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 We have talked about the gay 
agenda on Point of View for decades. 
We have also noticed two ways in 
which homosexual activists have 
reacted to key verses in the Bible that 
condemn homosexual behavior. Many 
reject the Bible out of hand. Others tell 
us that we have misinterpreted the 
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Bible. This booklet was written to be a 
resource so you can compassionately 
but firmly respond to people who 
insist that Christians have incorrectly 
interpreted these important passages.

Genesis 19 - The Sin of Sodom
 In this passage, Lot entertains 
two angels who come to the city to 
investigate its sins. Before they go to 
bed, all the men (from every part of 
the city of Sodom) surround the house 
and order him to bring out the men so 
that “we may know them.” Historically 
commentators have always assumed 
that the Hebrew word for “know” 
meant that the men of the city wanted 
to have sex with the visitors.
 Some proponents of homosexuality 
argue that biblical commentators 
misunderstand the story of Sodom. 
They argue that the men of the city 
merely wanted to meet these visitors. 
Either they were anxious to extend 
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Middle Eastern hospitality or they 
wanted to interrogate the men and 
make sure they weren’t spies. In either 
case, they argue, the passage has 
nothing to do with homosexuality. The 
sin of Sodom is not homosexuality, 
they say, but inhospitality.
 One of the keys to understanding 
this passage is the proper translation 
of the Hebrew word for “know.” 
Homosexual commentators point 
out that this word can also mean “to 
get acquainted with” as well as mean 
“to have intercourse with.” In fact, the 
word appears over 943 times in the 
Old Testament, and only 12 times 
does it mean “to have intercourse 
with.” Therefore, they conclude that 
the sin of Sodom had nothing to do 
with homosexuality.
 The problem with the argument 
is context. Statistics is not the same as 
exegesis. Word count alone should not 
be the sole criterion for the meaning 
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of a word. And even if a statistical 
count should be used, the argument 
backfires. Of the 12 times the word “to 
know” is used in the book of Genesis, 
in 10 of those 12 it means “to have 
intercourse with.”
 Second, the context does not 
warrant the interpretation that the 
men only wanted to get acquainted 
with the strangers. Notice that Lot 
decides to offer his two daughters 
instead. In reading the passage, one 
can sense Lot’s panic as he foolishly 
offers his virgin daughters to the 
crowd instead of the foreigners. This 
is not the action of a man responding 
to the crowd’s request “to become 
acquainted with” the men.
 Notice that Lot describes his 
daughters as women who “have not 
known” a man. Obviously this implies 
sexual intercourse and does not mean 
“to be acquainted with.” It is unlikely 
that the first use of the word “to 
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know” differs from the second use 
of the word. Both times the word “to 
know” should be translated “to have 
intercourse with.” This is the only 
consistent translation for the passage.
 Finally, Jude 7 provides a 
commentary on Genesis 19. The 
New Testament reference states that 
the sin of Sodom involved gross 
immorality and going after strange 
flesh. The phrase “strange flesh” could 
imply homosexuality or bestiality and 
provides further evidence that the sin 
of Sodom was not inhospitality but 
homosexuality.

Mosaic Law–Leviticus 18, 20
 Two passages in Leviticus call 
homosexuality an abomination. 
Leviticus 18:22 says, “Do not lie with 
a man as one lies with a women; 
that is detestable.” Leviticus 20:13 
says, “If a man lies with a man as one 
lies with a woman, both of them 



8

have done what is detestable.” The 
word for “abomination” is used five 
times in Leviticus 18 and is a strong 
term of disapproval, implying that 
something is abhorrent to God. 
Biblical commentators see these 
verses as an expansion of the seventh 
commandment. Though not an 
exhaustive list of sexual sins, they are 
representative of the common sinful 
practices of nations surrounding 
Israel.
 Homosexual commentators have 
more difficulty dealing with these 
relatively simple passages of Scripture, 
but usually offer one of two responses. 
Some argue that these verses appear 
in the Holiness code of Leviticus 
and only apply to the priests and 
ritual purity. Therefore, according to 
this perspective, these are religious 
prohibitions, not moral prohibitions. 
Others argue that these prohibitions 
were merely for the Old Testament 
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theocracy and are not relevant today. 
They suggest that if Christians wanted 
to be consistent with the Old Testament 
law code in Leviticus, they should 
avoid eating rare steak, wearing mixed 
fabrics, and having marital intercourse 
during the menstrual period.
 First, do these passages merely 
apply to ritual purity rather than moral 
purity? Part of the problem comes from 
making the two issues distinct. The 
priests were to model moral behavior 
within their ceremonial rituals. Moral 
purity and ritual purity cannot be 
separated, especially when discussing 
the issue of human sexuality. To hold 
to this rigid distinction would imply 
that such sins as adultery were not 
immoral (consider Lev. 18:20) or that 
bestiality was morally acceptable 
(notice Lev. 18:23).
 The second argument concerns 
the relevance of the law today. Few 
Christians today keep kosher kitchens 
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or balk at wearing clothes interwoven 
with more than one fabric. Old 
Testament ceremonial laws and civil 
laws do not pertain to them. The 
moral law, however, is still relevant. 
 A practical problem with the 
argument used by homosexual 
commentators is that more than 
just homosexuality would have to 
be deemed morally acceptable. The 
logical extension of this argument 
would also have to make bestiality 
and incest morally acceptable since 
prohibitions against these two sins 
surround the prohibition against 
homosexuality. If the Mosaic law is 
irrelevant to homosexuality, then it 
is also irrelevant to having sex with 
animals or having sex with children.
 The New Testament speaks of the 
“law of the Spirit” (Rom. 8:2) and the 
“law of Christ” (Gal. 6:2). One cannot 
say that something that was sin 
under the Law is not sin under grace. 
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Ceremonial laws concerning diet 
or wearing mixed fabrics no longer 
apply, but moral laws (especially 
those rooted in God’s creation order 
for human sexuality) continue. 
Moreover, these prohibitions against 
homosexuality can also be found in 
the New Testament.

New Testament Passages
 Three key New Testament passages 
concerning homosexuality are: Romans 
1:26-27, 1 Corinthians 6:9, and 1 Timothy 
1:10. Of the three, the most significant 
is Romans 1 because it deals with 
homosexuality within the larger cultural 
context and ties the disobedience back 
to the creation order (God made us 
male and female).
 In the passage, we read that, “God 
gave them over to shameful lusts. 
Even their women exchanged natural 
relations for unnatural ones. In the 
same way the men also abandoned 
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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.”
 Here the Apostle Paul sets the 
Gentile world’s guilt before a holy 
God and focuses on the arrogance 
and lust of the Hellenistic world. He 
says they have turned away from a 
true worship of God so that “God gave 
them over to shameful lusts.” Rather 
than follow God’s instruction in their 
lives, they “suppress the truth in 
unrighteousness” (Romans 1:18) and 
follow passions that dishonor God.
 Another New Testament passage 
dealing with homosexuality is 1 
Corinthians 6:9-10. Homosexual 
commentators make use of the 
“abuse” argument and point out that 
Paul is only singling out homosexual 
offenders. In other words, they argue 
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that Paul is condemning homosexual 
abuse rather than responsible 
homosexual behavior. In essence, 
these commentators are suggesting 
that Paul is calling for temperance 
rather than abstinence.
 While this could be a reasonable 
interpretation for drinking wine (don’t 
be a drunkard), it hardly applies to 
other sins listed in either 1 Corinthians 
6 or 1 Timothy 1. Is Paul calling for 
responsible adultery or responsible 
prostitution? Is there such a thing as 
moral theft and swindling? Obviously 
the argument breaks down.
 Scripture never condones sex 
outside of marriage (premarital sex, 
extramarital sex, homosexual sex). 
God created man and woman for 
the institution of marriage (Genesis 
2:24). Homosexuality is a violation 
of the creation order, and God 
clearly condemns it as unnatural and 
specifically against His ordained order.
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 Although we should maintain 
our biblical convictions about 
homosexuality, we should do so 
with biblical compassion. The Bible 
admonishes us to “speak the truth 
in love” (Ephesians 4:15). We may 
disagree with the sin and lifestyle of 
homosexuality, but we should extend 
a loving hand to the sinner and give 
grace to every person (Ephesians 4:29) 
so they might come to repentance 
(2 Peter 3:9).






