to arouse themselves. That form is likely what 
is described in Romans 1:24-28 and which is demonstrated in 
Genesis 18-19. Another category, however, involves those who 
have experienced or witnessed circumstances that have severely 
hurt them psychologically, who need compassion and assistance.

While there may be certain genetic traits that would make one 
more likely than another to engage in homosexual behavior if  
certain things happened to him, the fact that he must first 
have experienced certain circumstances in his life indicates that 
same sex attraction and homosexual behavior are ultimately re-
sults of  “environmental” conditions—circumstances and experi-
ences—many of  which are out of  the control of  the individual, 
often having occurred when he or she was very young. 
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Gender Identity Disorder

The late psychologist Joseph Nicolosi of  the National Associa-
tion for Research and Therapy of  Homosexuality, and found-
er and director of  the Thomas Aquinas Psychological Clinic in 
California, explained the condition known as Gender Identity 
Disorder (GID) in A Parent’s Guide to Preventing Homosexuality. Ac-
cording to Nicolosi, GID can begin to show itself  as early as two 
years old—long before the child’s brain has developed enough 
to even remember the experiences that led to his GID.47 Nicolosi 
explained that, in males, GID arises due to a child not being 
drawn into his own gender, or being rejected by his gender, or 
things happen that cause him essentially to reject his own gen-
der. Many times, such a boy has a mother that constantly be-
rates men, especially his father, making the boy not want to be 
a male. Such a boy might not, for instance, be physically coordi-
nated enough to fit in with other boys (which has a genetic com-
ponent), so he is viciously and incessantly made fun of  by other 
boys—his “gender” rejects him. Ultimately, experiences occur 
that lead him to begin to feel on the outside of  his gender—that 
he does not belong with other boys. Instead, he feels that he fits 
in better with females. 

Meanwhile, his mother welcomes him into the female gender, 
where he becomes her daily “sidekick,” learning the life of  a 
female, and she encourages feminine behavior and condemns 
masculine behavior. If  the boy also becomes distanced from the 
father, or the father distances him (his father being his primary 
source of  a masculine image), his feelings of  rejection will cause 
him not to want to be like his father—which causes him, accord-
ing to Nicolosi, to surrender his “natural masculine strivings. 
Then, when other boys shun the gender-confused boy (as indeed 
they will), they become more deeply mired in loneliness, and 
this loneliness and rejection only confirms their belief  in their 
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not being ‘good enough.’ This leads to the problem of  idoliz-
ing other boys’ maleness.”48 When the hormones then hit in the 
adolescent years, in the words of  one homosexual psychologist, 
“individuals become erotically or romantically attracted to those 
who were dissimilar or unfamiliar to them in childhood.” The 
“exotic becomes erotic.”49 The boy, who has not been drawn into 
his own gender, who fits in better with girls, begins to view boys 
as the mysterious, opposite gender. He idolizes them and their 
masculinity. When adolescent hormones arrive, the idolization 
of  the “opposite” that they have longed to be, coupled with the 
added erotic feelings that accompany hormones, leads to homo-
sexual attraction.

Nicolosi explains that lesbianism results from “the girl’s uncon-
scious rejection of  her feminine identity. Women who become 
lesbians have usually decided, on an unconscious level, that be-
ing female is either undesirable or unsafe.”50 So they reject their 
gender in response and try to become male. One can only imag-
ine the kinds of  traumatic things such girls have experienced. To 
deny that they need help and even attempt (successfully in 20 
states51) to make it illegal to help homosexuals with therapy, is 
the epitome of  calloused, unloving behavior.

Other GID Contributing Factors: Poor Fathers

According to the United States Census Bureau, in 2017 there 
were 74 million children under the age of  18 in America, and 
more than one in four of  them live in single parent homes. Of  
those children, 84% live without a father. Translation: 23% of  
American children live without a father.52 And yet, sadly, 
Nicolosi highlighted the evidence that fathers play a significant 
role in causing and preventing GID.

Nicolosi emphasized, “In fifteen years, I have spoken with hun-
dreds of  homosexual men. Perhaps there are exceptions, but 
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I have never met a single homosexual man who said he had a 
close, loving, and respectful relationship with his father.”53 “The 
majority of  fathers of  prehomosexual boys I have known are 
simply uninvolved, emotionally distant, and disconnected, espe-
cially from their sons.”54 He cites the published works of  other 
psychologists as further support for that observation. Psycholo-
gists Seymour Fisher and Roger Greenberg said, “The reports 
concerning the male homosexual’s view of  his father are over-
whelmingly supportive of  Freud’s hypothesis. With only a few 
exceptions, the male homosexual declares that father has been a 
negative influence in his life.”55 So while there is some inconsis-
tency in studies about mothers, “one virtually unchanging vari-
able is the poor relationship with fathers.”56 Fathers are often 
instrumental in causing GID and homosexual attraction.57

Other GID Contributing Factors: Sexual Abuse

Statistics reveal that sexual abuse is a significant contributing 
factor in causing GID. A 1994 report on sexual behavior in the 
United States revealed that sexual molestation of  a child makes 
him/her three times more likely to identify as gay or lesbian.58 
Mayer and McHugh’s 2016 report verified that sexual molesta-
tion is a common previous experience of  homosexuals, stating 
that, “Compared to heterosexuals, non-heterosexuals are about 
two to three times as likely to have experienced childhood sexual 
abuse.”59 A study that was reported in the Archives of  Sexual Be-
havior found that 46% of  homosexual men and 22% of  lesbian 
women reported homosexual molestation in particular, com-
pared to 7% of  heterosexual men and 1% of  heterosexual wom-
en reporting homosexual molestation.60 The study conducted by 
Nicolosi, Byrd, and Potts revealed that 60% of  the 882 homo-
sexual participants “said they experienced homosexual contact 
when they were a child.”61 Sexual abuse—especially homosexual 
sexual abuse—clearly plays a significant role in shaping one’s 
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sexual identity. Environment, not biology, is the primary cause 
of  GID.

With that fact in mind, parents should be on guard and attentive 
to their children. According to studies by the Director of  the 
Crimes Against Children Research Center,62 “1 in 5 girls and 
1 in 20 boys is a victim of  child sexual abuse.” Also according 
to one of  the studies, over the course of  their lifetime, 28% of  
United States youth, ages 14-17, had been sexually victimized. 
“According to a 2003 National Institute of  Justice report, 3 out 
of  4 adolescents who have been sexually assaulted were victim-
ized by someone they knew well.” No doubt, such statistics 
will continue to rise as the United States delves ever deeper into 
sexual anarchy—causing homosexuality to become more and 
more prevalent in our country.63
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CONCLUSION

by Jeff Miller

Matthew 22:36-40 says that the greatest command, according 
to Christ, is to love God; and the second greatest command is 
to love our neighbor. Jesus said, in fact, that we are even to love 
our enemies (Matthew 5:44). He who does not love all with agape 
love does not even know God, because God is love (1 John 4:7-
8). Since Scripture—and therefore, God—is explicit in His pro-
hibition and condemnation of  homosexual behavior, it must be 
loving to do so. Christians are to love homosexuals, while hating 
the sin of  homosexuality—the fear of  the Lord is to hate evil 
(Proverbs 8:13). Why, however, would it be loving to condemn 
a behavior that is believed to bring happiness to many people?

That question can be answered with another question: why does 
a parent make rules for his children, insisting that they not play 
in the street or touch the stove? In the same way that a par-
ent gives a child rules for his own benefit—for his safety and 
happiness—God gave humans rules and guidelines that are for 
our good (Deuteronomy 6:24) and happiness (Proverbs 29:18). 
A parent who does not have safety rules that he insists on be-
ing followed is not a loving parent, since those rules are for the 
good of  his children. Such a parent would be negligent—even 
abusive—in his treatment of  his children, putting their lives in 
constant danger.

No doubt, parents can be wrong in the rules that they give, since 
parents do not have perfect wisdom or omniscience. God the 
omniscient, Chief  Psychologist of  the Universe Who designed 
and created the human psyche, however, can be trusted to know 
the best way to live. Heterosexual behavior between one man 
and one woman for life is the biblically prescribed way to con-
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duct ourselves sexually. If  we wish to be safe and happy, we will 
abide by His instructions. Since God condemns homosexuali-
ty—and God is love; since God’s laws are always for our good 
and will tend to keep us alive longer; and since they teach us 
how to live a happy life—it should come as no surprise to Bible 
believers that evidences from science and psychology verify that 
there are significant dangers inherent in the unnatural homosex-
ual lifestyle which lead to unhappiness, disease, and fewer years 
on this Earth for those who choose to practice the lifestyle.

From the beginning, however, like the rebellious child who thinks 
he knows more than his parents, humans have rejected God’s 
way and put their trust in themselves instead of  God and His 
Word. And still, our merciful God “is longsuffering toward us, not 
willing that any should perish but that all should come to repen-
tance” (2 Peter 3:9). Homosexuals can “repent.” They can cease 
sexual activity that is prohibited by God and begin conducting 
themselves in the biblically prescribed way—the way that will 
lead to their happiness (Proverbs 29:18). “Do you not know that 
the unrighteous will not inherit the kingdom of  God? Do not be 
deceived. Neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor 
homosexuals, nor sodomites, nor thieves, nor covetous, nor 
drunkards, nor revilers, nor extortioners will inherit the kingdom 
of  God. And such were some of  you. But you were washed, but 
you were sanctified, but you were justified in the name of  the 
Lord Jesus and by the Spirit of  our God” (1 Corinthians 6:9-11). 

To our homosexual friends: we love you and plead with you to 
change, for your own good. To those who claim to love homo-
sexuals: you would do well to discourage them from homosexual 
behavior since it is undeniably a highly detrimental lifestyle that 
will lead to their pain and misery, not to mention the moral deg-
radation of  society, which will become further desensitized to the 
seriousness of  unnatural and abominable behavior and further 
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influenced to ignore God’s righteous condemnation of  all forms 
of  sexual immorality. Christian community: we plead with you 
not to “approve of  those who practice” homosexuality (Romans 
1:26-32), but love homosexuals enough to stand against the soci-
etal promulgation of  their physically, psychologically, and spiri-
tually toxic lifestyle.
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