
Heterosexual  and  Homosexual
Marriages – Are Straight and
Gay Marriages Identical?
Although Kerby wrote this article before same-sex marriage was
legalized, his assessment of homosexual relationships has not
changed because the intrinsically disordered nature of same-
sex  relationships  has  not  changed.  He  identifies  the
measurable benefits of heterosexual marriage over other types
of  family  set  ups.  Then  he  considers  the  difficulties
introduced  by  homosexual  marriage  in  obtaining  the  same
benefits.  With  the  fundamental  differences  between
them, considering them to be equivalent will not make it so.

Is  there  any  difference  between  heterosexual
marriage and homosexual marriage? We are told that
there is essentially no difference between the two
and  thus  marriage  status  should  be  granted  to
anyone of any sexual orientation. This is not true
(as I discuss in more detail in my book A Biblical Point of
View on Homosexuality{1}).

Traditional, Heterosexual Marriage

Let’s  begin  by  talking  about  the  benefits  of  traditional
marriage.  Traditional  marriage  is  the  foundation  of
civilization.  So  before  we  even  consider  the  impact  of
homosexuality,  same-sex  marriage,  and  other  alternative
lifestyles, we should consider the benefits of traditional
marriage to society.
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An excellent summary of the studies done on
married  people  can  be  found  in  the  book,  The  Case  for
Marriage:  Why  Married  People  are  Happier,  Healthier,  and
Better off Financially by Linda Waite and Maggie Gallagher.{2}
Here are just a few of the many findings from the research:

• Married people are much happier and likely to be less
unhappy than any other group of people.

• Married people live up to eight years longer than divorced
or never-married people.

• Married people suffer less from long-term illnesses than
those who are unmarried.

•  Married  people  are  less  likely  to  engage  in  unhealthy
behaviors such as drug and alcohol abuse.

• Married people have twice the amount of sex as single people
and  report  greater  levels  of  satisfaction  in  the  area  of
sexual intimacy.

A  look  at  individual  studies  by  social  scientists  also
confirms these conclusions. For example, married men and women
report  greater  satisfaction  with  family  life.{3}  Married
couples report greater sexual satisfaction.{4} Married women
report higher levels of physical and psychological health.{5}
Married people experience less depression.{6}

Researchers  at  the  Heritage  Foundation  have  also  compiled
numerous statistics that also demonstrate the positive impact
of marriage. Traditional marriages have higher incomes when
compared to step families, cohabiting couples, or those who
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never married.{7} Traditional marriages also result in lower
welfare costs to society when compared to divorced couples or
out-of-wedlock births.{8} Married women are less likely to be
victims of domestic violence, and married couples are more
likely to be happy and less likely to attempt suicide.{9}

The studies compiled by the Heritage Foundation also found
many positive effects on children.{10} For example, they found
that:

• Children in married families are less like to suffer serious
child abuse.

• Children in married families are less likely to end up in
jail as adults.

• Children in married families are less likely to be depressed
as adolescents.

• Children in married families are less likely to be expelled
from school.

• Children in married families are less likely to repeat a
grade in school.

•  Children  in  married  families  are  less  likely  to  have
developmental problems.

•  Children  in  married  families  are  less  likely  to  have
behavioral problems.

• Children in married families are less likely to use drugs
(marijuana, cocaine).

• Children in married families are less likely to be sexually
active.

Children benefit from traditional marriage in the same way
just as was previously mentioned adults. For example, they are
better off financially. The National Longitudinal Survey of



Youth found that child poverty dramatically increased outside
of  intact  marriages.{11}  Children  in  married  homes  are
generally healthier physically and emotionally when they reach
adulthood than children from other home situations.{12}

Although these are relatively recent studies, the conclusions
have  been  known  for  much  longer.  In  the  1930s,  British
anthropologist J.D. Unwin studied 86 cultures that stretched
across 5,000 years. He found that when a society restricted
sex to marriage, it thrived. However, he also found that when
a  society  weakened  the  sexual  ethic  of  marriage,  it
deteriorated  and  eventually  disintegrated.{13}

Differences  Between  Heterosexual
Marriages and Homosexual Marriages
Are heterosexual couples and homosexual couples different? The
popular  media  treats  heterosexual  couples  and  homosexual
couples as if they are no different. One headline proclaimed,
“Married  and  Gay  Couples  Not  All  that  Different,”  and
essentially said they were just like the couple next door.{14}

There is good reason to question that assumption. Dr. Timothy
Dailey  has  compiled  numerous  statistics  that  demonstrate
significant  differences.{15}  He  shows  that  “committed”
homosexual relationships are radically different from married
couples in at least six ways: relationship duration, monogamy
vs. promiscuity, relationship commitment, number of children
being raised, health risks, and rates of intimate partner
violence.

Consider the duration of a relationship. Gay activists often
point to high divorce rates among married couples, suggesting
that heterosexuals fare no better than homosexuals. Research
shows, however, that male homosexual relationships last only a
fraction of the length of most marriages. By contrast, the
National Center for Health Statistics reported that 66% of



first marriages last ten years or longer, with 50% lasting
twenty years or longer.{16}

Various  studies  of  homosexual  relationships  show  a  much
different  picture.  For  example,  the  Gay/Lesbian  Consumer
Online Census of nearly 8,000 homosexuals found that only 15%
described their “current relationship” lasting twelve years or
longer.{17}  A  study  of  homosexual  men  in  the  Netherlands
published in the journal AIDS found that the “duration of
steady partnerships” was one and a half years.{18} In a study
of  male  homosexuality  in  reported  in  Western  Sexuality:
Practice and Precept in Past and Present Times, Pollak found
that “few homosexual relationships last longer than two years,
with many men reporting hundreds of lifetime partners.”{19}

Another  key  difference  is  “monogamy  versus  promiscuity.”
Married  heterosexual  couples  are  more  monogamous  than  the
popular culture and media would have you believe. A national
survey published in the Journal of Sex Research found that 77%
of married men and 88% of married women had remained faithful
to their marriage vows.{20} A national survey in The Social
Organization  of  Sexuality:  Sexual  Practices  in  the  United
States  came  to  essentially  the  same  conclusions  (75%  of
husbands and 85% of wives).{21}

By contrast, homosexuals were much less monogamous and much
more promiscuous. In the classic study by Bell and Weinberg,
they found that 43% of white male homosexuals had sex with 500
or  more  partners,  with  28%  having  1,000  or  more  sex
partners.{22}  And  a  Dutch  study  of  partnered  homosexuals,
published in the journal AIDS, found that men with a steady
partner nevertheless had an average of eight sexual partners
per year.{23}

The authors of The Male Couple reported that in their study of
156 males in homosexual relationships lasting from 1 to 37
years, “Only seven couples have a totally exclusive sexual



relationship, and these men all have been together for less
than  five  years.  Stated  another  way,  all  couples  with  a
relationship lasting more than five years have incorporated
some  provision  for  outside  sexual  activity  in  their
relationships.”{24} They also found that most homosexual men
understood sexual relations outside the relationship to be the
norm, and usually viewed standards of monogamy as an act of
oppression.

A third difference between heterosexual and homosexual couples
is  “level  of  commitment.”  Timothy  Dailey  argues:  “If
homosexuals  and  lesbians  truly  desired  the  same  kind  of
commitment signified by marriage, then one would expect them
to  take  advantage  of  the  opportunity  to  enter  into  civil
unions  or  registered  partnerships.”{25}  This  would  provide
them with legal recognition as well as legal rights. However,
it is clear that few homosexuals and lesbians have chosen to
take advantage of these various unions (same-sex marriage,
civil unions, domestic partnerships), suggesting a difference
in commitment compared with married couples.

These three differences (along with others detailed by Timothy
Dailey)  demonstrate  a  significant  difference  between
heterosexual  and  homosexual  relationships.  Gay  and  lesbian
couples appear less likely to commit themselves to the type of
monogamous relationship found in traditional marriage.

Is It Natural?
Many in the homosexual movement say that their feelings are
natural. Often they even say that their feelings are God-
given. So how could they be wrong? Years ago Debbie Boone sang
a song with the lyrics, “How can it be so wrong when it feels
so right?” That is the argument from many in the homosexual
movement. It feels natural, so it must be natural.

But God’s character as revealed in the Bible should be our



standard. There are many sinful acts that feel natural, but
that does not mean they are moral. Romans 1:26-27 makes it
very clear that these passions are unnatural:

For this reason God gave them over to degrading passions;
for their women exchanged the natural function for that
which  is  unnatural,  and  in  the  same  way  also  the  men
abandoned the natural function of the woman and burned in
their desire toward one another, men with men committing
indecent acts and receiving in their own persons the due
penalty of their error.

Homosexual desires and temptations may feel natural to some
people, but they are not what God intends for human beings.
Any sexual encounter outside of marriage is immoral. The Bible
refers  to  the  sin  of  sexual  immorality  nearly  four  dozen
times. Homosexuality, along with fornication and adultery, are
all examples of sexual immorality.

Although God created a perfect world (Genesis 1-2), it was
spoiled  by  sin.  The  effects  of  sin  impact  us  physically,
emotionally,  and  spiritually.  Homosexual  temptation,  like
other sexual temptations, is a result of the fall (Genesis 3).
When Jesus was confronted by the Pharisees, He reminded them
that God “created them from the beginning made them male and
female, and said, ‘for 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).

Although there is a concerted effort to push for homosexual
marriage within our society, we have seen in this article that
there  are  fundamental  differences  between  heterosexual
marriage and homosexual marriage. For more information on this
topic, visit the Probe website and read many of our other
articles on homosexuality. And you might pick up a copy of my
book, A Biblical Point of View on Homosexuality.

Notes
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“What About an Inter-racial,
Inter-faith,  Same-sex
Marriage?”
Dear Mrs. Bohlin,

What is your position and/or your church’s position on inter-
racial marriage? And the same on marriage between religious
faiths? How would you advise me to respond to a relative who
has stated intentions to marry an atheist, of the same sex and
of a different racial and ethnic background?

I agree with my church’s position on inter-racial marriage,
which  is  that  biblically  there  is  no  prohibition  against
it—the  prohibition  is  about  believers  in  Christ  marrying
unbelievers.  realtruthrealquick.com/interracial-marriage-
christian/

Concerning  inter-faith  marriage,  that  depends  on  your
definition of inter-faith. Some make a distinction between
Christian  denominations  and  say,  for  example,  that
Presbyterians  shouldn’t  marry  Episcopalians.  I  don’t  think
that is inter-faith, that would be intra-faith marriage. But
when we’re talking about, for example, a Christian marrying a
Hindu, that is clearly prohibited in scripture, in both the
Old and New Testaments. The children of Israel were instructed
never to marry any pagan neighbors, and we are told in 2 Cor.
6:14 not to be unequally yoked, believer to unbeliever.

Concerning your relative: is s/he a believer in Jesus? Then I
would ask them how they are dealing with the Bible’s teaching
not  to  marry  a  unbeliever,  and  the  Biblical  pattern  of
marriage  as  strictly  between  husband  and  wife  (with  no
exceptions). Most of the time, people who do what they please
regardless of what the Bible says, do so because they don’t
know what God has said in His word . . . or if they do, they

https://probe.org/what-about-an-inter-racial-inter-faith-same-sex-marriage/
https://probe.org/what-about-an-inter-racial-inter-faith-same-sex-marriage/
https://probe.org/what-about-an-inter-racial-inter-faith-same-sex-marriage/
http://realtruthrealquick.com/interracial-marriage-christian/
http://realtruthrealquick.com/interracial-marriage-christian/


dismiss it for a variety of reasons, all because they want
what they want. There is a heart of rebellion there. If your
relative is a believer, the biggest issue is the authority of
the Bible and their refusal to submit to it.

If  the  relative  is  not  a  believer,  God’s  standards  and
commands are STILL given “that it may go well with you,”
(stated 8 times in Deuteronomy)—they function like guardrails
on a treacherous mountain road. If we stay inside of the
guardrails, we are protected from careening off the cliff to
disaster below. But this person’s relationship with God—or
rather,  the  lack  of  one—is  the  most  important  issue.  If
they’re not a believer, they probably don’t care what God has
said,  mistakenly  thinking  that  the  Bible’s  commands  and
restrictions don’t apply to them. But that’s like thinking,
“If I don’t believe in gravity, I can do what I please and get
away with it.” No. No one gets away with trying to violate the
law of gravity . . . and eventually, they discover they can’t
get away with violating the law of God either. Their biggest
need is salvation. They need to know that God’s Son, Jesus,
died for his/her sins, was buried and rose from the dead three
days later so s/he could be reconciled to God. That need
overshadows questions about who they want to marry.

I send this with a prayer that you will be able to speak the
truth in love (Eph. 4:15) to your relative, and he or she will
have ears to hear.

Blessings,
Sue

Posted Nov. 22, 2015
© 2015 Probe Ministries



Same Sex Marriage: A Facade
of Normalcy
Sue Bohlin takes a look at the arguments for same sex marriage
and finds them lacking from a Christian, biblical worldview
perspective.  She explains that those pushing for same sex
marriage have redefined it into something it never was and was
never intended to be.

What’s Marriage For?
In any discussion on same sex marriage, we need to start at
the  beginning:  What  is  marriage  is  for,  anyway?  Marriage
begins a family. The family is the basic building block of
society. It has always been this way from Adam and Eve down to
today.

Man did not invent marriage; God did. He invented and ordained
marriage as the foundation for all human society when He gave
Eve to Adam and pronounced them man and wife. Marriage is one
of those institutions that is found in every human culture.
Across the globe and across the ages, marriage has always been
defined the same way: one man and one woman in a committed
relationship,  providing  a  safe  place  to  bear  and  raise
children. I would suggest that since this pattern for marriage
applies to all cultures and all times, this indicates that God
is its inventor and creator. It’s such an intrinsic part of
the way we relate to each other that even those who have lost
track of the story of the true God (the non-Judeo-Christian
cultures) still practice marriage according to the pattern God
designed: one man and one woman in a committed relationship,
providing a safe place to bear and raise children.

God has woven “marriage into human nature so that it serves
two primary purposes throughout all societies.”{1} The first
is the way men and women were created to complement each

https://probe.org/same-sex-marriage-a-facade-of-normalcy/
https://probe.org/same-sex-marriage-a-facade-of-normalcy/


other.  Marriage  balances  the  strengths  and  weaknesses  of
masculinity  and  femininity.  Women  help  civilize  men  and
channel  their  sexual  energy  in  productive  rather  than
destructive ways. Men protect and provide for women—and any
children they produce together.

Marriage is built on a basic building block of humanity—that
we exist as male and female. The strong benefit of marriage as
God intended it is that males and females are designed with
profound and wonderful differences, and these differences are
coordinated in marriage so that each contributes what the
other lacks.{2}

The second purpose of marriage is producing, protecting, and
providing for children. Marriage ensures that children have
the benefits of both mother and father. Each gender makes a
unique and important contribution to children’s development
and emotional health, and marriage provides the best possible
environment for children to thrive as they enjoy the benefits
of masculinity and femininity.

Those who are pushing for same sex marriage don’t see marriage
this way. They seek to redefine it as a way to get society’s
stamp of approval on their sexual and emotional relationships,
and a way to secure financial and other benefits. Both of
these reasons are about the adults, not about children. Both
reasons are driven by the philosophy of “How can I get what I
want? How can I be happy?” It’s a very self-centered movement.

Many  homosexuals  want  the  right  to  marry  only  because  it
confers  society’s  ultimate  stamp  of  approval  on  a  sexual
relationship—not  because  they  want  to  participate  in  the
institution of marriage.

Why Same Sex Relationships Are Wrong
Let’s look at several reasons (though not an exhaustive list
by any means) that same sex relationships are wrong.



First, homosexuality is an attempt to meet legitimate needs in
illegitimate,  ungodly  ways.  We  all  have  God-given  heart
hungers to feel loved and known and validated—to feel that we
matter. God intends for us to have those needs met first by
our parents and then by our peers, but sometimes something
goes  wrong.  People  find  themselves  walking  around  with  a
gaping,  aching  hole  in  their  souls,  longing  to  make  the
connections that didn’t happen when they were supposed to,
earlier in their lives. From both the women and the men that I
know who are dealing with unwanted homosexuality, I hear the
same thing: “I just want to be held, I just want to be known,
I  just  want  to  be  special  to  someone.”  But  turning  to
homosexual or lesbian relationships to get those needs met is
not God’s intention for us.

Second, same sex relationships are outside of (and fall far
short of) God’s created intention for sex. God made us male
and  female,  designed  to  complement  each  other  physically,
emotionally, and spiritually. Two men or two women coming
together can never live out God’s intent for His creation. The
biology of our gender shows us that same sex relationships
don’t work, but opposite sex relationships do. It is unwise to
ignore the obvious about how the pieces fit, or don’t fit, as
the case may be.

Third, marriage is an earthbound illustration of the mystery
of Christ and the church.{3} There is a mystical unity of two
very different, very other beings coming together as one. Only
the  profound  differences  of  man  and  woman  display  this
mystery.  “If  the  man  represents  Christ  and  the  woman
represents the church, then a male to male partnering would
be, in essence, a symbolic partnering of God with Himself
apart from His people. Likewise, a lesbian relationship would
become a symbolic partnering of God’s people without Him.
Either option is incomplete, unnatural, and abhorrent.”{4}

Fourth, same sex relationships are idolatrous. In Romans 1,
Paul describes the downward spiral of people who worship the



creature  instead  of  the  Creator.  When  God  says  intimate
relationships with people of the same sex are forbidden, and
people insist on pursuing them anyway, they have elevated
something else to the position of a god. It could be the other
person, or sexual pleasure, or even just one’s own feelings,
but  all  these  things  become  idols  because  they  are  more
important than anything else, including God.

Homosexual and lesbian relationships are wrong because God
designed us for something far better. The nature of the gospel
is to bring transformation to every aspect of a believer’s
life, and many people have discovered the “something better.”
(See my article, “Can Homosexuals Change?“)

The Differences Between Heterosexual and
Homosexual Relationships
Sometimes you hear gays or lesbians say, “We’re just like
anybody else. We have two kids, a dog, a mortgage, and we
worry about the economy. We just don’t want anybody telling us
who we can love.” My friend Brady, who used to be part of that
gay sub-culture, calls the homosexual lifestyle “a façade of
normalcy.” And it is only a façade.

Consider the huge variance in the stability of relationships.
Despite a high divorce rate, 57% of heterosexual marriages
last over twenty years.{5} The average length of homosexual
relationships is two to three years.{6} Only 5% of them last
20 years.{7}

And  consider  the  issue  of  promiscuity.  In  heterosexual
marriages, over three-fourths of the men and 88% of the women
remain  faithful  to  their  marriage  vows.{8}  Most  sexually
active gay men are promiscuous, engaging hundreds of sexual
partners over a lifetime.{9}

The concept of a committed relationship is very different for
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the two groups. Most heterosexual couples are faithful and
stable.  When  homosexual  men  are  in  what  they  call  a
“committed” relationship, this usually includes three to five
outside partners each year.{10} Rev. Troy Perry, founder of
the Metropolitan Community Church, told the Dallas Morning
News, “Monogamy is not a word the gay community uses. . . . We
talk about fidelity. That means you live in a loving, caring,
honest relationship with your partner. Because we can’t marry,
we have people with widely varying opinions as to what that
means.  Some  would  say  that  committed  couples  could  have
multiple sexual partners as long as there’s no deception. Each
couple has to decide.”{11}

In Holland, which legalized gay marriage in 2001, the average
is eight outside partners.{12} One study of gay men who had
been together for over five years could not find one single
monogamous relationship.{13} Not one!

Women in lesbian relationships often stay together not because
they  want  to,  but  because  they’re  stuck  financially  and
emotionally. “I heard one speaker say at a Love Won Out 
conference, “We don’t have partners, we have prisoners.” Of
course, that’s not universally true, but over the years of
walking toward Jesus with women who were no longer in lesbian
partnerships, I have heard over and over, “We didn’t know how
to do life apart from each other.”

Heterosexuals  live  longer,  happier  lives.  Sexually  active
homosexual men live a dangerous and destructive lifestyle.
They are at huge risk for contracting AIDS, and run a much
higher risk of sexually transmitted diseases than straight
men. The gay community experiences three times more alcoholism
and drug abuse,{14} and much more promiscuity and domestic
violence than the straight world.{15} Gay men can expect to
live twenty years less than their straight neighbors.{16}

And finally, a home with a mom and a dad is the best possible
place for children. Homosexual parents put kids at risk. The



American College of Pediatrics discovered that children raised
by gay parents tend to be more dissatisfied with their own
gender, suffer a greater rate of molestation in the family,
have homosexual experiences more often, and are encouraged to
experiment in dangerous, destructive lifestyle choices.{17}

Please hear me: We’re commenting on the extremely high-risk
behavior that is part and parcel of a homosexual lifestyle.
That’s not the same thing as condemning the people who engage
in it. A homosexual lifestyle is a façade of normalcy, but it
can be changed.

Answering Arguments for Same Sex Marriage
Let’s look at several arguments being offered for same sex
marriage.

The first is that marriage will encourage faithfulness and
stability in volatile homosexual relationships. But the nature
of homosexual and lesbian relationships is broken to begin
with.  Two  broken  people  will  not  create  a  whole,  healthy
relationship. The best description I’ve ever heard of same sex
relationships is “one broken little boy looking for his daddy,
connecting with another broken little boy, looking for his
daddy.” And the same is true of women. Neither a marriage
license, nor the approval of society, can fix the nature of a
relationship that is irretrievably broken at its core.

Another argument is that we need same sex marriage to insure
hospital visitation. But it’s the patient who decides. If he
appoints his partner as a health-care proxy, even if he’s in a
coma that document will insure access to the hospital. We
don’t need marriage for that. It’s a smokescreen.

A third argument is that we need same sex marriage to insure
survivorship benefits. But that’s what a will is for. You
don’t need marriage for that.



Some say that we need same sex marriage for Social Security
benefits.  This  is  an  interesting  argument,  since  Social
Security  benefits  were  created  to  address  the  financial
inequity of father as breadwinner and mother as stay-at-home
caregiver. Homosexual relationships are usually two-incomes.
It’s very rare to have one stay-at-home caregiver of the kids,
since  homosexual  relationships  do  not  and  cannot  produce
children naturally. When they do, they are borrowing from
God’s plan for creating families.

Then there’s the discrimination argument. There are really two
issues that fall under this argument: denied liberties and
denied benefits.

Concerning the issue of denying the liberty to marry, this
argument doesn’t hold water. Any person can marry whoever he
or she pleases, with certain restrictions that are true for
everyone. You can’t marry a child, a close blood relative, a
person who is already married, or a person of the same sex.
These restrictions apply equally to everyone; there is no
discrimination here. The problem is, some people don’t like
the restrictions.

True  discrimination  functions  against  an  unchangeable
identity,  such  as  gender  or  color.  Homosexuality  is  a
lifestyle,  a  chosen  behavior.  Even  sexual  orientation  is
changeable. It’s not easy, but it is possible.

The other issue of discrimination is denied benefits. But
benefits  are  granted  to  families  because  society  has  an
interest in providing a safe place for children to grow up and
be  nurtured.  So  the  government  provides  child-oriented
benefits such as inheritance rights and tax relief to ease the
financial burden of children. Insurance policies and Social
Security benefits provide for the money gap between wage-
earner and caregiver. These benefits are inherent to families.
The essence of marriage is about building families. Homosexual
relationships cannot build families legitimately. They have to



borrow from heterosexual relationships or technology to create
children.

Final Points to Consider
Joe Dallas draws on his wisdom and experience as a former
homosexual to address the issue of same sex marriage in his
book When Homosexuality Hits Home. He provides some excellent
points to consider about this subject.{18}

We can recognize that people genuinely love each other, and we
can respect their right to form a partnership, even if we
disagree with the nature of their partnership. We can say a
relationship is wrong without disrespecting or condemning the
people in that relationship.

For example, look at the relationship between Spencer Tracy
and Katharine Hepburn. Tracy was a married man when he met and
fell in love with her. For decades they had a deeply committed
and  affectionate  relationship  although  they  never  married.
Note  two  glaring  and  conflicting  facts  about  their
relationship: it was adulterous, and therefore wrong, and they
truly loved each other. You can find a number of good things
about their relationship, such as the way they respected each
other and cared deeply for each other and seemed to be good
for each other. When we say it was morally wrong, this does
not deny the good things about their relationship. But to
recognize the good things does not change the fact that it was
morally wrong. The two are not mutually exclusive.

With gay or lesbian couples, we can acknowledge that there
may, indeed, be deep love and commitment to each other. After
all, humans have an amazing God-given capacity to love—even
outside the bounds of His design and commands. But God cannot
and does not sanction homosexual relationships, so we cannot
either. We can respect those involved without capitulating to
their demands.



Redefining marriage is especially unacceptable to Christians,
since it is spelled out in both Testaments as a type of God’s
relationship with His people. In the Old Testament, God is
portrayed as the husband of the nation of Israel, and in the
New Testament, Jesus is the bridegroom of the Church. Marriage
is far more than a social construct that provides for the
creation of new families. It is a living parable that helps us
to understand the dynamic, mysterious relationship between God
and His people. How can we redefine something that has such a
deep, spiritual meaning? Even if that were not part of the
equation, we would still need to deal with the truth that
marriage was created by God, and we do not have the right to
tinker with His creation.

The problem with same sex marriage is that it doesn’t work, it
doesn’t fit, and it is an attempt to make right something that
is intrinsically, irretrievably wrong. God created us in His
image as both male and female, and intends that His full image
be  expressed  as  men  and  women  come  together  in  designed
complementarity. This is impossible in same sex marriage.
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Responding  To  President
Obama’s Same-Sex Approval
President Obama recently gave public support to gay marriage.
How do we respond from within a biblical worldview?

Some Christians have used this news event to highlight the way
the church is blowing it on the opportunity to be “Jesus with
skin on” to the GLBT (gay | lesbian | bi-sexual | transgender)
community. This sentiment is especially prominent among people
under forty who often have good friends who identify as gay.

There are two different issues that need to be kept separate:
how the church treats gay-identifying people, and the church’s
position on the culture-affecting issue of gay identity and
so-called gay marriage. The first provides an opportunity to
display a welcoming attitude of grace, which says, “We’re glad
you’re  here  like  the  rest  of  us  messed-up  sinners  who
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desperately need Jesus. He loves you and accepts you just the
way you are, but He loves you too much to let you stay that
way. Come embrace holiness with us as we learn it together.”
(And this message is just as true for drug and porn addicts,
as  well  as  Pharisaical  holier-than-thou  folks  addicted  to
judgmental moralism.)

The other is about refusing to budge on what God has said
about sexual sin, which does not change. Homosexuality is no
more right, holy or acceptable today than it ever was in Bible
times.  Neither  is  heterosexual  fornication,  adultery,  or
pornography-driven lust. It’s not just that sex outside of
God’s plan for marriage (which is limited to one man and one
woman, per the created intent in Genesis 1 and 2) breaks His
law-His rules are given as a gift to keep us from breaking our
hearts.

Jesus said He came to bring a sword (Matt. 10:34), and this
issue is one of the areas of conflict He was bound to cause
because His standard of holiness, and His call to live in it,
is at odds with the human desire to do what we want regardless
of what God thinks. Is homosexuality a sin? This is a simple
question, but it needs a complex answer. Same-sex attraction
(SSA) is usually not a choice; it’s something people discover,
usually  with  pain  and  horror.  (Females,  naturally  more
relational, can cultivate it and be emotionally seduced toward
lesbianism, though, even with no previous leanings that way.)

But  does  it  “fall  short  of  the  glory  of  God,”  one  way
Scripture defines sin (Rom 3:23)?

Certainly.

Same-sex attractions are a corruption of God’s intention for
healthy personal and sexual development, the result of the
Fall and of living in a fallen world. I get this. I have lived
with polio ever since I was six months old. I didn’t choose
this disability, but is it a sin? It certainly falls short of



the glory of God, and polio is part of living in a fallen
world. It’s one of the ways I experience the infection of sin.
I did not choose the fallen-creation consequence of polio, yet
I have to deal with it. My responses to it can be sinful, just
as those who experience unwanted SSA have to deal with the
fallen-creation  consequence  of  homosexuality,  but  their
responses to it can be sinful.

(By the way, there is no evidence of a genetic cause for
homosexuality. The “born that way” myth cannot be supported
biologically. But there are good reasons that many people end
up with same-sex feelings; for more information, please read
my articles in the homosexuality section of the Probe website,
as well as articles on the Living Hope Ministries website at
www.livehope.org.)

When people give in to the temptations of SSA and engage
sexually with other men or other women, God’s word has a very
serious  word  for  it:  abomination  (Lev.  18:22).  But  it’s
important to understand that the abomination is the act, not
the people.

President Obama referred to the golden rule (treat others as
you want them to treat you) as his rationale for supporting
gay marriage:

[Michelle and I] are both practicing Christians and obviously
this position may be considered to put us at odds with the
views of others but, you know, when we think about our faith,
the thing at root that we think about is, not only Christ
sacrificing himself on our behalf, but it’s also the Golden
Rule, you know, treat others the way you would want to be
treated. And I think that’s what we try to impart to our kids
and that’s what motivates me as president and I figure the
most consistent I can be in being true to those precepts, the
better I’ll be as a as a dad and a husband and, hopefully,
the better I’ll be as president.{1}
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In 2008, in defending his current position against same-sex
marriage but for civil unions, he said concerning people who
might find his position controversial, “I would just refer
them to the Sermon on the Mount, which I think is, in my mind,
for my faith, more central than an obscure passage in Romans.”
{2}

Two things strike me about this. First, he’s not consistent
about his application of the golden rule; he’s pro-abortion-
but of course he doesn’t want to be hacked to pieces without
anesthesia,  which  is  precisely  what  certain  abortion
procedures  entail.

Second, choosing the golden rule over “an obscure passage in
Romans” shows he doesn’t understand that “the entirety of
[God’s] word is truth” (Ps. 119:160). Both the Golden Rule and
the Romans 1 passage are true; it’s not a choice between the
two. Since he used to give lectures on Constitutional law at
the University of Chicago, I doubt that he would ever use the
term  “an  obscure  phrase  in  the  Constitution,”  because
obscurity is about one’s perception of importance, not the
actual importance of a matter. To a Constitutional lawyer who
respects  the  document,  every  phrase  of  the  document  is
important. To a serious [true] Christ-follower, every word of
His scriptures is important.

The issue of same-sex marriage isn’t about people’s right to
live in committed relationships, to do life together. It’s
about  demanding  society’s  approval  for  “the  façade  of
normalcy.” It’s about demanding approval for what God has
called an abomination (the sexual act, not the people engaged
in it).

Ryan Anderson wrote in the National Review Online,

“What’s at issue is whether the government will recognize
such unions as marriages – and then force every citizen and
business to do so as well. This isn’t the legalization of
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something, this is the coercion and compulsion of others to
recognize and affirm same-sex unions as marriages.”{3}

American  culture  is  definitely  moving  toward  normalizing
homosexuality, but from God’s perspective it will never be
normal or natural (Rom. 1:26-27). And it’s God’s perspective
that matters.

Notes

1.
www.dennyburk.com/president-obamas-scriptural-defense-of-gay-m
arriage/
2. www.wnd.com/2008/03/57975/
3. bit.ly/LGZ1z1
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Ellen and Her “Wife”
Yesterday’s (November 10, 2009) Oprah featured Ellen DeGeneres
and her “wife,” actress Portia di Rossi. I watched the show
with the perspective of one who, for a decade, has helped
women come out of the bondage of lesbian relationships. Let me
share with you the meaning of what I saw and heard.

Oprah is enthusiastically pro-gay, so I was not surprised that
she oohed and aahed over her guests’ romance and wedding,
which we saw in video and gorgeous photography. And I wasn’t
surprised that Ellen and Portia said they were glad to be
“married” because it gave validity and legitimacy to their
relationship. That perspective is part of an agenda about
normalizing homosexuality, not the one-flesh union of male and
female God intends marriage to be.
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In her excitement to embrace the unreality these two women
have formed, Oprah could not see the threads of commonality
that tie most lesbian relationships together:

Hearts looking for their home. Both Ellen and Portia spoke of
how they had found their home in each other: a place of rest,
of sensing that the search was over. Many women who long for
same-sex relationships speak of the sense of a gaping hole in
their hearts, looking for someone to make them complete. They
are looking for continual reassurance and safety, the security
of being loved forever. God’s plan for baby girls is that they
find this nurturing and reassurance in their mother’s love and
attention, with a strong connection with Mom that grounds them
as human beings. All the lesbian women I know have sustained a
life-altering  “mother  wound.”  Either  their  mothers  weren’t
there for them, or something was broken in receiving their
mothers’ love. They are longing for the unconditional and all-
consuming mother love they never felt when they were babies,
and they try to find it in the hearts of other women (or
girls: growing numbers of teens are struggling as well).

Connection.  Both  of  Oprah’s  guests  reported  an  immediate,
electric connection to each other, even though it took some
time for them to become a couple. (Interestingly, neither of
them revealed during the interview that they were both in
relationships with other women at the time, and they both
dumped their respective relationships and moved in together.
Abruptly leaving one girlfriend to hook up with a new one is
typical.) In our online discussions of women dealing with
their  unwanted  homosexuality,  the  word  connection  probably
shows up more often than any other. Connection defines life
for them. God created women to be relational, so it’s not
surprising that connection would be so important, but there is
an element of desperation to the connection that characterizes
lesbian relationships.

Intensity. Intensity is a substitute for intimacy. Lesbian
relationships are marked by intensity; one counselor calls it

http://www.livehope.org


“emotional crack cocaine.” Intensity plus connection feels so
overwhelming, so powerful, so intoxicating, that it is like a
life-controlling drug. But God never intended for us to have
that kind of human relationship, because it is idolatrous.
People can never fill a heart-hole that God designed to be
filled by Himself. So the cycle of lesbian relationships is:
infatuation  (reveling  in  the  intensity  of  connection),
disappointment (realizing the relationship does not satisfy,
because idols never do), breakup (since God never intended
same-sex coupling, it can’t work), and heartache. . . leading
to looking for someone new to be infatuated with.

Lesbian relationship usually last only 3-4 years. (There are
long-term relationships, but that’s usually because the women
don’t know how to live without each other. It’s not the same
as a stable heterosexual marriage relationship.) And when the
breakup comes, it’s horrifically painful. I pray for Rosie
O’Donnell and Kelli Carpenter, who have separated with 5 kids
between them, to turn to the Lord for comfort and truth and
peace.

And I pray for Ellen and Portia, when their ride is over as
well. I pray for grace, and peace, for them to know Jesus. . .
and for their eyes to be opened to why we use quotation marks
for the word “wife.”

This blog post originally appeared at
blogs.bible.org/engage/sue_bohlin/ellen_and_her_wife

Newsweek’s  Gay  Marriage
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Propaganda Piece
The Dec. 15 (2008) issue of Newsweek features a breathtakingly
biased essay called “The Religious Case for Gay Marriage.” The
author, Lisa Miller, has a high view of homosexuality and a
low view of scripture—and an even lower view of those of us
who dare trust in God’s word. (Managing Editor Jon Meacham
supports  Ms.  Miller’s  piece  in  his  column:  he  says  the
“conservative resort to biblical authority is the worst kind
of fundamentalism.”)

Both Ms. Miller’s logic and her understanding of scripture and
theology are riddled with problems. Let’s look at a few.

The biblical illustrations of marriage are so undesirable that
no sensible person would want theirs to look like it. Abraham
slept with his servant because his wife was infertile. Jacob
fathered children by four mothers. Polygamy abounded in the
patriarchs and the kings. Jesus and Paul were unmarried, Paul
regarding “marriage as an act of last resort for those unable
to contain their animal lusts.”

People have been making this mistake for years, taking the
narrative sections of scripture and inferring that this is
what God says to do since “it’s in the Bible.” As my friend
Dan  Lacich  put  it,  it  is  the  mistake  of  taking  the
“descriptive” and making it “prescriptive.” That would be like
charging the editorial board of the Dallas Morning News with
being pro-murder and pro-steroid abuse because it published
news stories about those issues.

It’s true that the Biblical account includes a stunning array
of  ways  to  mess  up  God’s  simple  and  beautiful  plan  for
marriage.  If  we  keep  reading,  it  also  includes  the
heartbreaking consequences of violating that plan. And, in the
Song  of  Solomon,  it  also  includes  a  lavish  treatment  of
romantic love between a husband and a wife that illustrates
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how good it can be.

“[T]he Bible is a living document, powerful for more than 2000
years because its truths speak to us even as we change through
history. In that light, Scripture gives us no good reason why
gays and lesbians should not be (civilly and religiously)
married—and a number of excellent reasons why they should.”

It’s clear Ms. Miller agrees with Bible scholar Alan Segal
that “the Bible was written by men and not handed down in its
leather bindings by God.” (I’ve never come across a single
individual who actually believed a physical book was plopped
in  anyone’s  lap  from  heaven,  but  we  keep  hearing  this
argument.)  Robert  Gagnon,  professor  of  New  Testament  at
Pittsburgh  Theological  Seminary,  points  out  that  while
scripture  has  a  human  element,  it  is  not  merely  the
compilation of human ideas. The ideas behind the words written
down by men come from the mind of the same God who created men
and women, and who invented sex and marriage. Ms. Miller is
wrong about gay marriage because she disregards the truth of
God’s word in favor of human philosophies, about which we are
warned not to be taken captive (Col. 2:8).

“Most of us no longer heed Leviticus on haircuts or blood
sacrifices.  Why  would  we  still  accept  its  stance  on
homosexuality?”

Ms. Miller mentions the two proscriptions against homosexual
behavior in Leviticus 18 and 20 as “throwaway lines in a
peculiar text given over to codes for living in the ancient
Jewish world.” This is a common argument for dismissing the
Bible’s stance on same-sex behavior, but it’s not that simple.
Both  chapters  forbid  child  sacrifice,  adultery,  incest,
bestiality, and homosexuality. Why wrench the one verse on
homosexuality out of each chapter’s context to throw away and
keep all the surrounding prohibitions? We never hear this
argument used to normalize having sex with one’s child or
one’s father or one’s dog. Nor should we. Ever.



Sexual issues are moral issues. They are not in the same
category as laws for haircuts or blood sacrifices. We know
this because sexual laws don’t change over time, as did civil
and  ceremonial  laws.  Moral  commands  are  rooted  in  the
character of God, specifically His purity and holiness. His
character  does  not  change  over  time,  and  neither  do  His
commands about how we are to express our sexuality.

“While the Bible and Jesus say many important things about
love  and  family,  neither  explicitly  defines  marriage  as
between one man and one woman.”

If we’re looking for an in-your-face 21st-century kind of
Bible verse that says “Marriage is only between one man and
one woman,” we won’t find it. What we do find is an equally
in-your-face first-century teaching about marriage from the
lips of the Lord Jesus Himself. In Matthew 19:4-5, He puts
back  to  back  two  important  verses  from  the  foundational
creation account of Genesis 1 and 2: “Male and female He
created them (1:27) and said, ‘For this reason a man shall. .
. be joined to his wife and the two shall become one flesh’
(2:24).” (Also found in Mark 10:6-8.) This was the creation.
This  was  the  original  intent.  All  variations  on  this  are
corruptions of God’s intent.

Jesus never mentioned homosexuality. . .

He didn’t have to, for the same reason we have no record of
Him denouncing nuclear war. It was unthinkable in the Jewish
culture to which He spoke. If you look in the historical
records of the time, references to homosexuality just aren’t
there. Not that it didn’t ever occur in private, but that it
was off the “radar screen,” so to speak. There were also no
advocates for same-sex relationships in the Jewish culture.
(But there were in the Gentile culture to which Paul was
called  as  an  apostle,  which  explains  why  he  addresses
homosexual  behavior  and  calls  it  sin.)



Dr. Gagnon writes about Jesus,

“Telling his audience in first-century Palestine that men
should stop having sex with other males would have been met
with perplexity since the point was too well known, too
foundational, and too strongly accepted to merit mention. I
myself have never been in a church where the pastor explained
why believers shouldn’t be in a sexual relationship with
their  parent,  child,  or  sibling  or  shouldn’t  enter  a
polyamorous  relationship.  I  have  never  thought  that  the
reason for this is that the minister was open to incest or
polyamory of an adult-committed sort.”

. . .But he roundly condemns divorce.

Again, Dr. Gagnon insightfully points out:

“Jesus takes time to condemn divorce/remarriage not because
it is a more serious violation of God’s sexual norms than
homosexual practice—or than incest or bestiality, two other
sexual offenses that Jesus also never explicitly mentions—but
because it, along with lust of the heart, was a remaining
loophole in the law of Moses that needed to be closed. The
law already clearly closed off any option for engaging in
homosexual  practice,  incest,  bestiality,  and  adultery,
whatever the excuse.”

The Newsweek article closes with a quote from Ms. Miller’s
priest friend James Martin. “In his heart he believes that if
Jesus were alive today, he would reach out especially to the
gays and lesbians among us, for ‘Jesus does not want people to
be lonely and sad.'” I couldn’t agree more. I can easily
picture the Lord walking into gay bars with a warm smile on
His face and open arms, ready to look straight past the shame
that holds so many same sex attracted people in its grip, and
offer them the embrace of grace instead. But He wouldn’t be
officiating at any gay weddings. He would lovingly exhort



them, one by one, as He did the woman caught in adultery: “Go
and sin no more.” It’s true He doesn’t want people to be
lonely and sad. His intention is for the community of His body
to provide the sense of legitimate belonging and significance
that people are seeking in gay marriage. As is often the case,
the joy He offers is so much more than our too-little dreams
and hopes. But it’s freely available.

I am grateful for the insights of two excellent commentaries
on this issue:

Dan Lacich’s blog, Provocative Christian Living,
http://provocativechristian.wordpress.com/2008/12/12/newsweek-
magazine-and-the-case-for-gay-marriage/,
and
Dr. Robert Gagnon’s article “More than ‘Mutual Joy’: Lisa
Miller of Newsweek against Scripture and Jesus,”
http://www.robgagnon.net/NewsweekMillerHomosexResp.htm

This  commentary  was  originally  published  on  Tapestry,  the
Bible.org Women’s blog, and is used by permission.

The Little Lamb That Made a
Monkey of Us All
Like many others, I was caught totally flat-footed, astonished
by the announcement of the successful cloning of an adult
sheep, Dolly. Caught so unaware, in fact, that Probe is re-
airing my three-year-old program on human cloning the week of
March 17-21, 1997, because so little had changed. When the
announcement of a successful sheep cloning was made, it was
too late to pull the program from the schedule; tapes had
already been sent to all the radio stations and there just

http://provocativechristian.wordpress.com/2008/12/12/newsweek-magazine-and-the-case-for-gay-marriage/
http://provocativechristian.wordpress.com/2008/12/12/newsweek-magazine-and-the-case-for-gay-marriage/
http://www.robgagnon.net/NewsweekMillerHomosexResp.htm
http://thetapestryblog.com
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wasn’t time to replace it in only three weeks. Consequently
(and spurred by a number of phone calls and e-mails from
around  the  country),  I  have  compiled  a  few  thoughts  and
comments regarding scientific and moral considerations about
this historic breakthrough to temporarily plug the gap.

Scientific Considerations
Normal mammary cells were intentionally starved of critical
growth  nutrients  in  order  to  allow  the  cells  to  reach  a
dormant  stage  of  the  normal  cell  cycle.  This  process  of
bringing the cells into dormancy apparently allows the cell’s
DNA to be reprogrammed by the proteins already in the egg cell
for renewed cell division and new cell functions. The cells
were fused with an enucleated egg cell (a cell that had its
nucleus removed) and stimulated to begin cell division by an
electric pulse.

The process was inefficient. Out of 277 cell fusions, 29 began
growing in vitro. All 29 were implanted in receptive ewes, 13
became pregnant, and only one lamb was born as a result. This
is a success rate of only 3.4%. In nature, somewhere between
33 and 50% of all fertilized eggs develop fully into newborns.

The procedure was very non-technical, and no one is really
sure why it worked. It needs to be repeated. All attempts to
clone mouse cells from adults have failed. Some suggest that
sheep embryos do not employ the DNA in the nucleus until after
3-4 cell divisions. This may give the egg cell sufficient time
to reprogram the DNA from mammary cell functions to egg cell
functions. Human and mouse cells employ the nuclear DNA after
the second cell division. Human and mouse cells may not be
capable of being cloned because of this difference.

The purpose of these experiments was to find a more effective
way  to  reproduce  genetically  engineered  sheep  for  the
production  of  pharmaceuticals.  A  sheep  embryo  can  be
engineered to produce a certain human protein or hormone in



its milk. The human protein can then be harvested from the
milk and sold on the market. Instead of trusting the somewhat
unpredictable  and  time-consuming  methods  of  normal  animal
husbandry to reproduce this genetic hybrid, cloning it assures
that the engineered gene product will not be lost.

Genetic material is the same in all cells of an organism
(except the reproductive cells, sperm and egg, which have only
half  the  full  complement),  but  differentiated  cells  are
biochemically programmed to perform limited functions, and all
other functions are turned off. Based on attempts in frogs and
mice,  most  scientists  felt  that  the  reprogramming  was
impossible.

A critical question is the lifespan of Dolly. All cells have a
built-in senescence or death after so many cell divisions.
Dolly began from a cell that was already six years old. A
normal lifespan for a ewe is around 11 years. Will Dolly live
to see her seventh birthday?

It  is  also  uncertain  as  to  whether  Dolly  will  be
reproductively fertile. Frog clones are usually sterile.

Reprogramming  the  nucleus  could  lead  to  procedures  to
stimulate degenerating nerve cells to be replaced by newly
growing  nerve  cells.  Adults  do  not  generate  nerve  cells
normally.

Moral Considerations
Will humans be cloned for spare parts? While this is certainly
possible,  I  consider  it  very  unlikely  that  this  would  be
sanctioned by any government. That doesn’t mean, however, that
someone won’t try.

Will humans be cloned to replace a dying infant or child? This
is certainly a possibility, but we need to ask if this is an
appropriate  way  to  deal  with  loss.  Might  unrealistic
expectations be placed on a clone that would not be placed on



a normally-produced child?

Will  humans  be  cloned  to  produce  children  for  otherwise
childless couples? This is the most often-given reason for
human cloning. This argument is unpersuasive when there are
currently so many children that need adoption. Also, this
further devalues children to the level of a commodity. If in
vitro fertilization is expensive, cloning will be worse.

Will humans be cloned for vanity? Someone will certainly try.

Will human clones have a soul? In my mind, they will be no
different from an identical twin or a baby that results from
in vitro fertilization. How a single fertilized egg splits in
two to become two individuals is a similar mystery.

Does cloning threaten genetic diversity? Excessive cloning may
indeed deplete the genetic diversity of an animal population,
leaving  the  population  susceptible  to  disease  and  other
disasters. But most biologists are aware of these problems,
and I would not expect this to be a major concern unless
cloning were the only means available to continue a species.

If the technique is perfected in animals first, will this save
the tragic loss of fetal life that resulted from the early
human experimentation with in vitro fertilization? In vitro
fertilization was perfected in humans before it was known how
effective  a  procedure  it  would  be.  This  resulted  in  many
wasted human beings in the embryonic stages. The success rate
is still only 1 in 5 to 1 in 10; normal fertilization and
implantation success rates are 2-3 times that. While animal
models  will  help,  there  will  be  unique  aspects  to  human
development that can only be known and overcome by direct
human experimentation which disrespects the sanctity of human
life.

This  provides  a  means  for  lesbians  to  have  a  child.  One
supplies the nucleus and the other provides the egg. The egg
does contain some unique genetic material in the mitochondria



that are not contributed by sperm or nucleus. One cell from
each donor would be fused together to create a new individual,
though all the nuclear genetic material comes from one cell.
Sue  Bohlin  has  an  upcoming  program  on  homosexual  myths
including gay marriage. This is no longer marriage as it is
currently understood, and the technological hoops that must be
jumped through for any gay couple to have children should be a
clear  warning  that  something  is  wrong  with  the  whole
arrangement.

Are  human  clones  unique  individuals?  Even  identical  twins
manage to forge their own identity. The same would be true of
clones.  In  fact,  this  may  argue  strongly  against  the
usefulness of cloning since you can never reproduce all the
life experiences that have molded a particular personality.
The genes will be the same, but the environment and the spirit
will not.

All  together,  I  find  the  prospect  of  animal  cloning
potentially  useful.  But  I  wonder  if  the  procedure  is  as
perfectible as some hope, and may end up being an inefficient
process  to  achieve  the  desired  result.  Human  cloning  is
fraught with too many possible difficulties, from the waste of
human  fetal  life  during  research  and  development  to  the
commercializing  of  human  babies  (see  my  previous  cloning
article)  with  far  too  little  potential  advantage  to
individuals  and  society.  What  there  is  to  learn  about
embryonic  development  through  cloning  experiments  can  be
learned through animal experimentation. The cloning of adult
human beings is an unnecessary and unethical practice that
should be strongly discouraged if not banned altogether.
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