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"Why Are There Gay-Friendly Churches?"

A study of the historical-critical approach to Bible passages that address the
issue of homosexuality and responses to their conclusions

In recent months judges across the nation have been allowing same-sex couples to say, o'f do."
Congress is forced to decide whether or not to enact legislation to protect the institution of
marriage. Are we surprised that our society has degenerated the way it has? For decades the
church in America has been blowing a trumpet that does not sound a clear call on the issue of
homosexuality. Sociefy is simply marching to the same drummer as the liberal church.

The Metropolitan Community Church has been serving "gay Christians" ever since 1968. The
Episcopal Church has been hemorrhaging ever since V. Gene Robinson was installed as a bishop
on the east coast. He was a member in good standing in the church for years, a priest even. And
he was a practicing homosexual who had an intimate relationship with his male partner. All
those years, and nobody said "tsk,tsk." So it was acceptable, I guess. But when he becomes a
bishop, suddenly his lifestyle becomes wrong? Excuse me! What's wrong with this picture?

What the world says and does and what the heterodox church teaches and practices do not
change what God has declared. But it does make it more difficult for us to minister to souls who
are struggling with this sin. When the world says "it's okay," and then when apart of the church
says, "it's okay, unless, of course, you want to be a bishop," it becomes easier for someone
fighting a battle with this temptation to give up fighting and justiff his desires and behavior.

We know what God says about homosexuality in his revealed word. This essay is not as much
about what God says as it is about what the Historical-Critical (H-C) approach to Scripture says
the Bible says. The H-C conclusion is that the Bible never addresses the issue of homosexuality.
You might say, "What? Which Bible are they reading? What about Sodom and Gomorrah?
What about Leviticus 18 and 20? What about Romans 1?" Which Bible are they reading? The
same one you are. The purpose of this essay is to help you see what they do with the scriptures
that speak about homosexuality, and how they arrive at their conclusion that the Bible really
never addresses the subject.

A leading voice for the historical-critical approach to Scripture on the issue of homosexuality is
Dr. Daniel Helminiak, a Roman Catholic priest. He, as all other liberal revisionists, insists that
we must understand the words of the Bible as they are speaking to the culture and times of the
people to whom they were addressed. He says, "A text means whatever it meant to the people
who wrote it long ago. To say what a biblical text teaches us today, you first have to understand
the text in its original situation and then apply the meaning to the present situation." t W. would
agree with that position when it comes to statements by the Apostles Paul and Peter regarding
customs, such as the length of men's hair, women wearing jewelry and braiding their hair,
applying the principles of the roles of men and women in the church in our culture, etc. But
when it comes to moral issues, we must push culture's "mute" button. Only God's voice can
penetrate our ears.



The Sin of  Sodom: Homosexual i ty,  Male-Male Rape, or Inhospital i ty?

Genesis 19:4-8, 10-11 All the men from everypart of the cify of Sodom -both young and
old - surrounded the house. 5 They called to Lot, "Where are the men
who came to you tonight? Bring them out to us so that we can have sex
with them."

6 Lot went outside to meet them and shut the door behind him 7
and said, "No, my friends. Don't do this wicked thing. 8 Look, I have
two daughters who have never slept with a man. Let me bring them out to
you, and you can do what you like with them. But don't do anything to
these men."

10 But the men inside reached out and pulled Lot back into the
house and shut the door. 11 Then they struck the men who were at the
door of the house, young and old, with blindness so that they could not
find the door.

The first argument of the revisionists is that we really don't know what the Hebrew word yada
means in the context of this account. The NIV translates it "to have sex with." The word
literally means "to know." It occurs 943 times in the Old Testament. It has a sexual meaning in
only ten of the cases.

In the other cases it means "to get acquainted." H-C revisionists allow that this is what the word
can mean in this account, that the men of Sodom simply wanted to get acquainted with the angels
in male form. Excuse me, why would Lot call "getting acquainted" a wicked thing? Why would
Lot offer his daughters so the men of Sodom could get acquainted with them? Lot's logic is that
his daughters had never exchanged e-mail addresses with aman? I'm sorryr, but if you can't see
from the context that the translation of the NIV is correct, I question your IQ.

A similar account in Judges 19:22-25 supports the fact that yada is a sexual term.

Some of the wicked men of the city surrounded the house. Pounding on the door,
they shouted to the old man who owned the house, "Bring out the man who came to your
house so we can have sex $,tada) with him."

The owner of the house went outside and said to them, "No, my friends, don't be
so vile. Since this man is my guest, don't do this disgraceful thing. Look, here is my
virgin daughter, and his concubine. I will bring them out to you now, and you can use
them and do to them whatever you wish. But to this man, don't do such a disgraceful
thing."

But the men would not listen to him. So the man took his concubine and sent her
outside to them, and they raped (yada) her and abused her throughout the night.

If yada means "get acquainted," why would they choose to "chat" all night? And why would the
chatting include abuse? And why would the owner of the house call chatting a disgraceful thing?

TheNTV does apoorjob of translating verse 11 inthe Genesis account. Afterthe angels struck
the men of Sodom blind, it says, "they could not find the door." The Hebrew actually says , "they
tired themselves out trying to find the door."

What an utterly amazing commentary on the power of man's lust and anger at
having his sin exposed and judged wicked. Any rational man, upon losing his
sight while attempting to do what is so obviously sinful and evil, would at least
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hesitate and ponder the meaning of this sudden event. And when it became
obvious that everyone else had likewise been blinded, what other possible
conclusion could be reached than, "what we are doing is wrong; we had better
cease and desist immed iatelv." 2

Would a crowd of men struck blind reallywear themselves out trying to find the door, if all they
wanted to do was exchange business cards with the angels? Give me a break.

There are some revisionists who allow that yada can have a sexual meaning here, but if it does,
"what is at stake is male-male rape, not simply male-male sex." 3 That argument will be
answered as we study the next text revisionists like to quote.

Dr. Helminiak says, ". ..in this particular case the meaning of the text is obvious from other parts
of the Bible. For the Bible often refers back to the story of Sodom and savs outrieht what
Sodom's sin was.

The prophet Ezekiel (16:49) states the case baldly. (sic) 'This was the guilt of
your sister Sodom: she and her daughters were arrogant, overfed and
unconcerned; they did not help the poor and needy.' The sin of the Sodomites
was that they refused to take in the needy travelers." 4

I don't deny that the Sodomites were guilty of being inhospitable. The Lord says they were. But
that was not their only sin. Dr. Helminiak stops quoting Ezekiel too soon. Verse 50 says, "They
were haughty and did detestable things before me." The Hebrew wordtoevah translated
"detestable" is the very same word the Lord used in Leviticus l 8: "Do not lie with a man as one
lies with a woman; that is detestable." I know of no place in the Bible where the Lord calls
inhospitality detestable. But he does call a man having sex with a man detestable to him. And
he doesn't say that male-male rape is detestable, but that male-male sex is detestable to him.

To bolster their argument that the sin of Sodom was inhospitality revisionists like to quote the
words of Jesus to the Twelve in Matthew 10:14-15, spoken before he sent them out to the towns
and villages. "If anyone will not welcome you or listen to your words, shake the dust off your
feet when you leave that home or town. I tell you the truth, it will be more bearable for Sodom
and Gomorrah on the Day of Judgment than for that town." Answer the question. Will the
people of that town suffer more than Sodom and Gomorrah because all the Bed and Breakfasts in
town had "No Vacancy" signs, or because the people refused to listen to the disciples' call to
repentance? Deducing that God will punish people more severely for the sin of inhospitality
than for the sin of unbelief is doing a gross disservice to the Scriptures and to our God.

Dr. Helminiak concludes his chapter on the sin of Sodom with these words:

There is a sad irony about the story of Sodom when understood in its historical setting.
People oppose and abuse homosexual men and women for being different, odd, strange
or, as they say, "queer." Lesbian women and gay men are just not allowed to fit in. They
are made to be outsiders, foreigners in our society. They are disowned by their families,
separated from their children, fired from their jobs, evicted from apartments and
neighborhoods, insulted by public figures, denounced from the pulpit, vilified on
religious radio and TV, and then beaten in the schools and killed on the streets and in the
backrvoods of our nation. All this is done in the name of religion and supposed Judeo-
Christian moralitv.



Such wickedness is the very sin of which the people of Sodom were guilty. Such cruelfy
is what the Bible truly condemns over and over again. So those who oppress
homosexuals because of the supposed "sin of Sodom" may themselves be the real
"sodomites." as the Bible understands it. 5

To Helminiakpeople who are guilty of the sin of sodomy in our society today are those who are
uncharitable to and unaccepting of the gay community.

Two New Testament texts that refer to the sin of Sodom cannot be overlooked. The first is Jude
6-7:

And the angels who did not keep their positions of authority but abandoned their own
home - these he has kept in darkness, bound with everlasting chains for judgment on the
great Day. In a similar way, Sodom and Gomorrah and the surrounding towns gave
themselves up to sexual immorality and perversion. They serve as an example of those
who suffer the punishment of eternal fire.

Note what Jude is comparing. He says that the rebellious angels did not stay in the place where
God intended, but abandoned their created purpose. They chose to do something that was
contrary to the purpose for which God intended them. Then he says that in the same way the
people of Sodom abandoned the purpose for which God created them and gave themselves up to
sexual immorality and perversion. The Greek words (ocrproo erepcro) translated "perversion"
mean "strange, different or foreign flesh." In other words, Jude says that the people of Sodom
chose to commit immoral sexual acts with a flesh that was not the kind God originally intended.
Like the angels who rebelled and gave up the position God had intended for them, in the same
way the people of Sodom sexually gave up what God had instituted and intended for people.

Gay-friendly scholars contend that the "different flesh" refers to the two angels in Lot's house.
They say that the sin of the men of Sodom was that they wanted to have sex with angels, non-
humans, aliens, foreign flesh. But the men of Sodom didn't know the men were angels. They
thought they were mortal humans just like themselves.

Helminiak really shows his Biblical illiterucy when he comments on this point. He says that
Jude is alluding to Genesis 6:2 where Moses says, "the sons of God saw that the daughters of
men were beautiful, and they married any of them they chose." He says that the "sons of God"
were angels. He commits the violation revisionists are frequently guilty of - reading words out
of their context. If you read Genesis 4, you hear about the unbelieving descendants of Cain.
Then when you read chapter 5, you read about the believing descendants of Seth. Chapters 4 and
5 tell you that from the time of Cain and Abel until the end of time there will be two kinds of
people in this world - believers (sons of God) and unbelievers (daughters of men). And what
ticked God off at the time of Noah's flood was that the believers intermarried with the
unbelievers, not that ladies marched down the aisle with angels.

The different flesh Jude speaks of is not the flesh of angelr.-**.1s don't have flesh. Yet these
two took on human flesh. Male human flesh. God judged the men of Sodom because they were
lusting after two men, not because they were lusting after two extra-terrestrials. God stated his
created purpose and intention in the Garden of Eden: "For this reason a man will leave his father
and mother and be united to his wife, and they will become one flesh." The normal flesh that
God intended for becomine one flesh was the flesh of a man and the flesh of a woman. And the



1.
2 .

different flesh Jude says the men of Sodom were lusting afterwas the flesh of what they thought
were fwo hot men who had just hit town.

The second text is 2 Peter 2:4-8:

For if God did not spare angels when they sinned, but sent them to hell, putting them into
gloomy dungeons to be held for judgment, if he did not spare the ancient world when he
brought the flood on its ungodly people, but protected Noah, a preacher of righteousness,
and seven others; if he condemned the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah by burning them to
ashes, and made them an example of what is going to happen to the ungodly; and if he
rescued Lot, a righteous man, who was distressed by the filthy lives of lawless men (for
that righteous man, living among them day after duy, was tormented in his righteous soul
by the lawless deeds he saw and heard.)

If the sin of Sodom was gang rape, then gang rape would have had to have been the daily
practice of the men of Sodom, since Peter says that Lot was distressed by the filthy lives of these
men as he lived among them day after day. And, if the sin of Sodom was inhospitality, then they
would have had to be cold to strangers day after day. It doesn't take a Ph. D. to figure out that
what distressed Lot was the ungodly daily lifesfyle of the men of Sodom, a lifestyle they
showcased one night at Lot's front door.

Summary: The case of the revisionist:

The sin of Sodom was not homosexuality but inhospitality.
However, if the sin of Sodom was sexual, the sin was gang rape and not male-male sex.

Levit icus: lsrael 's Holiness Gode or God's Wil l  for Al l  People?

Leviticus 18:22 - "Do not lie with a man as one lies with a woman: that is detestable."

Leviticus 20: 13 - "If a man lies with a man as one lies with a woman, both of them have
done what is detestable. They must be put to death; their blood will be on
their own heads."

Some revisionists argue that the reason the Lord prohibited same-sex relations between men of
Israel was because semen would be wasted during sex. Semen was precious to the Israelites
because the Savior would come from their race. Therefore, "wasting semen" showed a disregard
for the Lord's covenant promise. However, that situation no longer exists. The Savior has come.
So, wasting semen is no longer an issue. Ergo, what the Lord says in Leviticus no longer applies
to people of our culture and times.

ln Leviticus 18 the Lord reveals a long list of sexual relations that are contrary to his will. It
includes sex with family members, in-laws, neighbors, same-sex, and sex with animals.
Helminiak and others contend that since the Lord prefaces the laws with the words "You must
not do as they do in Egypt, where you used to live, and you must not do as they do in the land of
Canaan, where I am bringing you. Do not follow their practices. You must obey my
laws....(Lev. 18:3-4), therefore all of the laws that follow in Leviticus 18 applied only to the Old
Testament nation of Israel, and not to the Gentile nations of the time. God wanted Israel to be
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different from the rest of the nations, distinct and set apart. So when the Lord said to Israel, "Do
not lie with a man as one lies with a woman; that is detestable," that law of God applied only to
the Old Testament Hebrew nation on a par with "Do not plant your field with two kinds of seed,"
and "do not wear clothing woven of two kinds of material." (Leviticus 19:19)

Helminiak calls these laws of Israel "The Holiness Code." And since the Holiness Code applied
only to the Old Testament nation of Israel, the laws it entails were only for them, and not for the
rest of the world. But once again Helminiak stops reading too soon. In Leviticus 20:22-23 the
Lord says, "Keep all my decrees and laws and follow them, so that the land where I am bringing
you to live may not vomit you out. You must not live according to the customs of the nations I
am going to drive out before you. Because they did all these things, I abhorred them." So
God didn't just hate the people of Israel when they had sex with sheep, he hated the Canaanites
for doing the same thing. And he didn't just find male-male sex among the Israelites detestable
because he wanted them to be different, he also found male-male sex among the Canaanites
detestable. He says, "Because they did all these things, I hated them." And he punished them by
taking their land away from them and giving it to the nation of Israel.

If Helminiak's position is allowed to stand, one must ask, "Did God consider an Egyptian man
having sex with a cow a righteous act? Did God consider a Carraanite man having sex with his
daughter-in-law a godly deed? And, if male-male sex and incest and bestiality was condemned
by God only for the Old Testament nation of Israel, would having sex with your sister next week
be an act of piety on your part?" Enough disgusting talk. You get my point.

In a pamphlet entitled "But Leviticus Says!" now retired homosexual pastor Fred Pattison makes
the case that since the church today no longer enforces the dietary code and worship laws God
gave to Israel in Leviticus, then we should also not enforce the law about homosexuality. He
quotes Leviticus 2I:16-20: The LORD said to Moses, "Say to Aaron: 'For generations to come
none of your descendants who has a defect may come near to offer the food of his God. No man
who has any defect may come near; no man who is blind or lame, disfigured or deformed; no
man with a crippled foot or hand, or who is hunchbacked or dwarfed, or who has any eye defect,
or who has festering or running sores or damaged testicles.' " Then he says:

According to this passage there should be a screening out of who may and who
may not come into the presence of the Lord in our public gathering. This is
scripture. 'oBut that's not for today?"

Who says? If it is not to be applied to today's assembling why are the passages
dealing with homosexuality said to apply? If the Levitical code is to be taken
literally and applied today then the attendance at our public worship services
would be cut drastically. Modern day churches do not carry out the prohibitions
of Leviticus. How is it possible for Christians to apply to (sic) small passages
from Leviticus to homosexuals while at the same time dismissing other portions
of the book as not being applicable for our day (emphasis in the original)? o

I'm glad he retired. Why don't we enforce the dietary laws of Old Testament Israel? Because
Jesus removed them and declared all foods clean. "Don't you see that nothing that enters a man
from the outside can make him 'unclean'? For it doesn't go into his heart but into his stomach,
and then out of his body." (In saying this, Jesus declared all foods "clean.") Mark 7:18-19



And to answer his question about why we don't ban physically defective people from public
worship, the words he quoted from Leviticus applied to Aaron's descendants, not to the whole
nation of Israel. Aaron's descendants were the high priests. Levites with these defects weren't
banned from serving in the sanctuary. Only the descendants of Aaron were, only the priests.
And the high priesthood of Aaron is no longer operative because Jesus is our great and perfect
high priest.

But where in the Bible has God abolished the prohibition against homosexuality, or incest, or
bestiality? Nowhere!

Summary: The case of the revisionist:

1. The laws prohibiting homosexuality in Leviticus were only for the Old Testament nation
of Israel.

2. Since we no longer enforce many other Levitical laws that God gave to Old Testament
Israel, we should also not enforce the law prohibiting homosexualify.

Romans 1: Same-Sex Sex, Temple Prost i tut ion or Atypical  Sex Posi t ions?

Romans l:18-32

18 The wrath of God is being revealed from heaven against all the godlessness and
wickedness of men who suppress the truth by their wickedness, 19 since what may be known
about God is plain to them, because God has made it plain to them. 20 For since the creation of
the world God's invisible qualities - his eternal power and divine nature - have been clearly
seen, being understood from what has been made, so that men are without excuse.

21 For although they knew God, they neither glorified him as God nor gave thanks to
him, but their thinking became futile and their foolish hearts were darkened. 22 Although they
claimed to be wise, they became fools 23 and exchanged the glory of the immortal God for
images made to look like mortal man and birds and animals and reptiles.

24Therefore God gave them over in the sinful desires of their hearts to sexual impurity
for the degrading of their bodies with one another. 25 They exchanged the truth of God for a lie,
and worshiped and served created things rather than the Creator - who is forever praised. Amen.

26Because of this, God gave them over to shameful lusts. Even their women exchanged
natural relations for unnatural ones. 27 In the same way the men also abandoned natural
relations with women and were inflamed with lust for one another. Men committed indecent acts
with other men, and received in themselves the due penalty for their perversion.

28 Furthennore, since they did not think it worthwhile to retain the knowledge of God, he
gave them over to a depraved mind, to do what ought not to be done. 29 They have become
filledwith everykind of wickedness, evil, greed and depravity. They are full of envy, murder,
strife, deceit and malice. They are gossips, 30 slanderers, God-haters, insolent, arrogant and
boastful; they invent ways of doing evil; they disobey theirparents; 31 they are senseless,
faithless, heartless, ruthless. 32 Although they know God's righteous decree that those who do
such things deserve death, they not only continue to do these very things but also approve of
those who practice them.

Please keep in mind the structure of the first three chapters of the letter to the Romans. Paul
states his theme in Romans 1 : 16- 1 7 : "I am not ashamed of the gospel, because it is the power of



9

God for the salvation of everyone who believes: first for the Jew, then for the Gentile. 17 For in
the gospel a righteousness from God is revealed, arighteousness that is by faith from first to last,
just as it is written: 'The righteous will live by faith.' "

Paul doesn't return to a discussion of the gospel again until chapter 3, verses 2l-22: "But now a
righteousness from God, apart from law, has been made known, to which the Law and the
Prophets testify. 22This righteousness from God comes through faith in Jesus Christ to all who
believe."

Between l:16,17 and 3:2l,22Paul condemns every last human being guilty of unrighteousness.
He begins with the heathen in chapter 1. In chapter2he condemns the Christians in the Roman
congregation who pass judgment on heathen sinners, yet do the same things. Then he condemns
the Jewish Christians who considered themselves SuperChristians. He clobbers us all in chapter
3 with a quote from the Psalms: "There is no one righteous, not even one;....there is no one who
does good, not even one." (vs. 10,12) And then he states his conclusion, that the law silences
every mouth and holds the whole world accountable to God. That conclusion, of course, is
followed by the most wonderful "but" there is in the Bible.

So Romans 1 :18-32 is just the beginning of a section where Paul leaves no doubt that all people
are sinners. Here is the line of thought I find in Romans 1 : I 8-32:

at us that God exists.

1) He is allowing them to degrade their bodies in sexual impurity.
2) He is allowing them to follow their unnatural, shameful lusts.
3) He is allowing them to have depraved minds.

The arguments from revisionists that God does not condemn homosexualify in verses 26-27 are
not few. If we studied them all in this paper, we'd end up with a headache. I will offer just a
few popular ones.

Argument I: Paul is just condemning the same-sex activity of the male andfemale prostitutes
at heathen temples.

This argument is offered because in verse 23 Paul mentions idolatry, then in verse 24he talks
about sexual impurity, ffid then in verse 25he returns to the subject of idolatry. The person who
is intent on ridding these verses of a condemnation of all homosexual activity will say, "Why did
the Apostle do that? Obviouslybecause he is simply condemning the sexual impurity of the
templeprostitutes! Here is Paul's point: God is showing the idolaters how angryhe is at their
idolatry by letting them be as sexually perverse in their temple prostitution as they want to be."
Is that an argument in circa, or what?

The revisionists ignore one very important word in the Greek text, a word the NIV also fails to
include in its translation. Verse 25 begrns with the word ortrvro, the nominative, masculine,
plural of oono. The pronoun refers back to the "them" in verse 24 and explains why God gave
them over to sexual impurity. For example, in the sentence, o'God will judge those who sin," the
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"who" refers back to the "those" and begins the clause that explains why God will judge them.
Because of sin. A valid translation of verses 24-25 would be: "Therefore God gave them over in
the sinful desires of their hearts to sexual impurity for the degrading of their bodies with one
another, the ones who exchanged the truth of God for a lie, etc." Paul is again reminding the
Romans why God is doing this. It's because of their idolatry. It's because they know there is a
God and they are ignoring him. Paul repeats himself for emphasis. That's why he mentions the
idolatry again.

Argument 2: Paul is condemning people who do notfollow their natural desires.

The revisionist argues that it is natural for a homosexual man to desire another man, and it is
natural for a woman with a lesbian sexual orientation to desire another woman. That's natural.
What is unnatural is if a man who has heterosexual desires would have sex with a man, or if a
homosexual man would have sex with a woman. That would be unnatural. and that is what Paul
is condemning here.

Do we even need to speak to that argument?

Argument 3: The word "unna,ture.l" in yerse 26 and implied in verse 27 really means "out of
the ordinary,atypical, unusual, or not expected." It does not mean "against the
way God originally intended it to be. "

The Greek words are rccl.pcr $uorv, literally "in violation of nature," or "unnatural." Daniel
Helminiak devotes one-fifth of his book Wat the Bible Really Says About Homosexualityto a
discussion of this term "unnatural." He quotes Paul talking aboutpeople who are Jews by
nature and Gentiles by nature. He quotes Paul's words in Romans 2 where the apostle says that
Gentiles, who do not have the law, do by nature the things required by the law. He quotes 1
Corinthians 11 where Paul says that nature teaches us that it is a shame for a man to have long
hair. And he comes to this conclusion:

For Paul, something is natural when it responds according to its own kind, when it
is as it is expected to be. For Paul, the word natural does not mean "in accord
with universal laws." Rather, natural refers to what is characteristic, consistent,
ordinary, standard, expected and regular. 7

Helminiak is willing to admit that the word rco.,po- can mean "against, or contrary to," but here
"the sense is not 'in opposition to the laws of nafure but rather'unexpectedly' or'in an unusual

. . Rwav.

To support this position he refers to what Paul says about God in Romans Il:24. "After all, if
you were cut out of an olive tree that is wild by nature, and contrary to nature were grafted into a
cultivated olive tree, how much more readily will these, the natural branches, be grafted into
their own olive tree?" In this chapter of Romans Paul is telling the Gentile Christians that God
can also bring Jews to Christ. He uses a wild olive tree as a symbol of the Gentiles and a
cultivated olive tree as a symbol of the Jews. Paul says that God grafted the wild tree into the
cultivated, which is not the ordinary thing to do. Usually a branch from a cultivated tree is
grafted into a wild tree, so that the cultivated tree can benefit from the vigor of the wild tree.
God acted in reverse order. Therefore, Helminiak contends that God acted contrary to nature,
and God can do no wrong. Since God does not sin, then acting contrary to nafure must not be
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sinful, because God did it. As a result, the phrase "contrary to nafure" must mean "different than
usual" or "atypical."

First of all, God didn't graft any branches into any trees. Paul simply is using that as a picture.
Secondly, unnafural does not always mean the same thing. Sometimes it does mean "unusual,"
and sometimes it means "against the laws of nature." If I walk into a member's home, and he is
wearing his underwear over his pants, I might say, "That's unnatural." And I mean, "that's
unusual." However, if I walk into his house and he is having sexual relations with his 5-year-old
daughter, and I say, "That's unnatural," I don't mean, "that's unusual." To insist that aword
always has to mean the same thing in every context violates the laws of hermeneutics. The
context must determine the meanins of a word.

Since Helminiak concludes tfrut tfr""*ord "unnatural" means "unexpected, atypical or socially
unacceptable," he believes that what is being spoken of here is...well, let me quote him, lest you
think I am criticizine him too harshlv:

," *ri", does it mean-when Rornans says that the "women exchanged natural
relations for unnatural and the men likewise gave up natural relations with women
and were consumed with passion for one another"? It means that these women
and men were engaging in sexual practices that were not the ones people usually
perform. The practices were beyond the regular, outside the ordinary, more than
the usual, not the expected. e

Paul's reference to female sexual relations that are "beyond the ordinary" could
mean many things. It might mean sex during menstruation, sex with an
uncircumcised man, oral sex, heterosexual anal sex, having sex while standing up,
or anything that would not be considered the standard wayof having sex.. l0 " L '

Do you hear what he is saying about the words "Even their women exchanged natural relations
for unnatural ones"? He says those words don't refer to lesbianism, even though the very next
verse says, "in the same way the men also abandoned natural relations with women and were
inflamedwith lust for one another." Instead of lesbianism Helminiak says Paul is accusing the
idolatrous women of "having sex while standing up." Brother! That, of course, would have
been inexcusable and perverse, because it was not a socially acceptable sexual position in Greco-
Roman culture. Again - Brother!

Argument 4: Paul does not identify homosexuality, which is indeed mentioned in Romans
l:26,27, as sin.

This argument is held by revisionists who don't see any way to explain away the obvious: Paul is
talking about gay sex here. Can it be any more clear? "In the same way the men also abandoned
nafural relations with women and were inflamed with lust for one another. Men committed
indecent acts with othermen...." These revisionists admit that God is talking about
homosexuality here, but God never says it is sinful.

This is the lamest argument of them all. It asks you to believe that in the middle of all the
behaviors Paul says God is giving sinners over to because of their idolatry (sexual immorality,
evil, greed, depravity, envy, murder, strife, deceit, malice, gossip, slander, hating God, etc.), one
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of the behaviors he lists is not really sinful, but only "unusual" and "socially unacceptable" in
their society.

If you are fair and true to the text and to Paul's argument, then you have to conclude that every
deviant behavior Paul lists in Romans I - every one of them - is sinful. Remember, Paul says
God is giving people over to this behavior to let them know how arLgq.u he is that they ignore him
as God. And if a same-gender sex act is sinful, then so is the desire and the lust for it. The
revisionists don't even touch the words "were inflamed with lust for one another." I wonder
why? Paul is teaching us what Jesus clearly taught. It's not just the immoral act that is sinful,
but also the desire of the heart.

But, even if we would allow the argument of the revisionists to stand - that Paul never calls
homosexuality sinful - would a person want to involve himself in a behavior (same-sex
relationships) that God says he is allowing to occur as a way that he is showing the world how
anry he is? If same-sex sexual behavior is a way that God is showing his judgment on the
world, it certainly cannot be something God approves of.

Summary:

The case of the revisionist:

1. The only sexual immorality Paul condemns in Romans 1 is the activity engaged in by
male and female prostitutes at heathen temples.
What Paul calls unnatural is simply sexual positions that were uncommon in their society.
Even if Paul is speaking about homosexuality in these verses, he never says this behavior
is sinful.

1 Gorinthians 6 and 1 Timothy 1 - A Definition of Terms

Two other New Testament texts enter into the discussion. Both are lists, which include words
that refer to male sexual activity. The words are pol"aror and oporvoKorrcr,r,.

1 Corinthians 6:9-10 - Do you not know that the wicked will not inherit the
kingdom of God? Do not be deceived: Neither the sexually
immoral nor idolaters nor adulterers nor male prostifutes
(pcrl"aror) nor homosexual offenders (crpoevorottar) nor thieves
nor the greedy nor drunkards nor slanderers nor swindlers will
inherit the kingdom of God.

We also know that law is made not for good men but for
lawbreakers and rebels, the ungodly and sinful, the unholy and
ineligious; for those who kill their fathers or mothers, for
murderers, for adulterers and perverts, (upoevoKorrcr,l) for slave
traders and liars and pery'urers....

1 Timothy 1:9-10 -

Literally, the word pol"uror means "soft." As a result, some English translations use the word
"effeminate." The MV says "male prostitutes." Some revisionists contend that this term refers
to "call boys" of the first century Greek culture, young men who styled their hair and their

2.
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makeup to make them attractive as male prostitutes. Those revisionists would be pleased with
the MV translation of pcrl"crrcor.

Other revisionists insist that Paul is speaking against pederasty, literally "the love of boys,"
which was a common custom in the culture of the Greco-Roman world. It was cornmon for a
man to "adopt" a male youth to educate him and be his mentor. Sexually activity was also part
of this relationship. Robin Scroggs, Professor of New Testament at Union Theological
Seminary, New York City is convinced that Paul is talking about pederasty when he uses the
term pcr,l"crror. Scroggs says, "it is not hard to imagine that Paul's basic attitude toward
pederasty could have been seriously influenced by passing a few coiffured and perfumed call-
boys in the marketplace." l1

In the practice of pederasty the older man took the active role, and the youth assumed the passive
role. The young man would be the pcrl"aror, since he assumed the female role in the sexual
relationship. And in the thinking of Scroggs the older man (the mentor) would be the
c[,pCI'svoKo1TCr,r.

ApoevoKolrcr,r is a compound word composed of two Greek words, opotvo, meaning "male,

man, or boy," and rorrcr,l, meaning "bed." Literally, it means "bed boys." A good English
rendition would be "those who have male-male sex."

An important clue to the meaning of crpo'evoKorrcr,t is found in the way the Septuagint translates
Leviticus 18. "Do not lie with a man as one lies with a woman." The Septuagint says
prrcx, cr,po'evoo ou Korperlroc Korrev yDvcr,rKo6, "with a man do not bed the bed of a
woman." Follow this logic, and see if itmakes sense to you. Mostrevisionists agree that
Leviticus 18 refers to male-male sex, but it was prohibited in The Holiness Code only for the
men of Israel, since they were to be different from the rest of the world. Then the Septuagint
translates "lie with a man" using the Greek words crpo'tvo and rortcrt. Then Paul uses the
Greek words crporvo and rcortcrr in 1 Corinthians 6 and 1 Timothy 1, but the revisionists say
that there is no way we can be certain of what cx,poevoKolrcrt really means. Are they wearing
blinders, or have they all undergone lobotomies? The evidence for the meaning of
opoevoKolrcx,r is screaming at us from the Septuagint, yet revisionists say that, if the word does
refer to male-male sex, it only refers to violent and abusive behavior, not male-male sex between
two consenting adults.

And why? Because the revisionists claim that neither Paul nor anyone else in the first century
Greco-Roman world knew what we know today about sexual orientation, or about loving
monogamous same-sex relationships, or even about consensual sex between two men. What?
We had to become sophisticated and educated,we had to achieve2l" century intelligence and
terminal degrees in order to desire and agree to consensual same-sex acts? The people of the 1't
century didn't have those desires or act on them? I find that argument thoroughly ridiculous.
But revisionists use that argument to reach this singular conclusion: that the biblical text cannot
speak to the modern expression of homosexualify.

Let me review the argument of the revisionist one more time. The people of Paul's Greco-
Roman world did not practice loving, consensual, monogamous same-sex relationships the way
the people in the gay community do today. The same-sex practices of the first century were
predominantly abusive, including slave markets, pederasty, prostitution, and rape. Therefore the
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Bible never speaks about the kinds of relationships we deal with in our society today.
Consequently, we can't use the Bible as a source for what is right and what iswrong on this issue
today. Helminiak shows his true colors when he says, "Nobody knows for certain what these
words mean, so to use them to condemn homosexuals is really dishonest and unfair,', ,i and,
"Maybe some passages of the Bible just ought to be d.eleted - or at least never read i' publi.!,' t,

The revisionist approach claims that Paul is only dealing with the abuses of homosexual
expression and not the "proper" use or expression of homosexuality. This approach assumes that
there is some form of acceptable homosexual behavior. And Paul is only rp.uHng against the
abuse of somethi.tg that is actually acceptable, if it is done out of love.

Then the same thing must also be true about all of the other sins in Paul's lists. Is there a certain
degree of adultery that is acceptable and not abusive? How much idolatry will the God who will
not give his glory to another tolerate before he finds it unacceptable and abusive? Is there an
acceptable level of murder, or theft, or appropriate drunkenness? Is it okay to commit pe{ury on
a Monday, but not on a Saturday? And perhaps a person was born with an orientation io lie?
We might even call it pathological. At what point do his lies become abusive and unaccep table?
Okay. I think I'm being very sarcastic. But I do so to make the point. The position of the
revisionists who claim that Paul is only talking about abusive male-male sei is absurd, as absurd
as all their other arguments that claim the Bible never addresses the issue of homosexuality. The
Biblical text, the culture of the Biblical times, and human reason itself all prove the arguments of
the revisionists to be lacking.

But revisionists don't see it that way. It seems as if the revisionists who try to strip the Bible of
any teaching about homosexuality approach the Scriptures the same way they do in so many
other ways' for example, when they want to strip thoBible of the supernatural or the miracles,
when they want the Bible to say what they want it to say, rather than what it really says. It seems
as if the revisionists reach their conclusion before they do their research, in other words, ,,The
Bible never addresses the issue of homosexuality." And then, they approach the texts with the
goal of explaining away everything in the texts that might disproul th"ir prearranged conclusion.
That generally is the practice of liberal, historical-criticism. Helminiak's final paiagraph
summarizes the position of the majority of revisionists:

If people....still seek to know outright if gay or lesbian sex in itself is good or
evil, if homogenital acts per se are right or wrong, they will have to look
somewhere else for an answer. For the fact of the matter is simple enough. The
Bible never addresses jlrat question. More than that, the Bibl. ,irrn, deliberately
unconcerned about it. ra

Summary:

The case for the revisionists:

There is no way to determine what the Greek words pol,crrcor and qpo€voKorrcrl mean.
Therefore, we cannot use Paul's texts to condemn homosexuality.
The l't century Greco-Roman world was well acquainted with the custom of pederasty.
This involuntary (on the part of the youth) practice is what Paul is speaking against in 1
Corinthians and 1 Timothy.

1 .

2.
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3. Paul is only condemning same-sex relationships that involve abuse, and not loving,
monogamous, consensual same-sex relationships as we find them in our gay community
today.

The Bible never addresses the subject of homosexuality. So say the revisionists. Well, to the
best of my knowledge, the Bible also never mentions the issue of masturbation. And Onan
doesn't count. That's a different issue altogether. So, since the Bible never mentions
masturbation, does that make masturbation acceptable and God-pleasing? Especially to a God
who tells us that our attitude should be the same as that of Christ Jesus? A God who tells us to
make ourselves nothing and to live to serve others? God gives us gifts to serve others, not self.
Just what "other person" is being served, when one practices solo sex?

Maybe even more critical. I have searched from "In the beginning God created..." to "The grace
of the Lord Jesus be with God's people. Amen." and I can't find pedophilia mentioned in the
Bible either. Leviticus does talk about incest, which would prohibit an adult having sex with a
child from his own family. But what about an adult forcing sex on a child who is not a member
of his family? The Bible never addresses that subject. So would that form of pedophilia be
acceptable and God-pleasing?

This uncomfortable reasoning is precisely the problem for those claiming that the
Bible does not condemn or prohibit homosexuality. They claim that the Bible
does not provide a single verse that prohibits the practice, so it must be
acceptable. This type of faulty reasoning is a slippery slope into hell. ls

The Lord's Intent for Marriage

Genesis 2:21-24 So the LORD God caused the man to fall into a deep sleep; and while he
was sleeping, he took one of the man's ribs and closed up the place with
flesh. Then the LORD God made a woman from the rib he had taken out
of the man, and he brought her to the man. The man said, "This is now
bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called 'woman,' for
she was taken out of man." For this reason a man will leave his father and
mother and be united to his wife, and they will become one flesh.

The first wedding. Adam fell asleep. He woke up, and he was married. God created Eve for
Adam. He didn't create Steve for Adam. God joined Eve to Adam. He didn't join Eve to
Madam. Can anyone with a thinking brain read this account of God's establishment of marriage
and not see what God's intent and will is? The revisionists argue, "But that's just a story Moses
told to set the stage for the account of the Fall into Sin in Genesis 3. The story needed players.
So Moses told about Adam and Eve. Moses doesn't say that the male-female relationship is the
only type of relationship that is pleasing to God. It may just be one of several."

But how often doesn't the Bible refer to the "order of creatior," and how often doesn't the Bible
picture Jesus and his Church as the Bridegroom and the Bride? "Wives, submit to your husbands
as to the Lord. For the husband is the head of the wife as Christ is the head of the church. . . .Now
as the church submits to Christ, so also wives should submit to their husbands in everything.
Husbands, love your wives, just as Christ loved the church." Ephesians 5:22-25
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In Romans 7 doesn't Paul use a parable about marriage to show how you, the Christian, have
ended your marriage to the law by dying in the waters of baptism so that you might belong to a
new husband, who is Jesus? In a monogamous homosexual relationship, who plays the role of
the church and who plays the role of Jesus? In a female same-sex relationship are both partners
symbols of the church? The church is married to the church? And in a male same-sex
relationship are both partners symbols of Jesus? Jesus is married to Jesus? It becomes rather
sick and blasphemous, doesn't it?

If you look at the big picture (which revisionists hate to do - they prefer to put on their blinders
and ignore the context), the Bible screams at you that God's intent for an intimate human
relationship is limited to "a man leaving his father and mother and being united to his wife, and
the two will become one flesh."

Ministering to Gay Oriented People

People do not go to hell because they are murderers. People do not go to hell because they had
an abortion. People do not go to hell because they are liars, slanderers, God-haters, insolent,
arrogant or boastful. And people do not go to hell because they have homosexual desires or
same-sex experiences. People are lost because they are impenitent. People are condemned
because they refuse to acknowledge their sin and believe that their sins are gone from God's
sight in Christ Jesus.

Society's pressure to accept homosexuality as nornal and acceptable has made it more and more
difficult to minister to same-sex oriented people with the law and the gospel. As stated at the
outset, when the world says "it's okay," and then when apart of the church says, "it's okay," it
becomes easier for someone fighting a battle with this temptation to give up and say, "The way I
am is okay." But unless a person admits that his same-sex desires are opposed to the will of
God, he cannot repent. And unless he sees a deep need for a Savior for his sin, he finds no
forgiveness in the gospel.

Until Christmas Eve of 1991, Mel White was regarded by the leaders of the religious right in
America as one of their most talented and productive supporters. He wrote speeches for Oliver
North. He was a ghostwriter for Jerry Falwell. He worked for Jim Bakker. He flew in Pat
Robertson's private jet. He walked along the beach with Billy Graham. What all of these men
didn't know was that Mel White - an evangelical preacher and married family man - was gay.

Mel tells the story of his life in his book Stranger At The Gate: To Be Goy and Christian in
America. He tells of his struggle with sexual desires, beginning at adolescence and on into
adulthood. He writes sincerely, openly, and graciously. Unfortunately, instead of continuing to
acknowledge that his same-sex desires were in violation of God's will, Mel White decided that
he should follow his desires and act on them. He divorced his wife, Lyla, and began a
relationship with a new partner, Gary Nixon.

Mel's story has played as arerun in thousands of lives. People of same-sex orientation are more
numerous than many of us would guess. More likely than not, there are some in your pew every
Sunday. We need to minister to them. We do that the same way we minister to others, by
proclaiming the law in its completeness and the gospel in its universality.
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Preaching the law in its completeness means preaching it in a way that gives no sinner the
chance to say, "f 'm good some of the time." A little over a week ago I heard a Lutheran
preacher of a different flavor say this about the deceased in a funeral sermon: "Earl knew he was
a sinner. He knew he didn't always do everything right." A statement like that makes it sound
as if there were times when Earl did do what is right. When we preach the law, we must always
preach it as if there is no gospel. Even the things we do that we think are pretty good stink in the
nostrils of God. Filthy rags, right?

Christians struggling with same-sex desires think they are the worst of sinners. Somewhere
along the way someone in the church has given them the impression that there is forgiveness for
all, except for murderers, homosexuals, and women who have had an abortion. When a preacher
makes it very clear that all of us are by nature and by word and deed thoroughly comrpt and far
away from the righteousness of God, it makes it easier for the person fighting same-sex desires
to admit his sinfulness. When you realtzethat everybody's in the same boat and the boat is
going under, it's easier to despair. When we preach the law, we must give no one the chance to
get off the hook.

And when a sinner who is struggling with the temptation to lie, or to get drunk, or to sin in a
heterosexual relationship, or to slander, or to fornicate, or to give in to same-sex desires admits
in his heart and confesses to God that he is thoroughly sinful, then he is eager to find forgiveness
and love in the gospel. Then the cross is his glory. Then he finds righteousness from God in the
gospel in word and sacrament.

Sexual Orientation

Talk to any homosexual and he'll tell you that he didn't choose to be gay. He'll tell you that
from as early as he can remember he struggled with why he was sexually attracted to people of
the same gender. More and more the medical and psychological worlds are hinting that sexual
orientation is innate. If someday the medical field discovers a "sexual orientation gene," it
wouldn't surprise me. If someday sexual orientation can be determined by DNA, I wouldn't say,
"you're kidding!"

Every human struggles with specific sins. We call them "pet sins," I guess. For some it's
laziness. For others, discontent. And the list goes on: the need to slander or gossip, hatred, the
inability to forgive and instead seek revenge, anger, greed, jealousy, arrogance, selfishness,
drunkenness, lying, cheating, sinning sexually - heterosexually or homosexually. Almost sounds
like one of Paul's "lists," doesn't it? I know some people who just don't seem to be content
unless they are mad at somebody about something. It's their nature to be that way.

I wouldn't be surprised if the "pet sins" we struggle with are with us as we are born, part of our
genetic makeup. The Lord did say that he would punish the children for the sins of the fathers to
the third and fourth generation. And David said, "Surely I have been sinful from birth, sinful
from the time my mother conceived me." So I wouldn't be shocked if someday it was
determined that our pet sins are innate.

And I would think that of all the pet sins that a person could have, the sexual sins are the
toughest ones to fight. Why do I say that? Because we all have an innate sex drive. No one has
a lie drive, or a steal drive, or a gossip drive, or a slander drive. But we all have a sex drive. So
the temptation to sin sexually is not only an emotional and psychological struggle, but a physical
one as well.
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A Pastoral Heart

Because of that I encourage all of us to have as big a pastoral heart as we can as we minister to
people who are struggling with sexual sins, especially with people of same-sex orientation. Be
as compassionate as you can be to the hurting soul. Lead him to see and admit his sin and his
sinful desires. Help him see his heavenly Father jumping all over him and kissing him, like the
father welcoming home the wasteful son.

Earlier we looked at Paul's list in 1 Corinthians 6. When we did, I committed the effor I accuse
historical-criticism of committing. I stopped reading too soon. But that was done on purpose.
Now we can read verse 1 1, too.

1 Corinthians 6:9-11 Do you not know that the wicked will not inherit the kingdom of God?
Do not be deceived: Neither the sexually immoral nor idolaters nor
adulterers nor male prostitutes nor homosexual offenders 10 nor slanderers
nor swindlers will inherit the kingdom of God. t 1 And that is what some
of you were. But you were washed, you were sanctified, you were
justified in the name of the LordJesus Christ and by the Spirit of our God.

And that is what some of you WERE!. Before they became Christians members of the
congregation in Corinth were sexually immoral and adulterers and male prostitutes and
homosexuals. But they were washed in the waters of baptism and made children of God by the
work of the Spirit. On the day of their baptisms God saw their sinful natures nailed to the cross
with Jesus. God saw them die and put into the tomb with Jesus. And God saw them rise to new
life in Christ. God had told the Christians who once were immoral that he had declared them
innocent of all sin through the work of his Son, Jesus. Axd God set them apartto live for Jesus,
to live like Jesus, to live in Jesus, and to live with Jesus in them.

The gospel is what God sees, not what I see. I didn't see myself die when I was baptized, but
God did. I don't see my sinful nature dead each day as I live. I see it very much alive and
healthy. And, if you don't believe me, just ask my wife and kids. But the good news of God is
that in baptism HE saw my sinful nature die, and every day as I live my new life in Christ and
through faith in Christ GOD sees me without a sinful nature.

A person with homosexual desires won't lose those desires just because he has been baptized.
They won't go away, just as the desire to lie or cheat or steal or slander doesn't disappear after
baptism. But baptism teaches us that the sinful nature is to be drowned by daily contrition and
repentance and die. And that every day a new man should come forth to live before God in
righteousness and holiness. The righteousness and holiness belongs to Jesus. God imputes it to
us. It is his grace that inspires us to go on living for him and to fight the good fight, to finish the
race, to keep the faith.

Sin and grace. Law and gospel. Contrition and repentance. Life under the cross. As you live in
this world of sin, find comfort in the words of your Savior: "In this world you will have trouble.
But take heart! I have overcome the world." John 16:33
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Lagniappe

THE EYE OF THE NEEDLE

I have met anumber of Lutheranpastors (some of them WELS), who believe that "the eye of the
needle" Jesus spoke of, when he said, "It is easier for a camel to go through the eye of a needle"
was a small gate in one of the walls of Jerusalem. In order for the camel to get through this low
and narrow gate, he would have to be unburdened and crawl through. This explanation is the
product o f historical-critici sm.

But consider the facts. Despite the fact that historical-critical people believe that there actually
was an entrance called "The Eve of the Needle." there is absolutelv no validitv for that belief. To
quote two sources:

Source A: "Some people say that there was in a Jerusalem city wall, a narrow gate known as the
'eye of the needle'. It was very difficult for a camel to pass through this gate. Either the camel
would have to be unloaded or pass through on its knees. There is a slight problem with this
explanation, in that there is no evidence there ever was such a gate."

Source B: "There is no archaeological or historical support for the common idea that the
'needle's eye' was a small pedestrian gate through the city wall. The statement simply means that
humanly speaking, this is an impossible thing. Only a divine miracle can make it possible"
(l.lelson's Illustrated Bible Dictionary, 1986, "Tools of the Bible").

So where did that "theory" come from? "In the fifteenth cenfury, some theologians presented the
notion that the "eye of the needle" was to mean a small gate entrance to a city. " It was an "idea"
suggested hundreds of years t1o, and over the years this "idea" has become accepted as fact. Yet
there is no archeological or historical support for the case.

Another theory is that there is a mistake in the Greek text. The word for camel (1apql"oo)
should really read rcuprl"oo, which means "rope." "It is easier for a rope to go through the eye
of a needle......" Personally, I like that idea because threading a rope through a needle makes
much more sense than passing a camel through the eye of a needle.

However, in ancient Babylonian literature (which still exists) we find the expression "it is easier
for an elephant to go through the eye of a needle..." It was an expression used in Babylonian
culture to say that something was impossible.

Now, let's do genuine historical-critical work and understand the words of Jesus in the culture of
his times. In the culture of his times, passing a large animal through the eye of a needle was a
common way of expressing an impossibility in more than one Middle Eastern civilization.

Jesus, of course, would not use an elephant as the Babylonians did. If he had, the Jews would
have asked, 'What's an elephant?" So Jesus (and probably others in Judean sociefy) used the
largest unclean animal known to the Jews, a camel, and he suggested that it should have to pass
through the smallest opening known to their culture, the eye of a needle. I have no historical
support for this suggestion, but.....I wouldn't be surprised if the "camel through the eye of a
needle" expression was a conrmon one in lst century Jewish society.
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A manuscript that exists which predates the Nicene Creed (A.D. 325) tells a story which includes
a reference to the camel and the eye of a needle. It is a very spurious story, obviously made up
and not true. It is about Peter and Andrew going to do mission work in a "barbarian" country. A
man by the name of Onesiphorus accuses them of being sorcerers and using the power of the
devil. Peter tried to convince him that they performed miracles by the power of the Lord Jesus
Christ. To prove it, he prayed to Jesus. Then he had a needle and a camel brought to him. He
stuck the needle into the ground and ordered the camel to go through. The eye of the needle
opened up like a gate and the camel passed through.

While this is definitely a fable, it does show that the people of that time did understand the camel
in Jesus' words as a real camel, and not a rope. And they understood the eye of a needle to be the
real eye of a real needle, and not some small entrance in a wall of Jerusalem.

Even if history and archeology cannot answer the question for us, fortunately the text of the
Bible does. This account appears in the three Synoptic Gospels. For the word "needle" both
Matthew and Mark chose the Greek word pcrqro, which is a sewing needle used in the home.
Doctor Luke, however, chose to use the Greek word Bel"ovt1, which is a surgeon's needle.

If Jesus was referring to a landmark, i.e., the small gate in the city wall, and he was referring to it
by its title orname "The Eye of the Needle," then all of the Synoptists would use the same word
for "needle," since it was the name of a landmark. To compare apples with apples, if I wanted to
tell you about a statue in the New York harbor of a lady holding a torch in an extended arm, I
would call her the Statue of Liberty. I would not call her the Statue of Freedom, even though the
words "liberty" and "freedom" are synonymous. I would call her the Statue of Liberty, because
that is the name of that landmark. In the same way if Matthew, Mark, and Luke are telling us
about a specific landmark in Jerusalem, they would have all called that landmark by the same
name. And they didn't.

Finally, we need to keep the context of the story in clear focus. The initial question of the young
man was: "What good thing must I do to get eternal life?" And Jesus answered him by telling
him what he had to do to get eternal life: "obey the commandments." A pure teaching of the law.

The young man, of course, said, "Piece of cake! I've been keeping those babies ever since I
stopped wetting my bed. What else do I have to do?" Jesus said, "Cash in your stocks and bonds
and give the money to the welfare office. Thenbecome one of my disciples."

OK. We all know that Jesus can read hearts, and he knew exactly what this guy valued most
dearly in life, his wealth. And Jesus knew that he wouldn't give it up and follow him. But Jesus
was trying to get the guy to say, "I can't earn heaven myself. I need a Savior." Unfortunately,
the guy refused to have a broken and a contrite heart, so he went away sad with his haughty and
self-righteous heart.

Now, if by the eye of the needle Jesus was referring to the small gate in the city wall and the fact
that camels had to be unburdened of baggage in order to get through it, and if in this context he
was saying that the only way the rich can get into heaven is if they strip themselves of their
wealth (in their heart, at least), then he is telling his disciples that rich people CAN get into
heaven by their own efforts, and have no need for a Savior. Because camels could get through, if
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they were unburdened. And if Jesus was teaching that, then he was teaching the lie of the devil -

"in order to get into heaven YOU have to earn it."

We can not ignore the context when understanding Jesus' statement about the camel and the eye
of the needle. We take the WHOLE text into consideration and read the statement in its context.
And the context is this: what does a person himself have to do to be saved? The answer Jesus
gave was: keep the law, i.e. never sin. Now in that context, saying that the eye of a needle was
an opening a camel COULD get through (if the properprocedure was followed) strongly implies
that a person can get into heaven himself by getting his priorities straight. And that is nothing
more than teaching salvation by the law, which is a dead end. And Jesus said as much to the
young man.

The theory of the eye of the needle being a small opening in the wall teaches that the camel
could get through, if it got its act together. Therefore that was a possibility. It was not an
impossibility. It could be done. However, remember the disciples' reaction. They are not
reacting to something Jesus said that was a possibility. They said, "Who then can be saved?
Translation: "How can anyone do enough to earn heaven?" They rcalized that being good
enough for heaven was an impossibility. And Jesus acknowledged that with his answer: "With
man this is impossible, but with God all things are possible." Translation: "Your works can't get
you there. But God's grace will."

This whole account deals with the same thing the entire Bible deals with: the subjects of "sin"
and "grace. " And accepting the unproved theory that the eye of the needle was a gate that a
camel could get through (if the proper measures were taken) nullifies grace blatantly.


