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PREFACE

The move to reopen what was until about forty years
ago a closed question, whether same-sex physical re-
lations are good, beautiful and acceptable to God,
caught both scholars and Christian people in general
more or less completely off-guard. I am both a
scholar and a Christian; these collected papers repre-
sent some of my contribution to modern discussion.
I publish them in the hope that others may be blessed
by my work, and may be enabled to think and act
more consistently for Our Lord in the modern world.

It is an honour to be able to include the text of J.I.
Packer’s 1998 Open Letter originally co-signed by
him, Donald M. Lewis and me.

For this second 2017 printing I have added one
significant new item on p. 16, Harper, Kyle ‘Porneia:
The Making of a Christian Sexual Norm.” JBL 131/2,
2012, 363-383. It reinforces what I had concluded
long ago from my original work on the Old Greek of
Ezekiel 1-39.

It has also proved possible to solve some previously
intractable problems to do with the display of Greek
accents and diacriticals. Any changes of layout are so
minor as to be imperceptible.

Priscilla D.M. Turner, Vancouver, August 2017.



v



-1-
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Biblical Texts Relevant to
Homosexual Orientation and
Practicell;: Notes on Philo-

logy and Interpretation
By OP.D.M. Turner.

Though I firmly believe that, next to God, sexual love is
the world’s most interesting subject, I feel bound to pre-
face this discussion with a couple of remarks. Firstly, my
topic may seem narrow and disembodied from human and
pastoral reality; but actually I have been led to it in the
most personal of ways. Not only are there the many in-
dividuals whom I know and love, some of whom have
died and some of whom have suffered extreme personal
pain because of false doctrine and bad disciplinary
practice in churches, but I myself have been involved pub-
licly in distasteful controversy in my own city. I care to
know whether the boy who goes home with a man for
food and shelter puts himself, biblically speaking, outside
the Kingdom, and for whom such relationships are liber-
ating. Hence this article started life as a little paper put
into circulation nationally in my own denomination.

Secondly, I am wary of a prurient interest in other
people’s sins; to keep me wary I sometimes think of using
what used to be those precious eight letters in the PC to
call this study HOMOPORN. I hope that it will be read in
the same spirit.

Thirdly, I hope that, in seeking to show how exactly
Scripture calls a spade a spade in at least one passage, |
shall not seem to be verging on the obscene; after several
decades of passionate monogamy, I myself am left cold
by details of homosexual conduct, but can still be made to
blush by public discussion however clinical of private
heterosexual matters.
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Fourthly, I have a quantity of supporting linguistic and
cultural detail tucked away in footnotes; in order to keep
the body of the argument lean I adduce only the bare min-
imum in my text. The same applies to bibliographical re-
ferences: the reader should investigate the relevant liter-
ature for himself.

Has God Said ...?

We have all noticed how few are the texts in Scripture
which refer to these subjects. We have probably all
noticed, too, that until recently we took them for granted,
assumed that their meaning was perfectly clear, and stud-
ied them little if at all. There may indeed be general agree-
ment that whatever the Bible means is to be believed and
obeyed; but there is plenty of argument about meaning.
Biblical Christians have found the relatively few!2 direct
references being picked off one by one by people claiming
to have scholarship on their side.2! Current opinions raise
in an acute form intertwined questions about the inter-
pretation of Scripture and the very nature of the Gospel.
Marcionite arguments are resurrected, so that the whole
of the Old Testament and much of the New is seen as the
‘Word’ of an angry, legalistic and unloving sub-Christian
deity®; and the ‘Canon within a canon’ view of inspir-
ation is invoked, so that Scripture is judged to be inspired
only selectively, not in all its parts, and text may be set
against text,

Has the Church been mistaken all this time, together
with the whole older Judeo-Christian ethical tradition?
The only way to tackle this is to be severely philological,
as [ believe most of the Fathers and the Reformers sought
to be. We need the “plain sense” before we move on to
theologize; if you can’t get it out of the words, forget it. It
is, therefore, the aim of this study to arrive at basic mean-
ing, leaving pastoral, legal and disciplinary matters to
others.

To turn, then, to the texts:—
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With Friends Like That ...?

Little space need be given to the modern suggestion that
in the archetypal ‘Sodomite’ story [Gen. 19] the verb v7
“know” means “to get acquainted with”. We are looking
at the prosaic, not at all mystical, sense “have physical in-
timacy with, have carnal knowledge of” of which there
are quite a few examples in biblical Hebrew. Lot’s
counter-offer shows that. However much we may deplore
it, in this Old Testament context it was more acceptable
to offer one’s own daughters than one’s guests. Nor
should I acquit Lot of preferring this to his own physical
violation; readers will note that the male population of
Sodom, thwarted of his guests, do raise that possibility.
He was a good character only relatively, and quite capable
of letting his virgin daughters suffer in his own place.
Some concede the meaning of vy, but want to make the
main moral point the threat of a breach of hospitality. This
makes a weak argument. While we are not expected to
think of rape as appealing to anyone, female or male, why
should homosexual gang-rape have violated hospitality,
unless it were inhospitable? That Sodom was ruthlessly
inhospitable in general is not in dispute; sybaritic
communities probably always are cold and exploitative,
not least to strangers. It does also need saying that the
place is portrayed as exemplifying the universal principle
that perversion is an epiphenomenon of extreme
affluence!® This episode does show how full of
wandering lust Sodom was (cf. the Levite’s concubine in
Judges 19). A subsidiary point which could be made is that
the men of Sodom may have been ‘situational’ perverts,
as nothing is said about their mental state in general.”
However, they do not take Lot up on his daughters.

Who Among the Gods Is Like You ...?

Given that there are Old Testament passages about male
cult-prostitution, one has to take rather more seriously the
possibility that the double prohibition in the Holiness
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Code [Lev. 18:22, 22:13] of homosexual acts is grounded
in the running polemic against idolatry and occult
practices. Certainly Yahweh would not be ‘tamed’ as a
fertility-god; and the Code that was prescribed to express
what it meant for Israel to belong to God can strike mod-
ern people as a curious mixture of taboo, ceremonial,
hygiene, politeness, humanitarianism and ethical princ-
iple, of which not all by any means can be viewed as bind-
ing in New Testament terms. “Cult” covered the whole of
life as the area of the nation’s response to redeeming love.
Hence the Code is an admixture of the apparently trivial
and the profoundly serious. It would be a mistake, how-
ever, to dismiss any element as arbitrary or otiose. Pagan
cults must have been condemned partly because of their
foul practices. Purely cultic customs, and kinds of behav-
iour which are obviously vicious and cruel, were offered
as a package deal. If Israel compromised at any point, she
bought everything including the destructive elements.

In addition, the larger context shows that we are deal-
ing with a whole catalogue of kinds of behaviour which
have been universally execrated, in or out of cultic con-
texts.® If there were any sign of their being approved in
the Bible, the Bible would fall below the best secular
standards. They include bestiality, child sacrifice, incest
and adultery.” These are all evil customs in any culture;
to them the text applies the strongly condemnatory 7ayn
or “disgusting thing”!%, as highly offensive to God. It is
difficult to label all mawn as arbitrary or having no per-
manent connection with human good. Moreover there is
every sign that the Torah as a whole was taken seriously
even under the New Covenant.!! There are New Test-
ament principles governing the ‘meaning’ of the old rules:
sometimes there is direct quotation, sometimes a principle
is derived from them!?, sometimes we must consider how
they give shape and definition to the principle of love for
neighbour, which “fulfils” without necessarily abrogating
them [Romans 13:8-10].
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It has been left to us of the late Twentieth Century to
suggest that for Jesus, Who regarded the canonical Jewish
Scriptures as the authoritative Word of God, the rightness
of homosexual expression or conduct was an open
question. Such an opinion could be maintained only in a
period where knowledge of New Testament background
was at a premium. The notion is if possible more im-
plausible than that He would have been open-minded
about heterosexual relations outside marriage. There can
be no doubt that the prohibition of all extramarital gen-
ital®3! contact must have held for Our Lord as it did for
His society. The reaction to any teaching or living on His
part which suggested compromise at this point would
have been extreme; practice would have given the re-
ligious authorities grounds for a capital charge; at the very
least some echo, considering the aberrations of which the
Lord was accused, must have found its way into the re-
cord.! Given that He set up as a rabbi of sorts, if His
views, let alone His practice, had been at all suspect, it is
unimaginable that they would not have been made an
issue. The suggestion is equally ludicrous when it comes
to Paul: in that respect as in others he never ceased to be
a First Century Jewish rabbi. He could, furthermore,
never have risen so far so fast as a Pharisee if there had
been any breath of that sort of scandal about him.[3! Jew-
ish sensitivities in sexual matters were such that certain
strict ideas about prohibited degrees were something
which the Council of Jerusalem, even in the interests of
settling the Great Row about the terms upon which
Gentiles could belong to the people of God, could not
jettison as merely cultic. Since hindrances to table-fellow-
ship, without which you do not have one church, were in
question, the issue was not core-nopveiol® but fringe-
nopveia. There was certainly a fortiori no argument be-
tween Jew and Gentile about what constituted gross sin.
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All Have Sinned ...?

Because the two explicit New Testament texts, Rom. 1:26-
27 and I Cor. 6:9-11"7, are Pauline, the argument is some-
times made that we have no Dominical teaching on the
subject and that Jesus will have at least tolerated the con-
duct. I shall get to this in connection with the I Corinthians
list. Of the Romans 1 text it should be said that we must
be careful to read it in the context of Paul’s mighty argu-
ment, which we may not short-circuit or trivialise. Some
such bathetic short-circuiting is involved in any reading
which makes God “abandon” women and men to nothing
more striking than behaviour which is slightly outré'® by
societal standards. His vocabulary for “females” and
“males” is of the kind which highlights biological differ-
entiation and procreational compatibility, and echoes the
Greek rendering of the parallel Hebrew pair of terms at
Gen. 1:27%, He is speaking of the biologically bizarre as
angering to the Creator of sexual difference. At the same
time homosexual passion?? and action (women are
mentioned as subject to them only here) are plainly not
being singled out by Paul. His indictment of sin is very
comprehensive. It seems to me that he is taking a long and
cosmic view, and harking right back to the Fall. He says
in effect “God-shaped gap leads to substitute worship
leads to degrading idols leads to abandonment by God
leads to degraded living (with examples of the kind which
especially appalled the more outwardly moral Jew) and a
denial of what one knows of God and ethics”. In the con-
text of Creation, Fall and Redemption it is unsurprising
that he should instance one manifestation of our cor-
ruption that touches the core of our being, namely that
estrangement from the other sex which is more than
hinted at in Gen. 3. However, he is also speaking of a
homosexual condition leading to action.2! Therefore to
suggest that because New Testament Greek has no noun
for “homosexuality” per se22 the concept is missing is
either ingenuous or disingenuous. Like Plato, Paul speaks
in terms of relations which are not in accord with ¢vo1g.



-9.

With him he must mean that the whole phenomenon is
unbiological®; unlike him, he sees the vertical dimension
of pvoic-as-Creation.

It is never fruitful to interrogate Scripture in the wrong
terms. Any attempt to make a connection between tv
atyucBiov fjv €del TtOC TAGVNG OOTAOV €V a0Toig
amolopPavovteg at the end of verse 27 and current dis-
eases founders on the fact that Paul is not prophesying,
but speaking in the Aorist tense of men’s past finished
actions. This Greek may mean a pervasive self-conscious-
ness and defensiveness in the affected personality; or may
quite as probably refer to the eventual historical judge-
ment on Sodom. It is by no means clear that Rom. 1, or
any other part of Scripture, speaks to our questions about
the aetiology of the homosexual condition. Some would
stress the use of petAiagav v euotknyv xpfiotv and sug-
gest that it is always chosen. Others would stress
napédmkev avtovg O Bedc and argue for an origin in the
Fall with its resultant idolatry. Perhaps such thinking must
bow before the mystery of iniquity: there is no explan-
ation, only a solution for all of us who have sin in our
bloodstream. My personal conviction is that in Paul’s
mind the choice and “exchange” are Adamic, whatever
particular vices we may add through our own personal
mini-Fall: God have mercy on us, for we are all perverts
one way or another. As St. Paul is saying, everybody
knows, and nobody does. All of us, if we think at all, are
haunted by the sense that “in the beginning it was not so”.

Do You Not Know ...?

In the I Cor. 6 passage we find a significant term at the
head of the list, one of several which recur at I Tim. 1:9-
10. The mopv- group of cognates is very interesting. In
extra-biblical Greek mopveio. has a limited semantic
range, but in biblical Greek this is greatly extended, for
reasons connected with the need in many idolatry-
adultery contexts for two terms for unchastity in the
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Septuagint version.?¥ Professor Sir Kenneth Dover is
wrong to reproach Paul with using it for all behaviour of
which he disapproved, but right in his instinct that in the
Greek Bible much more is wrapped up in it than the
people and activities of the world’s oldest profession2, It
comes to mean all irregular genital contact except
adultery and in some contexts seems to be a portmanteau
for adultery too. Mt. 5, 15 and 19 are cases in point2®: un-
chastity is very serious sin which defiles us inwardly, and
is grounds for divorce. It is thus not tenable that the Gos-
pel record shows Jesus making no reference to homosex-
ual acts. mopvol may be masculine for common gender.
This would make “sexually immoral persons” the right
rendering. However, given that Paul is dealing with
people’s areas of freedom, the feminine cases may be in-
tentionally excluded.2? Most female prostitutes of any
kind would have been the victims of the activities of
avopamodiotai, “slavers”, who figure at I Tim. 1:10, and
these could not have repented of the life women were
commonly sold into.?® Males, even as chattels, were
much freer. Plus ¢a change ... 1 am therefore strongly in-
clined to start off my translation of this catalogue “No
men who are unchaste ...”. The Greek covers practitioners
of incest and child-molestation as well as those who use
female prostitutes. Of course even with this extension
mopveio continues, with its cognates, to cover male com-
mercial and ritual prostitution’??: the word ndépvotr must,
therefore, at least contain the meaning “male prostitutes”
here.

Pace several modern writers, who indulge in special
pleading at this point, the poAaioi are not hard to identify.
The adjective poAaxog, here used substantivally (cf. Eng.
‘softy’), is quite unambiguously “a male performing the
female role in same-sex relations”. In such a context
straight after the potyoi no-one would have read it differ-
ently. Other words with a similar range convey the same
idea. Latin and Greek seem unable to generate enough
semi-contemptuous expressions for the male who, de-
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pending on the context, was cowardly, spoilt by soft liv-
ing, ineffectual or ‘female’ in the technical sense. This was
in the pagan world the hypocritical blame-the-victim
reality. The word has to be given its full weight without
tendentiousness. It is, for example, sloppy translation to
run together two items in a list of ten.32 And NAB tries to
make commercial a category which everybody knew re-
ferred to a regular social pleasantry among the well-born
(at least in the Eastern Empire). Then as now it tended to
be self-perpetuating, and the penetrated often grew up un-
able to put his heart into marriage.2! “Catamites” is the
right rendering.

This brings us to apoevoxoitne. These are the facts. It
is a noun unattested outside our two New Testament
passages, the Fathers, who show a couple of cognates to
it (as you might expect in those who read the New Test-
ament in Greek), and the Tenth Century compilation
known as the Greek Anthology. It is a masculine noun in
-ng, -ov. The suffix makes it an ‘activity’ kind of
formation2, of which the paradigm is mommg, i.e. “one
who goes in for creating”. Nouns formed with this partic-
ular suffix were proliferating in the First Century. The t©
has no connection with xoitn “bed” except the coin-
cidental one of a derivation from keipon “I lie”. It is a com-
pound, and compounds need especially careful handling;
with them the grammatical relation of the parts must be
sorted out before one can see daylight. Etymologizing
gets one only so far, sometimes very little way. The word
cannot mean “man in a bed”.! It is an objective com-
pound, of which one part must be a verbal noun, gram-
matically equivalent to a verb. It is parallel in form to
nadepdotng. It might be construed either as “one who (-
ng, the suffix) lies (koita-, from keiuai, a verbal) with men
(&dpoevo-, anoun)”, or else as an objective compound but
with dpoevo- used verbally and xoita- substantivally, giv-
ing us “one who takes the male part in lying”. The pract-
ical difference is slight to nil; but what on earth does it
mean? The sense is not so much innocuous as vacuous,
unless we say that the preceding poioxoi desiderates
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something. It would help if keipon ever had a coital con-
notation®; but it does not, even in the Fathers.

That it does not is a subtle linguistic point on which
modern scholarship appears to be completely silent. The
fact is that ketpon fout court no more suggests genital re-
lations than do English expressions such as “lie”, “sleep”,
“go to bed”, “spend the night” fout court (unless we count
“lay” and “get laid”!). So wide is its range of other mean-
ings, literal and figurative, that unless the verb and any
derivatives are prefixed with such obvious semantic
pointers as cuv- and opo- the suggestion is unlikely to oc-
cur to the mind at all. The coital sense is no more than a
faint implication even in such words as dxoitng, GKottic
and mapaxoitng, which all mean “spouse”. It is poignantly
absent from povoxortéw [Ar. Lysistrata 592] and
naykoitag [Soph. Antigone 804, §811].5 Apart from the
necessarily obscure puntpokoitng in a fragment attributed
to the poet Hipponax (Sixth Century B.C.) the root is in-
nocent of such a sense. So is the verb kotrtéw “I go to bed”.
Where then did it come from? And why from the First
Century on do we find in Jewish or Christian sources a
proliferation of cognates and derivatives® which are
heavy with it? If this can be unravelled we can, I believe,
sharpen considerably the reference of dpoevokoitng. This
will be so whether or not we are persuaded that all the
Greek Fathers who seem to know the term understood the
precise nuance of both poiokdg and dpoevoroitng juxta-
posed in I Cor. 6.

So, then, we have an obscure compound masculine
noun, which in the present state of knowledge might well
be taken as a coinage. This is the simplest explanation. The
word is much illuminated when we look at the Septu-
agint? of the Leviticus texts: kol petd dpoevog oV
Koy Onon xoitv yovokdg (18:22); kai 6¢ &v kounof
petd dpoevog koitnv yovokdg ... (20:13). This is about
male penetration of a male.28! koitnv is Hebraizing?®?, but
perhaps it was felt to be as good as an internal cognate
accusativel? with xoudopat, a verb standard for coitus
from Homer on. We have exactly this construction in the
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Massoretic text, i.e. 23w verb-forms governing »aoun
“intercourse with”.#! Probably, then, the compound®?,
whether chosen or coined in I Corinthians, is intended to
evoke the Holiness Code with its emphasis on male pen-
etration of the male. Actually as a biblical Hellenist and
Hebraist I should put it more strongly: in the absence of
earlier attestation, and in view of the un-Greek semantic
twist in the word, a deliberate, conscious back-reference
by the Apostle is as certain as philology can make it. (He
may or may not have known that he was dropping into
translationese.) To be blunt, his coined compound noun
means “A man who enters®! males”. He is careful to
make the ‘male’ same-sex practitioner as culpable as the
‘female’: the pagan world was not so clear as the Jewish
that the penetrating partner wasn’t right to take all he
could get, so that the order may well be significant. If it
is, Paul is saying, “and the sodomite too, in case you
thought that he was an exception”. Fascinatingly, by
avoiding the available technical term noudepdotcty, he
sees to it that ‘loving, consensual, adult!¥! relations’ are
fully covered.

How Much Rope ...?

The clinching refutation of the argument that Paul’s con-
demnation of both kinds of male homosexual act refers
only to heathen ritual practice is that, in both the New
Testament passages where we find dpoevokoitng, pre-
cisely the prostitute-inclusive word is listed separately, as
we have seen. It rings almost like prophecy when, after
stating in I Cor. 6:9 that those who habitually wrong
others are not on the way to salvation, St. Paul issues a
warning to his readers in that permissive society to be
wary of deceiving themselves, or being deceived (Mn)
mhlavacOe). It is Christian human nature, especially when
faced with a highly-developed and aggressive pagan or
post-Christian selfism, to bring the baggage of that hedon-
istic philosophy into the new life. The ease with which we
forget that “A charge to keep I have,/A God to glorify,/A
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never-dying soul to save,/And fit it for the sky” is a major
theme in the New Testament as a whole. We moderns may
be coming to from our long post-triumphalist hangover,
but we have not yet recovered the ancient sense of the
sharp difference between believer and unbeliever. In the
matter of Christian homosexual practice, the Fathers were
unequivocal in their opposition on Scriptural grounds. ¢!
As for the idea that they condemned it only in the context
of heathen cult-prostitution, because there were no other
people who performed such acts, there is no evidence for
it“Z, Even if there were evidence, the Greek Fathers would
still have called the activity itself sinful. They read their
Bible as a doctrinal and linguistic unity, against the back-
ground of a society which formed its obverse. They had
other secular vocabulary too for the whole phenomenon,
and used it. If they sometimes fell into legalism in the face
of antinomianism, St. Paul did not. His teaching was that
the knowledge of the old moral Law and the power to lead
the new life were equally gifts of grace.

To sum up, there do not seem to be any canonical texts
which express even qualified approval of homosexual
conduct or expression, and Romans 1-3 represents it to-
gether with homosexual desire as a manifestation of fallen
mankind’s general wrongness. It is an aspect of the dis-
ordered life of a society from which one must be rescued
[Gen. 18:16-19:29]; it is offensive to the God of Israel
[Lev. 11-20 (or to the end of the book)]; it belongs to a
category of genital sin which breaks marriage [Matt. 5:31-
32, 19:3-12] and defiles me inwardly [Matt. 15:1-20]; it is
one sign of my having turned away from the worship of
my Creator [Rom. 1-3]; with other habitual gross sins, if
chosen and persisted in it breaks community for time and
eternity [I Cor. 5-6]; it defies that Law which is still bind-
ing upon the people of the New Covenant [I Tim. 1]; and
last but not least, it directly contradicts all the implications
of the Lord’s own life and teaching about sex and mar-
riage [Cf. Mk. 10:1-12]. There is no Scriptural, Apostolic
or Dominical warrant for the Christian Church to baptize
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it. My body with all its powers belongs, not to me, but to
the Creator who made it and to the Redeemer who bought
it back from slavery to sin. “You were bought at a price.

Therefore honour God with your body” [I Cor. 6:20].

FOR REFERENCE

Arndt, W.F.

& Gingrich, F.W.

tr. and ed. A Greek-English Lexicon of the
New Testament, Chicago and
Cambridge, 1957.

Bauer, H.

& Leander, P. Historische Grammatik der

Boswell, John.

Hebrdischen Sprache,
Darmstadt, 1962.

Christianity, Social Tolerance
and Homosexuality, Chicago
and London, 1980.

Brock, S.P. ‘Aspects of Translation Tech-
nique in Antiquity.” GRBS 20,
1979, 69-87.

Brown, F.-

Driver, S.R.-

Briggs, C.A. A Hebrew and English Lexicon
of the Old Testament, Rpt. with
corrections, Oxford, 1959.

Dover, K.J. Greek Homosexuality, Cam-
bridge, 1989.

Elliger, K.

& Rudolph, W. edd.

Ellis, E. Earle.

Epstein, L.M.

Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia,
Stuttgart, 1977.

The Old Testament in Early
Christianity, Grand Rapids,
1992.

Sex Laws and Customs in Juda-
ism, Rpt. New York, 1967.



Gagnon, Robert A.J.

Goodwin, W.W.
Harper, Kyle
Hatch, E.

& Redpath, H.A.

Hays, Richard B.

Helminiak, Daniel A.

Hooker, Morna D.

Jellicoe, S.

Katz, P.
Lampe, G.W.H. ed.

Lesky. A.

Liddell, H.G.
& Scott, R.

Lisowsky,G.
Moulton, J.H.

-Howard, W.F.
-Turner, N.

-16 -

The Bible and Homosexual
Practice: Texts and Hermen-
eutics, Nashville, 2001.

A Greek Grammar, London,
1951.

‘Porneia: The Making of a
Christian Sexual Norm.” JBL
131/2, 2012, 363-383.

Concordance to the Septuagint,
Oxford, 1900-6.

The Moral Vision of the New
Testament, Edinburgh, 1996.
What the Bible Really Says
About Homosexuality, San
Francisco, 1994.

‘Interchange and suffering.’ Suf-
fering and martyrdom in the
New Testament: studies present-
ed to G.M. Styler by the Cam-
bridge New Testament Seminar,
70-83. Edd. William Horbury &
Brian McNeil. Cambridge, 1981.
The Septuagint and Modern
Study, Oxford, 1968.

Philo’s Bible, Cambridge, 1950.
A Patristic Greek Lexicon, Ox-
ford, 1961.

A History of Greek Literature,
2nd. ed. tr. London, 1966.

A Greek-English Lexicon, 9th
ed. revised, Oxford, 1925-40.
Konkordanz zum Hebrdischen
Alten Testament, Stuttgart, 1958.

A Grammar of New Testament
Greek, Edinburgh, 1908-75.



Nestle, E. ed.
Norden, E.

Rahlfs, A. ed.

Scroggs, Robin.

Smith, Mark D.

Torrance, lain.

Turner, P.D.M.

-17 -

Novum Testamentum Graece,
Stuttgart, 1953.

Die Antike Kunstprosa,
Darmstadt, Rprt. 1958.
Septuaginta, Stuttgart, 1931.

The New Testament and Homo-
sexuality, Philadelphia, 1983.
‘Ancient Bisexuality.” JAAR
64.2, 1996, 223-56.

‘Between Legalism and Liber-
alism: Wisdom in Christian Eth-
ics.” Aberdeen University 1945-
81: Quincentennial Essays in
the History of the University of
Aberdeen, 65-71. Edd. D.H. Har-
greaves & Angela Forbes, Aber-
deen, 1993.

(a) “Two Septuagintalisms with
STHPIZEIN.’ VT 28, 1978, 481-
2.

(b) ‘ANOIKOAOMEIN and
Intra-Septuagintal Borrowing.’
VT 27,1977, 492-3.

(c) ‘“The Septuagint Version of
Chapters 1-39 of the Book of
Ezekiel: The Language, the
Translation Technique and the
Bearing on the Hebrew Text.” A
previously unpublished dissert-
ation [Bodleian Mss. D. Phil.
1996], Vancouver, 2011.

(d) ‘“The translator(s) of Ezekiel
revisited: idiosyncratic LXX
renderings as a clue to inner
history.’ Helsinki perspectives
on the translation technique of
the Septuagint : proceedings of
the IOSCS Congress in Helsinki



-18 -

1999, 279-307, Helsinki : Got-
tingen : Finnish Exegetical
Society, Vandenhoeck &
Ruprecht, 2001.

Wright, David F. (a) ‘Homosexuality: The Relev-
ance of the Bible.” EQ 61:4,
1989, 291-300.

(b) ‘Homosexuals or Pro-
stitutes? The Meaning of
APZENOKOITAI [I Cor. 6:9, 1
Tim. 1:10].” Vigiliae Christianae
38,1984, 125-53.

Young, James B.de =~ HOMOSEXUALITY, Contemp-
orary Claims Examined in Light
of the Bible and Other Ancient
Literature and Law, Grand
Rapids, 2000.

LT prefer this clumsy form of words to “homosexuality”. The
basic reason is that I cannot find any reference in Scripture, in-
cluding that in Romans 1, to the homosexual condition or in-
clination as such without acting-out, and only in Romans 1 is
there a reference to a state of mind as well as to behaviour. For
the state of mind there is otherwise only the blanket condemn-
ation of all disordered desires as the interior root of external
vices. | prefer terms that reflect Scripture and the whole
Christian pastoral tradition at its best. My view is that in God’s
providence Scripture reflects a reality of which we are now
more aware, namely that the condition is not always chosen and
that some people have no area of freedom (except in action) for
which they can reasonably be held responsible. Homosexuality
was institutionalised in the Greco-Roman world, hence many
young men grew up corrupted. In our world and in the current
debate it is not a useful term, because it is unclear whether it
connotes (a) the state of mind or emotion, (b) the conduct
whether or not expressing (a), or (c¢) the condition accompanied
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by expression. Moreover, the ambiguity now extends to “ori-
entation”: is protection being sought for the right to act it out in
all situations?

B That there are other implicit New Testament references I hope
to show. There is one striking instance which the Greek Bible
in effect adds in to a prophetic book. In Ezekiel chapter 16, an
extended passage in which the image of the people of God as
faithless wife is developed in lurid detail, by means of a tend-
entious mistranslation of Hebrew which plainly does not refer
to anything but heterosexual misbehaviour, unbridled lust is
turned into perversion (é&emdpvevcag €mi tag Ouyatépog
Aococovp at 16:28). The loose lady in question is a personified
Jerusalem, and is stated both in Hebrew and Greek to be elder
sister to Sodom. This is one indication however small that in
150-50 B.C., when this book was rendered into Greek, the con-
nection between Sodom and same-sex immorality was main-
tained. On the —mopv-root see below: here it is sufficient to note
that ékmopvedo is a Septuagintal coinage, with the prefix de-
noting excess; the form is deliberately chosen to echo the ‘in-
tensive’ sense of the Hebrew verb-form, and conveys the sense
of going overboard in unchastity.

Bl A recent published case of this is Daniel A. Helminiak’s What
the Bible Really Says About Homosexuality. It is so specious as
to make me want call this study What the Bible Really and Truly
Says ...

[ Contrary to Article VIL.
Bl Contrary to Article XX.

61 This paper is perhaps not the place to draw conclusions from
the fact that the “visitors” to whom the locals are so hostile turn
out to be messengers of God.

[ The term “situational” means that the behaviour occurs in
same-sex groups, for example in prison, or in the military,
where an outlet is sought faute de mieux. The emotions may
well be heterosexual in almost all involved. Once the other sex
is present again ‘normality’ is restored. The only homosexual
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phenomena observed in animals occurred in captivity when
there was no mate available. I do find the Scriptural indifference
to the presence or absence of fine feelings instructive; it is as
though they were irrelevant casuistry.

81 This is a very important point which can scarcely be suf-
ficiently emphasized. However endemic the practice of homo-
sexuality in the ancient world, I cannot find that it enjoyed un-
qualified approval as opposed to toleration. The long discussion
of &€pmg of this type in Plato’s Symposium seeks on some level
to sublimate the feelings associated with it: Plato came to con-
sider all physical expression less than ideal, if for reasons which
would not convince those who do not hold his cdpa ofjpa
doctrine. Aristotle at Ethics 1148b calls a male’s taking enjoy-
ment in the ‘female’ act perverted; it arises from a “bad nature”,
and the disposition to it is either “disease-like” or “learned
through violation from childhood on”. &weBopd and
SwpBeipetv, which sometimes connote “destroy, seduce, cor-
rupt”, are used in Classical Greek for homosexual seduction.
Cf., just culled at random from recent reading of a text nearer in
time to the New Testament, unfavourable references at Tacitus
Annals XII1.17 and 30, XIV.20. In a later passage the historian
heightens his perhaps somewhat overdrawn picture of the de-
pravity of Nero with an account of his going through a spoof
homosexual marriage-ceremony dressed as a bride.

Bl The inherent link with sexuality is clear. The link with fertil-
ity rites was culturally conditioned. Breaking the latter required
drastic measures; in the case of the sacrifice of the firstborn
male an uniquely Yahwistic counter-cultural institution was
prescribed. Detachment from the pagan environment could not
have been maintained in a cultural vacuum.

191 ¢f. Brown-Driver-Briggs on the word.

I Tn due course we shall deal at length with a striking case of
Pauline allusion to these Leviticus passages.

[211n fact all ethical reflection that is biblically-based does this
very regularly. The procedure itself needs no articulation. Prob-
ably, for instance, few modern Christians would have difficulty
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in excluding the lifestyle of the pimp, land speculator or drug-
dealer from what is pleasing to God, though we find no texts
naming them in either Testament. If we are harder on right-
wing/left-wing sins than is fair, that is the effect of our cultural
bias.

311t is perhaps too late, but it would still be good if our usage
were to reflect the view that same-sex relations may be genital,
but are precisely not sexual. Dover, whose book is very useful
to any who know a fair amount of Greek, terms them “quasi-
sexual”.

041 Suppose there were no record of the Lord’s having, in the
days of His flesh, spoken against sexual sin of any kind, we
must still face the fact of an automatic adverse reaction to any
hint or suspicion of His complaisance with, let alone indulgence
in, homosex. I have no difficulty with the idea that Jesus met
same-sex temptations; this appears to be implied by passages
about His facing all that we face. I think it inconsistent for us to
suppose that He would have been exempt from these. However,
if He had yielded to them, He’d have got Himself stoned in such
short order that He’d never have known what had hit Him.

[51This is one reason why it is a virtual certainty that he had at
one time been married.

08 Dr, Gagnon has picked up the Acts 15 mopveio. argument
from me in my earlier published edition of this paper; unfort-
unately at that stage I was still interpreting the point at issue too
broadly, as ALL mopveia rather than fringe-nopveia. I have seen
now that it cannot have been core-mopveia (which included
bestiality, incest and homosex) that was in question, because no
Gentile convert would have been left in any doubt after con-
version about the wrongness of that. The onus of proof is en-
tirely and absolutely upon those who would make an exception
of homosex. I shall expand on this in connection with mopveia.
Meanwhile it is sufficient to emphasize that there is no future in
any interpretation of First Century Jewish conviction on the
Torah which does not recognise that all of it was regarded as
binding. It took the mighty act of God in bestowing the Holy
Spirit on Gentiles to force re-examination of this position.
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07N The dpoevokoitng recurs in a similar list of unsavoury char-
acters whose manner of life is inconsistent with salvation at I
Tim. 1:10. Is it a portmanteau there? The meaning of the word,
even if a Pauline coinage, will have been clear to anyone who
knew the I Corinthians context, but perhaps ought not to be de-
scribed as completely obvious when it stands alone.

[81Some extremely convoluted suggestions have been made for
what Paul intended by natural and unnatural relations, not al-
ways on the basis of much knowledge of Greek. Most of them
are ruled out by Greek grammar or by the context. Syntactically
NV eUOIKNV ypfiotv in isolation might possibly mean “relations
natural to themselves”, but v moapd @vowv within the same
short context really cannot be made to mean “relations unnat-
ural to themselves”: the ‘universal order’ sense of the
Katd/mapd Ootv phrases is too firmly established. If Paul had
intended to refer to individual “natures”, he would have been
bound to have used some kind of possessive pronoun or similar
indicator. The definite article too is surplus to requirement un-
less it is of the generalising kind, which also suggests the sense
“creation, creation order” for ¢vo1g. The sense of the context
would be odd even if the grammar were better, for it is unclear
how any might be motivated by méfn or “strong emotions”
which were not natural to them, or alternatively how it might be
“shameful” for some to behave in ways which would be ac-
ceptable in others whose emotions were more congruent. As for
the idea that Paul intends some such meaning as “norm, con-
vention”, there is no need to resort to Greek which lacks the
specificity of his reference here, or to look further than the well-
known passage in the later Plato [Laws 841b-e] which terms
same-sex relations “contrary to @Oo1g” (actually using the ex-
pression mapd @Oowv!) with a view to banning them and every-
thing extra-marital in any ideal state. It appears to be St. Paul’s
argument against this and all other vices that any fool can see,
indeed any child can see, but for good measure Moses was agin
it.

91 This is the text which was used very early to show that sex-
uality, far from being a regrettable declension from the perfect
will of the Creator, existed in an uncorrupt world.
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2917 Cor. 7 shows Paul’s sympathetic understanding of hetero-
sexual passion. We need to note, however, that he takes a thor-
oughly astringent view of it. He seems to be thinking above all
of Christian usefulness and testimony, not of the presence or
absence of love in the romantic sense as the governing factor.
That kind of love depends on a degree of freedom which is both
relatively modern and Western. Fulfilment is not a category in
his thinking. At the same time we should not malign him as anti-
sex or misogynist: whatever he may have had to say to Christian
women in Corinth and Ephesus, dominated as they were by the
cults of two powerful female deities enjoining respectively sex-
ual enmeshment and sexual detachment, he did teach that a hus-
band must in effect make his wife the purpose of all his earthly
endeavour. This is very far removed from pagan ideals and
practice.

2l There is incidentally no sign that emotional states weigh in
Paul’s thinking about what is acceptable to God. They have rel-
evance only as proximate causes: what signifies is the heart, or
core of personality, and secondly the observable actions which
issue from it.

[21 Bven if there is no abstract noun in the New Testament this
is an argument from silence; New Testament Greek is a tiny
slice of Greek of the period; and in any case there are numerous
nouns and adjectives for those who engage in the thing, and
periphrases of various kinds. Some are more euphemistic than
others, but Paul was not short of ways of specifying the activity
nor of distinguishing between the ‘male’ or penetrative kind and
the ‘female’ or receptive kind of act or actor. For an abstract we
need look no later or further than mpoaipeoig (preference),
tpomog (inclination) in Classical sources or the &g (dispos-
ition) “to play the female role in physical love with males” in
the Aristotle passage supra.

231 plato’s remarks certainly assume that procreation is a crit-
erion of what is natural. The assumption is made quite explicit
in similar and probably imitative discussions by his disciple
Philo Judaeus.

241 The broadening of the meaning of nopveia, and the whole -
mopv- group of cognates, is rooted in Hebrew, and goes back at



-4 -

least to the early Third Century BC. There are many examples
in the Septuagint, clustered especially in the prophetic books. It
is assumed by Philo and Josephus. I am therefore not enthus-
iastic about rendering mopveia as ‘fornication’, or in more mod-
ern English as ‘sexual immorality’, in all biblical contexts. ‘Un-
chastity’ is sometimes more accurate. This is partly because the
singular noun is sometimes abstract, as it is at the head of the
list in Gal. 5. The Christian conscience will be convicted of un-
chastity in several spheres of modern thinking and activity, for
mopveia covers much that you and I do or think of doing. That
is to say nothing of concrete behaviour such as the making, pur-
veying and viewing of pornography. An additional reason in my
mind is that autoeroticism and same-sex physical relations, two
forms of mopveia, are, as I have said, precisely not sexual. The
plural means ‘unchaste acts’, not as Gagnon will have it in his
magisterial book, ‘varieties of unchastity’ (one of the handful of
points at which I differ from him).

That I have some small criticisms of Gagnon’s writing (I have
been reading Greek rather longer than he!) does not negate the
overwhelming cogency of his arguments in general.

251 There is a connection with the mepv- root i.e. secular Greek
keeps the emphasis on selling oneself, or being bought.

[261 One way of looking at the “Matthaean exception” is to say
that it covers even the plight of the spouse deserted for a same-
sex ‘union’. Nowadays that often has high relevance, tragically.
Certainly the Lord’s teaching here and in the parallel Synoptic
passages on marriage seems, with its emphasis on the creation
order as the basis for the monogamous ideal, to lend no support
to the idea that He was even tacitly in favour of same-sex re-
lationships however ‘monogamous’. Gen. 1 is cited explicitly.
A further implication is that marriage is essentially, not in-
cidentally, between a man and a woman.

2711t seems plausible to read the nouns in this list, all grammat-
ically masculine, as denoting male persons only.

2811t is surely noteworthy that Paul censures in chapter 6 the
male who resorts to a mépvr or female prostitute. He has no-
thing to say directly to the ndpvn herself. We should not forget
that in that cold, brutal world a high proportion of people, and
perhaps more in the Church, had been commodified.
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291 A modern myth is that in the ancient world same-sex re-
lationships did not run the gamut from the ‘high and holy’
significant, sometimes celibate, type to the tawdry, exploitative
commercial one based on brutal lust: they did. In other words
we are dealing with a human propensity which is, like hetero-
sexual €pwg, characterized by a range of emotion and ex-
pression.

B9 At least one modern version renders [od]te polakoi [od]te
apoevokoitan “homosexual perverts”.

BU The emotional ‘split” which must have resulted if romantic
love was only same-sex is epitomized by “We have lady-friends
(tag €raipag) for fun, whores (tag maAAlokdg) to see to our
everyday physical needs, and wives (tdg yvvaikag) to bear us
legitimate offspring and to be reliable housekeepers,” the
famous remark made by Apollodorus as plaintiff in 349/8 B.C.
[(Pseudo-)Demosthenes LIX.122 (In Neaeram)].

21 There are several of these in this and the I Tim. 1 list, e.g.
the yedog or “professional con-artist” and the mhgovéktng or
“acquisitor”; the form indicates a settled way of living. This
seems to me significant in the context of the exclusion from all
title in the Kingdom of those who live in these ways: one is
excluded by one’s own choice, because there is available in the
Gospel transformation of our personal life (some at Corinth are
stated to have experienced it), nor is one excluded because of
rare and uncharacteristic lapses.

31 This very popular modern folk-etymology entails a form-
ation without analogy. For such a sense we should need dpoevo-
kourne. Our forebears, knowing on the whole more Greek,
never fell into this error.

B4 The genuinely idiomatic verb is piyvopon, used of either sex.
B51The point is that, like Jephtha’s daughter, none of these poor
girls is going to be properly wedded, bedded, awakened and
made the joyful mother of children. In the robust thinking of the

pagan world, this was a fate worse than death.

B8 None of these so far as we can tell ever became idiom.
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B71 We must bear in mind that Paul’s Gentile converts would
have been taught the Torah, because he believed that everyone
was saved in order that he should in some sense keep the Law.
The Torah would have been taught in its Greek dress. Greek
was the lingua franca of the whole of the Eastern Empire. The
Septuagint version of these same passages seems to me the ob-
vious origin of the unfortunately undated dpoevoxottéw [Sibyl-
line Oracles 2:71-73]: the meaning in context is plainly “I have
same-sex relations with males”. This is Hebraism in practice if
not in the mind of the writer. In theory both words might have
been coined immediately after the first hearing of the Leviticus
passage in Greek early in the Third Century B.C.

B8t is not possible to know whether Paul would have heard
about intercrural ‘copulation’. He is unlikely, if he did, to have
thought better of it than of anal.

B9 1t would indeed be an odd culture and language in which
certain terms were never connected; but it remains the case that
the idea of genital acts must have got into keiuon words in
Septuagint Greek from 23% words in Hebrew. Moreover koitn
has acquired a gerundive force, so that, like *20Wn, it governs an
objective genitive.

[491 Cf. English “to sleep the sleep of the just”. A literal and
somewhat crude rendering of the near-literalism in the Greek
gives us “and you are not to / and whoever may sleep with a
male the bedding of a woman ... ”. The intransitive keipon did
not serve the translator here, because he needed his Greek for
“have intercourse” to govern an object.

BT have seen the Hebrew described as “obscure”. It is per-
fectly ordinary. It is a standard plural-for-abstract noun in the
construct state. This means that it includes what in Latin or
Greek would be a genitive case of the next lexeme; here the next
lexeme is functioning as an objective genitive.

[21 This would be a case of curious Greek resulting from a
formulaic rendering in the Septuagint, i.e. the version works
with a root-for-root method. Lev. 15:16 shows a bizarre ex-
ample; cf. the whole listing in Hatch and Redpath, Rom. 9:10.
Koirtn is remarkably asexual in tone in secular Greek; I do not
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find the single (classical and poetic) use of it coupled with
yauog in the sense “marriage-bed” anything but a natural ex-
tension of the standard reference to a sleeping-place. We are still
far from a direct reference to intercourse. Plainly derivative is
the late mystical sense cited in the Patristic Greek Lexicon. It
shows only one example of the word, and that is in an obviously
pious, monkish, Hebraizing sense of “mystical union, inter-
course” (Seventh Century in Maximus Mysticus). This seems
to me to be a choice example of the influence of the language
of (Greek) Scripture on Christian idiom. The man wanted to re-
fer to sexual union spiritualised and figuratively, so dropped
into the language of Canaan. He would never have used the
word for his purpose if it had been vulgar slang in colloquial
Greek for coitus.

831 [ ¢. a woman cannot do it. 25¥ “I lie, sleep” has a spread of
meanings, but relatively frequent is the coital. The subject is
nearly always male. Passive forms with female subjects may
mean “be slept with” in the coital sense. With a male subject
and the prepositions ay/nR “with” it amounts to “penetrate” in
practice.

[41We should take note of the fact that the first half of this com-
pound does not mean “child” (¢f. our English “girlfriend”), but
denotes the object of &€pwc. There are numerous other com-
pounds with the same first element and the same connotation.
English “paedophile” is liable to mislead.

51 The point is well taken that Lev. 20:13 must be about such
relations, otherwise it would be unjust that both men should suf-
fer the prescribed penalty.

461 The Patristic view is always of central importance to Angl-
icans, inheritors as we are of Richard Hooker’s well-known
hierarchy of authorities, Scripture, Tradition and Reason. We
should always think at least twice before we ignore or set aside
Tradition as expressed in the Fathers in favour of our own
reasoning.

M David F. Wright in ‘Homosexuals or Prostitutes? The Mean-
ing of APZXENOKOITAI [I Cor. 6:9, I Tim. 1:10].” [Vigiliae
Christianae 38. 1984. 125-153] has done a solid job of demol-
ishing John Boswell’s thesis that this word only ever connoted
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male prostitutes, even if he spends longer than need be on the
notion that an activity noun of this type could be anything other
than an objective compound. He adduces a number of «eipon
derivatives, some classical, some late enough to be coinages
based on Septuagint or New Testament Greek, demonstrating
beyond doubt that only the sense “active homosexual” is sup-
ported. However, he does not address the mystery of how these
derivatives acquired a semantic twist absent from secular keipon
words. Hence he does not identify the precise role of the
dpoevokoitg in relation to the pokaxdc.
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A LETTER sent in 1998 by
the Rector, Wardens,
Darish Council
and general membership
of Holy Trinity Vancouver
to Bishop Michael Ingham,
after the first Synod vote
asking him to authorise
the blessing of same-sex
‘unions’
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Trinity III, 1998

Dear Bishop Michael,
Resolution #9 at Synod 1998

We, the undersigned members of Holy Trinity, Vancouver,
wish first of all to commend you for your statesman-like
action in withholding episcopal consent from the imple-
mentation of this resolution. This will help us all to heal,
and will unite us in prayer for you as diocesan and for one
another. We are thankful that the tone of the discussion
was indeed for the most part both rational and irenical.
This said, however, we must go on to express our very
deep disquiet, not only that the motion was passed, but
that it ever came to the vote in an Anglican diocese. In the
first place, it was passed after the briefest and most super-
ficial arguments had been heard on either side, whereas it
would have been reasonable for Synod to have received
detailed position papers for study beforehand, and failing
that to have listened to two weighty presentations, each of
at least an hour in length. In the second place, Synod
ought not to have been debating a motion whose im-
plementation would almost certainly have been illegal in
Anglicanism. Yet a trained bishop and a trained lawyer
permitted this flawed proceeding to take place.

That the argumentation was superficial and led to an un-
Anglican conclusion may be seen from the following
facts:—

i. The meaning of the resolution was never e-
lucidated. One of our delegates sought an answer as
to the connotation of the terms “bless” (a theological
question) and “union” (a biological and legal one).
An answer was promised, but no answer was forth-
coming. As a result Synod lacked important factual
information before the vote.

ii. The nature and source of authority in Angl-
icanism, and that there is a hierarchy of our
sources of authority, was not stated by anyone
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more senior than an ordinary parochial clergy-
man. Nobody pointed out that we grant to no bishop,
not even to a majority of bishops, and to no Synod,
any independent magisterium.'

iii. The relation of the authority of experience to
that of our other sources was not clearly stated by
you or anyone senior. As a result Synod spent a
great deal of time listening to personal opinions
based on anecdotal evidence, nor did anyone inter-
vene to remind us that all laws make hard cases, but
are not invalidated thereby.

iv. Several speakers put forward the view that
God could not have been expected to foresee our
contemporary dilemmas and that we must in ef-
fect tailor the Faith and Christian ethics to our
times. This profoundly anti-supernaturalist view
went uncorrected by you, though it is un-Anglican
and un-Catholic.?

v. The exegesis of Scripture was for the most
part sloppy and unprofessional. We may well
agree that “His whole meaning is love”; but the
meaning of love, the relation of one part of God’s
revelation to another, and in particular the meaning
of love in relation to law, has been the subject of
nearly 20 centuries of intelligent and reverent study
in Judaism and the Church Catholic.* Some speak-
ers, again uncorrected by you, confused taking the
plain sense of Scripture seriously with taking it lit-
erally, nor was there any acknowledgement of the
fact that literalism is sometimes appropriate.* Some
favoured an attitude to the moral law which sets
Scripture against Scripture.®

vi. Naive opinions were voiced about the ancient
world in general and the biblical writers in
particular. The impression was 6given that nothing
old could possibly be new again.

'Articles XX and XXI.

2Article VI.

3For a recent study see Hays, Richard B. The Moral Vision of
the New Testament, Edinburgh, 1996.

4Article VII.

SArticle XX again.

%See Mark D. Smith, ‘Ancient Bisexuality,” JAAR 64.2, 1996,
223-56; P.D.M. Turner, ‘Biblical Texts Relevant to
Homosexual Orientation and Practice,” CSR 26.4, 1997, 435-
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vii. It was assumed that the aetiology of the
homosexual condition is simple and well-under-
stood. In fact it is highly complex even in the given
individual, and is stil% poorly understood.’
viii. It was further assumed that a supposed
genetic predisposition renders the individual no
Ionger free or responsible. This is to infantilise the
homosexual person in relation to all other mentally
competent adults.®
ix. A parallel was drawn with the debate over
the ordination of women. It was not pointed out that
that debate was about admitting women to a kind of
priesthood about which the New Testament is silent.
x. There was an implicit doctrinal clash, con-
nected with the argument about love, about the
nature of the Christian life. Some implied that
personal fulfilment is a Christian ideal, others em-
ﬁhasised discipline, obedience and sacrifice. It would
ave been good if you as our leader had discerned
the old quarrel between legalism and antinomianism
behind much that was said, and that we were indeed
debating a doctrinal question. Gal. 5 might have
figured.
x1. There was a failure to think in an Anglican
and Catholic way about the past as well as the
present. If we are Catholic in terms of time as well
as space, we will seek to honour, not discount, the
struggles of those who have given up satisfactions of
all kinds, legitimate or illegitimate, for Jesus Christ.

Several years before your election as bishop, the Annual
Vestry of Holy Trinity Vancouver passed an unanimous
motion to the effect that we were committed to what we
believe to be a scriptural and Anglican position in this

445, a paper of which we enclose an updated and corrected
copy.

See especially Heather Looy, ‘Taking Our Assumptions Out
of the Closet,” CSR 26.4, 1997, 496-513.

8See Stanton L. Jones and Mark A. Yarhouse, ‘Science and the
Ecclesiastical Homosexuality Debates,” CSR 26.4, 1997, 446-
477; Mark A. Yarhouse and Stanton L. Jones, ‘A Critique of
Materialist Assumptions in Interpretations of Research on
Homosexuality,” CSR 26.4, 1997, 478-495.
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matter, in accordance with the *79 episcopal guidelines.
Old or new, we are striving to believe and behave as
classical Anglicans here. To sum up the position of this
parish, we are not prepared to move in the direction of
Resolution #9. It seems to us that that same Scripture, and
that same Lord, that call us to love our neighbours by just
conduct, call us to love our neighbours by sexual restraint
and purity. We oppose the pretence that same-sex “union’
exists, let alone is capable of being blessed by Anglican-
ism in the name of our Creator and Redeemer. Homo-
sexual persons who press for blessing on their relation-
ships have at bottom a quarrel, not with church and soci-
ety, but with the Author both of our biology and of
heterosexual passion and response as the Great Metaphor
for His love and ours. If we involved ourselves in that, we
could not hold our people, still less grow. We think it more
consistent that the Diocese should institute a Day of
Celebration, to uphold those who seek to live, often at
great personal cost, in accordance with what we believe
to be Christian sex-ethics in this sphere.

Yours in Christ,

Copy: His Grace the Lord Archbishop of Canterbury.
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From
The Revd. James I. Packer, D.Phil.
Priscilla D. M. Turner, D.Phil.
Donald M. Lewis, D.Phil.

10 September 1998

An Open Letter to the Bishop of New Westminster,
The Rt. Revd. Michael Ingham and the members of
his Council of Advice.

On May 9, 1998, under the Bishop’s chairmanship, the
Synod of the Diocese of New Westminster passed a
motion that “asks the Bishop to authorise clergy in this
diocese to bless covenanted same-sex unions, subject to
such conditions as the Bishop deems appropriate.” The
voting was 179 (approximately 52%) in favour and 170
(approximately 48%) against: a very narrow margin of ap-
proval.

Since then, the Lambeth Conference has affirmed, by a
vote of 526 to 70, with 45 abstentions, that the homosex-
ual life style is incompatible with biblical teaching. In the
light of this, were the New Westminster Synod to vote
again on this motion, the result could be expected to be
different.

In introducing the Synod’s discussion, Bishop Ingham ap-
peared to say that in his opinion what was being voted on
was a proposed gesture of goodwill in which no doctrinal
issue was directly involved. It appeared that the only
doctrinal issue that the Bishop thought might have been
involved was the doctrine of marriage.

We believe that this estimate was mistaken and mislead-
ing, and the purpose of this letter is to lay before you our
reasons for thinking so.

To clarify our point, three matters must be raised at the
outset.
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First, what are the “covenanted same-sex unions” that the
clergy would bless? They are more than committed life-
long friendships as such; they are relationships that are
expected to involve arousing and gratifying sexual desire
by physical action, as in Christian marriage.

Second, what would it mean to “bless” such a relation-
ship? It would mean declaring it good and right in itself,
and asking God to enable the partners to get the best out
of it — that is, to manage it in a way that enables them to
realise all the values inherent in it, for their own good, for
the good of others, and ultimately for the glory, honour,
and praise of God the Creator.

Third, what is a “doctrinal issue”? “Doctrine” means
“teaching” — affirmation and instruction, viewed from the
standpoint of its content. A doctrinal issue in the church
is thus a question about what the church should teach as
God’s health-giving truth.

The synodical motion involved several major doctrinal
issues.

First and fundamentally, it raised a general question about
biblical authority. Should the church be subject to, and
bound by, the Bible’s explicit teaching? The catholic
Christian answer, only ever challenged in the church by
an academic minority, is yes. Our Bible consists of the
scriptures Christ knew, honoured, and fulfilled (the Old
Testament), plus the apostolic witness to Christ (the New
Testament). The two collections dovetail as a unity:
demonstrably, they tell one story, announce one salvation,
and teach one set of behavioural ideals — of which, as the
church has always acknowledged, same-sex unions form
no part. (The physical element in such unions is explicitly
ruled out in Leviticus 18:22, 20:13, Romans 1:27, 1
Corinthians 6:9, I Timothy
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1:10.) The Bible is the book of the church, and the church
must ever be the people of the book.

The idea that the church should not be bound in this matter
by biblical teaching was formulated in an interview by
Frank Griswold, Presiding Bishop of the Episcopal
Church of the USA, as follows: “Broadly speaking, the
Episcopal Church is in conflict with scripture (on sexual
morality). The only way to justify this is to say that Jesus
talks about the Spirit guiding the church and guiding be-
lievers and bringing to their awareness things they cannot
deal with yet. So one would have to say that the mind of
Christ operative over time has led the church to, in effect,
contradict the words of the Gospel (on sexual matters).”
Whatever be thought of this view, it is undoubtedly
doctrine — Griswold’s doctrine — and as such serves to
highlight the fact that biblical authority is a doctrinal
issue.

The truer doctrine here is that for the church to sit loose to
the authority of scripture — that is, to the authority of God
in the teaching of scripture — must mean a forfeiting of the
presence and power of the Holy Spirit through whose
agency the Bible was given and was and is discerned to
be canonical, and who now gives Christian people under-
standing of it as they reverently study it. That is the cath-
olic Christian contention on this basic doctrinal issue. For
any part of the Anglican church to bless same-sex unions
would be to fly in the face of the historic Christian con-
sensus on biblical authority, and to tell the world that that
is what we choose to do.

Also, the motion raised particular doctrinal questions.
Creation and sin are doctrines directly involved. May we
claim, as some do, that God has created same-sex physical
tendencies in the same way as he has created heterosexual
mating instincts, so that acting out both sets of desires
within a covenanted relationship will equally please God?
Or should we say, as the church has historically done, that
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our sexual powers are to be kept within the limits God
specifies, and that the homosexual orientation, however
derived and wherever found, is one aspect of the racial
disorder that stems from sin as a racial fact, and that acting
it out can only displease God? The question here is in-
escapably doctrinal.

Redemption and sanctification are doctrines also in-
volved. Both belong to the gospel of salvation from sin,
through the combined action of our triune God. Through
Christ’s life, death, resurrection and heavenly ministry we
are saved from sin’s condemnation, and through the on-
going work of the Holy Spirit we are saved from sin’s
power. In light of God’s explicit negativity about homo-
sexual connections, it would seem that God’s redemptive
purpose must be to empower those inclined to them to re-
frain from them, as one dimension of their life of holiness.
This, too, is a doctrinal matter.

The unavoidable conclusion is that it was a real, if unwit-
ting, mistake to treat the motion as not involving doctrine.

A letter that the Bishop wrote on December 15, 1994
states: “I do not believe weekend conferences have the
competence or authority to define orthodoxy in Christian
faith.” Exactly so; and the same is true of diocesan syn-
ods. But the effect of this vote, if made a basis for action,
would be, really if inadvertently, to change the contours
of orthodoxy on all the matters mentioned.

It is right that the church should reach out in loving and
accepting ministry to all who, like ourselves, need God’s
grace, gay people included. For any part of the church to
express approval of active homosexual behaviour would,
however, be something quite different, and totally wrong.
We ask that in your deliberations and in any future di-
ocesan discussions of homosexuality this distinction be
frankly faced and not obscured. We also ask that, in view
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of the considerations set out above, the synodical vote of
May 9, 1998 not be regarded as in any way decisive.

Signed,
The Revd. James 1. Packer, D.Phil.
Priscilla D. M. Turner, D.Phil.

Donald M. Lewis, D.Phil.

Copies: The Primate, the Most Reverend Michael Peers
The House of Bishops
Topic
The Anglican Journal
The Internet
Christian Week
B.C. Christian Info
B.C. Report
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QUESTIONS
ADDRESSED TO THE,
GAY AND LESBIAN
VOICES
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QUESTIONS COMPOSED ON BEHALF OF
HOLY TRINITY VANCOUVER DURING THE
NEW WESTMINSTER DIALOGUE PROCESS
FOR THE GAY AND LESBIAN VOICES TO
ANSWER:

1. How do you deal with the Scriptural position?
the basic Scriptural texts?

2. Are there limits to our acting on our feelings?

3. Do you suppose that Jesus could possibly have
taught or exemplified homosexual practice?

4. At what age do you consider same-sex relations to
be legitimate?

5. What precisely differentiates a ‘same-sex union’
from a warm, deep, long-lasting and faithful
Christian friendship?

6. Is there any sin that is against God alone?

7. The case for the blessing of ‘same-sex unions’ seems
to us to be basically humanistic; what are the speci-
fically Christian grounds for it?

8. If feelings validate same-sex relations, do they
validate other kinds of sexual activity?

9. Ifyou were persuaded that the Bible is clearly ad-
verse to homosexual practice, would you obey it?

10. Is it not a normal part of growing up to develop one
or more passionate attachments to someone of the
same sex?



11.

12.

13.
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If homosexual practice enjoyed the unequivocal ap-
proval of church and society, would conscience say
anything to you about it?

Do you draw any conclusions from the fact that
through same-sex relations no woman will ever be
sexually awakened or conceive a child?

Must the Church validate every lifestyle of those
who hold, or aspire to hold, paying positions in it?
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DIALOGUE WITH HUGH

A little Exercise for a
Young Christian Ethicist
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AN EDITED VERSION OF A LONG AND
MUCH-SEGMENTED PUBLIC CONVERS-
ATION BETWEEN THE LATE HUGH
DEMPSTER AND PRISCILLA TURNER. IT
WAS BASICALLY ABOUT THE BLESSING OF
SAME-SEX UNIONS.

It took place over a period of months, between the 1998
and 2001 synod votes in the Diocese of New West-
minster. The diocese was concurrently engaged in the
aforesaid official ‘dialogue’ process.’

After some unsystematic exchanges which were not rec-
orded, it became clear that a significant discussion was
developing. Hugh wrote:

First of all, Prisca, thanks for a response that actually paid
some attention to what | had said. | was anxious in that
comment to respond quickly, yet reasonably briefly, to the
question of a biblical basis for this dialogue. | therefore
borrowed a few bits from a longer piece I've been working
on, and probably didn’t connect them well enough to
make my reasoning clear.

In my ongoing conversation with you, | want you to
face the issue in a different way.

Prisca replied:

Yes, I too am glad to get down to some real Scriptural
argument, and recognise that this little window is not easy
to fit everything into, especially as some of us type quite
slowly.

There is indeed a biblical basis that (in my opinion) com-
pels (good word!) such a dialogue as ours in this Diocese
on blessing same-sex unions and other matters about the

% In this edition the initiatives are in Plain, the responses in
Italics, and the two interlocutors are differentiated by font.
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treatment of homosexuals. Let me give two references
(out of many):—

Luke 10:25-37: The Good Samaritan story is given to de-
fine “neighbour” in the summary of the law — “Love God,
and love your neighbour.” What we often don’t notice here
is that Jesus’ example of a neighbour, who loves and is to
be loved, is a person despised and vilified by those in his
audience, as one who does not keep all of God’s laws.
Indeed, for that community, a “good” Samaritan is an oxy-
moron! Surely that is the intended message in this para-
ble. (I sometimes imagine that, were Jesus telling the
parable in our culture, it would have become “the Good
Homosexual!)

With all due respect, Hugh, your reasoning here is a bit
off-beam.

First a little New Testament background. To ask a self-
styled Rabbi to define the ‘whole duty of man’was to test
his claim to be a real Rabbi; the Greek says that the ‘law-
yer’ was trying to see what Jesus was made of. Drama-
tically enough, the Lord refuses to be examined in this
way, and makes the questioner look foolish by causing
him to answer his own question, thus demonstrating that
his theory at least is quite sound. When he tries to ‘justify’
himself, he is shown to be insincere, for he was not want-
ing to know: he knows what he should be doing, but he
wants to wriggle out of it in practice. I haven t heard many
sermons which bring out this personal drama, or em-
phasise the words “DO this, and you will live”’, but myself
tried to do this in my article called ‘... And Your Neigh-
bour as Yourself”, published in CRUX as long ago as
1969. There is far more going on here than the enunciation
however pointed of a moral platitude. Was the Lord seri-
ously suggesting that we are any of us capable of going
out and simply keeping either of the two great command-
ments just because we know we ought to? Not in the mind
of any sinner who really knows himself!

Nobody was thinking of the Samaritan as someone
who, whether as active or passive ‘neighbour’, was want-
ing to overturn any part of the ethical demands of the Law.
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The contempt was inspired by a conviction that that com-
munity read the Law in a debased copy, and worshipped
in the wrong place. The ‘lawyer 'will have been quite clear
that HIS copy was a perfect one; so Jesus shows him a
fictional Samaritan whose reading of his debased copy
was good enough to make him a better Jew than some
Jews. EVERYONE would have known the answer to the
question “Is it right to have same-sex relations in any con-
text at all?”, and it would have taken the form, if we want
to use this passage in the matter, “What is written in the
Law? How do you read it?”

1t is not possible to leap from the obligation to treat
everyone as a human being with basic needs to an oblig-
ation to baptize all forms of behaviour in which people
may wish to indulge. We may not neglect, starve or torture
the likes of Clifford Olsen for his sexual orientation or the
way it has manifested itself, but equally we owe him, and
them, no praise, petting or public recognition. Not all our
wants are good and beautiful, and not all of them are real
needs. Our faith has never agreed that all human beings
are owed even legitimate forms of sexual happiness, for
example. The Good Samaritan supplied the victim with
rescue, antibiotic, emollient, bandages, ambulance
service, food, lodging and a worry-free convalescence; he
did not leave money behind saying, “And when he's re-
covered sufficiently to be thinking about his sexual ori-
entation again, here'’s enough cash to call the right kind
of escort service to suit him!”’

Matt. 25:31-46: In this parable of the last judgement,
Jesus identifies himself with all the hurting people we
have encountered — the hungry and thirsty, the sick, the
prisoner (and the homosexual?) — and our fate hangs on
the way we respond. “What you did (or did not do) to the
least of these my brethren, you did (or did not do) to me.”

This is a very common modern misunderstanding of the
Parable of the Sheep and the Goats. Last year I sat
through a whole Synod that was based on it. Our Lord
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simply cannot be addressing us, or anyone who has actu-
ally read this parable, about OUR OWN judgement. That
is not to say, of course, that we should not bother with
works of mercy, but certainly we should not be anxious if
we are not perfect in them, for “Who then shall be
saved?”

However, even if the modern popular view is right,
where in this catalogue is the expression of my sex-drive?
1t is all about basic human needs that are of the esse, not
necessarily of the superadded bene esse, of our lives.
Wrestling with the difference between wants and real
needs is perhaps never so painful as in matters of the
heart, but all my single friends have to do it, and when
widowed 1 shall have to do it again. Why should people
with homosexual desires alone be exempt from the strug-
gle?

And how have gays and lesbians been treated, over the
past centuries, by our Christian society? Despised, reject-
ed, condemned, shunned, excluded from community,
murdered, driven to suicide — just for being what they are.
We have in fact made life so miserable for them that (until
fairly recently) most have felt it essential to conceal their
identity as gay or lesbian — to live their whole lives “in the
closet.” Is this the way we would choose to treat Jesus?

What is honestly your authority for this opinion?

| submit that there is a very strong biblical basis for dia-
logue (and action!) on radical changes in the way
Christians have traditionally thought about and treated
their homosexual brothers and sisters.

The point is the same with the Sheep and Goats: “what
you do to the least of these ...” — i.e., no one is so in-
significant as not to merit your loving care. (Is this a “mod-
ern misunderstanding”? | don’t know what you mean by
that. | haven’t been able to read your file — don’t think |
can handle the languages.


http://nwnet.org/%7Eprisca/Matt25.htm
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The amount of ancient language is small, the argument
pretty clear without it. I supply a translation; most people
1 believe could make it all out. Anyhow, the main con-
tention in this paper is that there is nothing whatsoever in
the passage about Christian conduct or how we who are
in Christ are going to be judged. It is about the judgement
of those who have never had the chance to embrace the
Cross. Since I wrote it it has occurred to me that it may
even go so far as to say that ONE SINGLE work of mercy
would suffice to save such a person. Certainly there is
nothing there about a perfect record of such works, nor
can it legitimately be used to beat good works out of
Christian people.

The “loving care” again has nothing whatever to do
with many of our felt wants, everything to do with basic
need.

And again, there is nothing here explicitly about sexual
orientation.

Precisely so. There is nothing implicit either. What does
that say about its significance? It says among other things
that our life, for time and eternity, is infinitely more com-
plex than our genital urges: I am far far more than my
heterosexuality, which except insofar as I use it respons-
ibly and in accordance with God s will, or not, has no last-
ing significance at all.

The other side of my argument is the observation that (to
say the least) homosexuals have not been treated kindly
in our society. You need my authority for that opinion? |
would have thought it is pretty well known these days. |
read newspapers. | listen to gays and lesbians. | read
what some of them have written about their lives. And |
use my imagination. (Surely the “closet” option is familiar?
What if the world were reversed, and we heterosexuals
were the closeted ones? If | daren’t go to church, or any-
where public, with my wife — in fact, daren’t let anyone
suspect | have a wife, on penalty of maybe losing my job,
my welcome in church, perhaps even being beaten up on
the street? It doesn’'t sound like a life anyone would
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choose.) If you really want specifics, | do have a few files
of clippings and other documents which | can dig out
(they’re not very well organized).

I admit that I had thought that you were referring in part
to history, including late Roman and medieval history. The
sources are frequently misread.

None of us can be in favour of cruelty to anyone; but
it is important to get this particular case into proportion.
Is objection to particular types of behaviour unkind? How
many people are genuinely badly treated for simply being
homosexual, i.e. having a set of desires and/or tempt-
ations not shared by the majority? All you men, of any
orientation, should try being a person housed in a female
body in most times and places where the Gospel has never
taken firm root!

As for us heterosexuals, there was an experiment done
by medieval Christendom which lasted several centuries
(Rome is a bit hungover from it still!) whereby a big
enough closet was made to stuff into it ALL, priest or lay,
who experienced ANY form of sexual desire.

| conclude that the way gays and lesbians have been
treated in our society — and especially by Christians,
ostensibly in obedience to God’s law — is pretty clearly in
violation of the law to “love your neighbour,” especially
considering the spin Jesus puts on it in those two passag-
es. (This is the part glossed over too quickly in my earlier
posting.) That is to say: the traditional interpretation of
those Bible passages which explicitly condemn homosex-
ual behaviour has led to a world in which a smallish group
of people (gays and lesbians) don’t count as “neighbours,”
deserving of our love. This is the fruit borne from that trad-
ition. “By their fruits you shall know them,” Jesus said in
another context (about false prophets). If the fruit does not
meet the law of love, then | conclude that there is some-
thing wrong, something false, in that tradition.

1t is frequently said nowadays that Christian teaching has
produced this evil fruit. Given that no society has ever
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thought homosexual desire and behaviour to be unequi-
vocally good, and that without even one biblical text
contra observation shows them to be biologically bizarre,
that is extremely doubtful. Societies always look, left to
themselves, for some visible enemy. the unregenerate
heart must after all have someone to hate. Sometimes,
though by no means always, the object to hand may be
homosexuals. It is no part of New Testament ethics to hate
or harm anyone. That applies to those who persecute me
for any cause: I must still treat them well: the whole
Christian ethical tradition has always said so. The trad-
ition is not to blame, but sinful people are, if individuals
are abused. The musical score is wonderful, the perform-
ers are usually imperfect.

It is in that sense that | claim a biblical basis for re-exam-
ination of that tradition — which is what this dialogue is all
about. (And another little insight, as | reread that
sentence: | have been trying to formulate a basis for
change in that tradition — and realize that what | have
given here is incomplete for that. But it is, perhaps, a basis
for re-examination of tradition — a basis for dialogue, as
Gerry had put it in the beginning.)

Again, we are not discussing the necessity for kindness to
anyone, nor do we usually think that there must be special
indulgence to anyone to make up for harshness in the past.

Is my reasoning still off-beam? | hope | have made myself
clearer than | did in my first try. And | do welcome criticism,
as long as it can lead toward truth.

In the Good Samaritan story, my interest was not in the
“personal drama” between Jesus and his questioner, nor
in “the enunciation ... of a moral platitude,” but in the
story’s cast of characters. Why did Jesus make his hero a
Samaritan? It seems to me he must have been deliber-
ately making a point: in the story, the “good” guys acted
badly, the “bad” guy did it right. /.e., we, and those whose
status we respect, are not necessarily “better” than some-
one we consider “inferior”. (This theme turns up often in
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the gospels — e.g., passages in which Jesus is criticized
for associating with “tax collectors and sinners.”)

I was not actually implying that you, Hugh, had failed to
get the point, but attempting to set the scene a bit. The
Lord is sparring with someone who assumes his own
superiority over this upstart would-be Rabbi. Jesus had
never been to Rabbinical School to be taught the Law or
how to teach it. The note that the ‘good neighbour’was a
Samaritan (two Temple officers having already evaded
their duty) will indeed have brought a gasp from the
audience. The “cast of characters” is an integral part of
the drama.

| am not sure | completely understood all of your com-
ments, but they didn’t seem to quarrel with this interpret-
ation. (Of course, | am not suggesting any direct connect-
ion with homosexuality. The link is simply that our culture
regards homosexuals as ‘inferior,” somewhat as New
Testament culture did Samaritans.) | am contending that
there is a biblical basis for reconsidering the church’s at-
titude to homosexuals. The two examples | have put for-
ward were the parables of the Good Samaritan (Luke
10:25-37) and the last judgement (Sheep and Goats,
Matt. 25:31-46).

The Parable of the Sheep and the Goats in Matt. 25 prob-
ably needs to be left out of it, as referring to the judgement
of the heathen. In any case, whoever is ministering or not
ministering to whom in the Parable, the ministry itself as
in the Good Samaritan story is described in terms of seri-
ous and central needs of the needy.

It seems to me, Prisca, that you haven’t been thinking, as
you express your public opposition to the blessing of
same-sex unions, about Jesus’ attitude to the Samaritan
in the Parable in Luke 10. He criticized the religious
people, but showed the social outcast as doing the will of
God. Shouldn’'t we similarly side with the homosexual,
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who is the outcast in our society? | am concerned about
the humane treatment of such people.

In that parable, as the setting shows, the Lord is dealing
with, not ordinary Synagogue members, but prominent
and powerful clerics, for whom He reserved His severest
strictures. It is therefore legitimate, if it is legitimate to try
to bring the Good Samaritan up-to-date in our Diocesan
situation, to ask about the attitudes of our ecclesiastical
equivalents to, say, those conscientiously unable to en-
dorse same-sex acts. Our Chinese Christians got behind
the mike at our climactic Synod literally in tears, at the
prospect of the ruin of their testimony and usefulness in
their own culture. Are they and others being treated
humanely?

| too noticed the strong role played by our Chinese memb-
ers on Resolution 9. My “attitude” to them (and to all those
holding the same position), begins with a question — Why?

Why Such a Reaction to Homosexual Acts?

Why not? Not only does opposition to same-sex acts chime
with the united witness of the Old Testament, the New
Testament, the Septuagint version (which adds an allusion
in Ez. 16), the Intertestamental literature, the Fathers, the
Reformers and all Jewish and Christian ethicists until
perhaps thirty years ago, it encompasses very large
numbers of ordinary people in the pew (and outside all
pews). It is not possible to attempt to put a whole three-
thousand-year-old culture and tradition suddenly on the
defensive and to cherish the illusion that there will be no
reaction.

This takes me back a decade or more to the time when
the homosexual issue began to emerge as a public de-
bate (about the time the Gay Games came to Vancouver).
Up to then, | might describe myself as “unable to endorse
homosexual acts” — more accurately, unwilling to endorse,
condemn, talk or even think about them at all. The Gay
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Games triggered a spate of protest in forums (such as
letters to the editor) which | couldn’t help noticing. What
struck me most was the strength of feeling expressed in
these protests: the energy, the emotion, the anger, the
depth of concern, even a suspicion of fear.

1 too was very greatly affected in my thinking by the hold-
ing of the Gay Games in our fair city. I was in the position
of leading the Council of Christian Churches of Greater
Vancouver through a time when there was a violent public
clash between secular indifference on the one hand and
an hysterical ‘Christian’ reaction (expressed in a full-
page ad. in the papers) on the other. We (and I, under
siege from the media as a prominent Anglican because of
the holding of a ‘Service of Welcome’in my cathedral) had
to produce a measured yet principled response in a real
hurry. We then had, not many months later, because of our
constitutional commitment to “Biblical and Traditional
Christian Ethics”, to ask the member United Church
presbyteries about their eligibility for membership in the
Council.

Up to then, my position was simply that I had not
particularly studied any texts about the matter, but I took
it for granted that there were some, for it would be curious
indeed if the God of all creation had had nothing explicit
to say about behaviour which was so plainly unbiological.
Perhaps as an emotionally mature wife and mother (by
1987 I had been married 25 years) the ‘wrongness’ was
plainer to me than it could be to any man: I cannot re-
member a time in my adult life when I have not known that
if there was anything worthwhile for men in same-sex
acts, there was certainly nothing for the female of the
species, whose sexual maturity and satisfaction depends
on a specifically feminine experience unattainable in such
acts. (This was in my thinking and feeling quite independ-
ent of any desire for children, which was completely ab-
sent from my conscious mind when I was married.) This
instinct may go far to account for the fact that there al-
ways seem to be an even smaller number of females than
males at all interested in lifetime same-sex relations, and
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that where there are no children lesbian ‘unions’are even
less stable. I still believe, or have come round to believing
again, that we have no need of any texts at all to know
from observation that same-sex acts are biologically bi-
zarre, and that this is so quite apart from the fact that they
cannot lead directly to offspring. I believe, and have gone
into scholarly print to this effect, that half of the Pauline
argument in Rom. 1 has to do with the ‘biologically bi-
zarre’ aspect of the thing, but that of course Paul sees no
conflict between what the late Chief Rabbi of Great Brit-
ain called some years ago “the law of God” and that of
“nature” in genital relations.

Out of my formulation in the press and in a letter to
City Hall (we did not quote Scripture or say anything
about sin against God in this context) came the beginning
of my own study of the explicit biblical references. Hence
my eventual published paper, which circulated for some
years with an introduction which I attach as a Word file.
Some Christian people in this city thought us compro-
mised, but we did not want to spoil our case by appeal to
Biblical authority and spiritual standards with people for
whom these were of no account. We thought, and said to
City Hall, that one more Indian boy on the street with Aids
after the Gay Games was one too many.

| suppose that no-one would claim that homosexuality is
really natural. Ostensibly, however, this strong feeling was
based on the Biblical condemnation of homosexual activ-

ity.

As I have said above, the Christian reaction was quite
varied, and based on varied grounds. (I am glad that you
accept that homosexuality is unnatural.)

But my immediate reaction to this was, and continues to
be, one of disbelief. | find it simply not credible that a few
obscure texts from Leviticus and elsewhere had moved
people so strongly. The Bible, after all, has a lot to say
about sins of many kinds (most of which receive a great
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deal more Biblical attention than this one), and even more
about doing what is right. Issues of justice and love, for
example, of fair sharing of wealth, and of care and con-
cern for the disadvantaged, are far more prominent in the
Bible, but do they draw the same kind of emotional at-
tention? Hardly. A telling comparison is with usury, con-
demned in about as many Biblical passages as homosex-
ual behaviour. How is it that the same protesters seem
content to live in an economy whose very basis is the
earning of maximum rates of return on one’s invested
wealth? Where are the energetic, emotional protests
against banks and the stock market?

1 intend to split off some of my reply to this point into a
new posting: See Shades of Marcion. Here I shall take up
the matter of usury. The medieval church condemned
usury in all its forms on the basis of “a few obscure texts”.
The ban on taking money at usury was maintained for at
least a millennium, in a Christian culture which had at
least as well-thought-out and articulated a theology of the
Just Wage, the Just Price, the Just War and so forth as
ours. We have absolutely no monopoly on Christian con-
sistency in this or any other sphere. The people would not
soil their hands with it, leaving all money-lending (which
developed societies have always used and needed) to
Jewry (ironically enough). There was a tremendous
amount of ‘“emotional attention” paid to all such eco-
nomic matters, very much less to personal and relational
ones.

The justification, or rationalisation, for our modern
practice is a distinction between usury and interest
(though that distinction seems to be to have broken down
briefly in our economy in the early Eighties!). The “Are
we talking about the same phenomenon?” argument
really is relevant here. Usury in the Bible was indeed
usurious, the rates being so crippling that personal slav-
ery for debt was often the rapid result. And this was at
times when inflation was so low that it took centuries for
any to be discernible. The modern argument would be that
that kind of lending is what is forbidden. For ourselves,
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isn 't the principle behind the prohibition that we may not
enslave anyone in any way for our own profit? That is a
far more far-reaching demand, it seems to me, than a dis-
approval of lending at interest. It may be doubted whether
you, Hugh, or any of us, could move an inch in modern
life without using our present financial system. We do it
every time we shop, put money into the bank, or draw a
salary or pension.

A much better parallel might be contraception, with its
strong personal and relational component. Until a few
decades ago the whole Judaeo-Christian tradition con-
demned it: the problem had always been to keep the
population up, and it was assumed that Scripture said the
same. Meanwhile as TB of the ovaries vanished from the
Western world, ethicists were forced to rethink the ban. It
could be said, and still is said in one very significant
Christian denomination, that the fact that there is now-
adays not a peep out of anyone about its use in Christian
marriage is simply a measure of how wickedly self-in-
dulgent we all are. Except that God in His wisdom said
nothing at all about it, but rather instructed married
people to meet each other s needs lest worse befall them.
And yes, sundry methods, including intrauterine devices,
were known to the ancient world.

The Early Fathers, always required reading for Angl-
icans (they were what Hooker primarily meant by Trad-
ition), were eloquent against contraception on the ost-
ensible basis of two Old Testament texts. They were
eloquent against same-sex relations on the explicit basis
of the Leviticus and other texts. They were also eloquent
against abortion, about which there are strictly speaking
no texts at all: they said that it was murder, involving the
destruction of a person made in the image of God; it was
not far from their minds that it was nearly always fatal to
the mother, who was in the same category. The need to
keep the population up was not a minor consideration to
them in any of these judgements; but they can be shown
to have been unbiblical in only the first case.
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| can only conclude that the emotional reaction against
homosexuality is triggered by more than the Biblical texts.
By what, then? | suspect that the driving force for anti-
homosexual feeling and protest is something much more
visceral than intellectual or even moral;

There is another possible kind of reaction to reckon with,
and that is one rooted in a deep spiritual conviction.

... that the energy flows from a “gut” sense of discomfort,
even revulsion, at the very thought of physical intimacy
with a partner of one’s own sex. | find at least some hints
of such feeling in my own experience — my initial reluct-
ance to deal with the issue, for example.

Yes, I agree with you that there is a visceral reaction on
the part of most of us, and that we have to be careful that
we are not blinded by this to any facts. Some even react
pathologically to the idea of heterosexual relations! In the
late Eighties I knew less detail than I do now, and as [
learnt more had to discipline myself to peel off, as it were,
my emotions from my thinking in this as in other spheres.
The more we know about the nature of the same-sex ‘act
of love’ (which, when all’s said and done, in the male case
involves entering an exit) the more careful we have to be
about simple disgust. At the same time, isn t it reasonable
that people who are not disembodied spirits, but who only
ever know one another in this life in bodies which are of
one sex or the other, should experience a reaction which
is tinged with emotion? Some people have an entirely
principled objection to a situation in which their growing
children may be encouraged to think of this kind of relat-
ing as being on all fours with heterosexual relations, or to
come to their local parish church and be ‘turned’ by their
friendly neighbourhood Anglican priest. Nor do we think
an emotional reaction of disgust and horror peculiar in a
victim of sexual abuse.

1 think that there are circles where more information
about the physical facts would not come amiss: probably
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not apocryphal is the tale of the dear old lady who
couldn t understand what all the fuss was about in con-
nection with gay men's living together; it turned out that
her definition of ‘gay’was ‘unable to beget children’...

Another possible factor is cultural: what have people
learned from the way others in their society think about
and treat homosexuals? From long ago, | remember just
one line of a song, | think from “South Pacific”. Children,
the song said, don’t naturally dislike those of another race
— “They have to be carefully taught!” When | see the
Chinese members of our Synod, and the Africans of Lam-
beth, more strongly opposed than others to some accom-
modation with homosexuality, | wonder whether their
culture has taught this lesson more strongly than ours.
This is something | haven'’t yet discovered, and would be
interested to learn.

As far as I can see the main cultural factor is that homo-
sexual expression is an epiphenomenon of extreme affiu-
ence, and always has been. Third World bishops, for in-
Stance (not to mention a majority of First World ones)
cannot see why the Church should be rent asunder over
what they view as the emotional problem of a tiny minority
in the affluent West. In many places Christian people are
not only accorded far less tolerance than active homosex-
uals in our societies, they are liable to get lynched all the
more certainly if there is any suggestion that they are pro-
moting any form of vice.

As for children, they surely do not need to learn cruelty
and hatred of visible difference from anyone. They need to
unlearn them and learn Christ, like parents. They are no
more noble than savages are.

So my attitude to others with whom | disagree is to seek
the reason why, in the expectation that one side has
something to learn from the other. The biblical arguments
(that | expect to be offered) do not satisfy me, for at least
two reasons: the one given above, that other biblical
teachings are not pursued so eagerly, and the one | have
been putting forward in the rest of this conversation, that
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this particular teaching seems to produce results that viol-
ate other, more certain, biblical teachings.

This encapsulates another point which I shall take up in
detail under separate cover, as it were.

Why Such a Reaction to Homosexual Acts? Contd.
Hugh Dempster writes:

h dear! Here was |, thinking that over the Christmas “lull”
I'd be able to put together a response to earlier comments
from Barclay, and now it's now, with that still undone and
the flood-gates opening again. Well, I've known all along
that there are many facets to this subject, and that a
simple discussion of one topic would perforce branch out
before long into a bunch of other tracks. Let me start with
a few brief quibbles on Prisca’s last posting. Yes, | too am
all behind ...

Prisca had asked about my attitude to the Chinese
members of our Synod, who spoke strongly against Re-
solution 9.

Actually I did not mean yours or that of any ordinary
person in the pew, but rather church leaders such as are
in conflict with our Lord in the context of the Parable of
the Good Samaritan. Our Chinese members were partic-
ularly distressed, and said so.

| began by wondering why they took that position, and
Prisca responded:

Why not? ... It is not possible to attempt to put a whole
three-thousand-year-old culture and tradition suddenly
on the defensive and to cherish the illusion that there will
be no reaction.

I am moving here to the reasonableness of such a re-
action not merely on their part, but on that of any church
person. Hence my title.
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| don’t expect “no reaction,” but the rest of Synod was
about equally divided pro and con;

Synod had not really had any time to think about Resol-
ution 9, particularly as it was amended just before it came
before us. The ‘debate’was extraordinarily superficial.

| was asking why the Chinese reacted so differently. If the
“three-thousand-year-old culture and tradition” you speak
of is the Judeo-Christian teaching, then both groups pre-
sumably have been exposed to that (the Chinese, per-
haps, not for so long), and it would not seem to explain
the difference. (If you meant instead the Chinese ethnic
culture, that’s another story. In that case, you would seem
to be accepting that their position (and yours?) is based
primarily in culture, not the Bible.)

1 think that the Chinese position is grounded in reason
first, their own pagan culture second, and the Bible has
reinforced these for them only very recently. They cannot
commend the Gospel in Chinese culture with sex-ethics
like that, they are saying. I strongly suspect that even tol-
erance for all such differences is the fruit of a long ex-
posure to the Gospel with its revolutionary concept of the
value of every human being. The reaction grounded in
culture is to be found everywhere and at all periods, quite
independently of any Bible.

When | previously made the suggestion that culture might
be a factor (and that children aren’t naturally racist, but
must be so taught), Prisca replied:

As far as I can see the main cultural factor is that homo-
sexual expression is an epiphenomenon of extreme affiu-
ence, and always has been. I am taking a long and broad
view, having studied the thing historically as well as geo-
graphically. It has been an upper-crust and affluent thing
always and everywhere. Third World bishops, for instance
... cannot see why the Church should be rent asunder over
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what they view as the emotional problem of a tiny minority
in the affluent West. ...

This was overwhelmingly the majority view of ALL the
bishops at Lambeth.

As for children, they surely do not need to learn cruelty
and hatred of visible difference from anyone.

1 should perhaps have said, soon after they cease to be
toddlers and abandon parallel play.

I question both of these assertions, and the Third World
bishops! It may well be that only in “the affluent West” has
it become relatively safe for homosexuals to “come out”
and live openly as what they are, but they exist in both
Asia and Africa, and probably everywhere. | can under-
stand that they may be relatively invisible to, say, the Afric-
an bishops, when | see (New Internationalist 328, Oct.
2000, pp- 18-19) that in over half the African countries
homosexual acts are illegal, with penalties ranging up to
death.

The premiss here is that there is something inherent in
some human beings called “being homosexual”. Where
do we suppose it to be located? In the genes, the chromo-
somes, the psyche? Are we supposing that there has been
a major psychological shift in the makeup of human be-
ings?

It would be good (I plead again) if we could be clear
that what we are talking about is the acceptance of a
particular kind of behaviour as feasibly pleasing to God
in Christian people, not some state of mind or emotion
which does not manifest itself in action.

| have no data at hand about children and racism, but
have certainly read accounts of small children playing
happily with others of different race, and, if questions
arose (“Mommy, why is Bobby’s skin so black?”), being
satisfied with very simple answers. Maybe the answer is
that children must be taught either way — to accept, or to
hate.

1 think that I want to assert that children are sinful too.



-67 -

Where do their parents get wickedness from, to pass it
along to them? But this is another hare to be set running:
call it the Perfectibility question, if you like.

Finally, on usury (which | had put forward as a parallel to
homosexuality — not that the issues are similar, but simply
that both are uniformly condemned by scripture, in about
as many passages), Prisca’s response noted changes in
attitude through history and gave some reasons for these
— and seemed to accept the result. But hold on! If we
switch back to sexuality, shouldn’t those be my lines,
which she would be opposing? Why should a historical
change in attitude away from the Biblical position be ac-
ceptable in one case and not in the other? Again, this
would suggest (as | have come to suppose) that the
Church’s traditional view on sexuality is indeed based on
something more than the Biblical texts themselves.

1 am saying that the phenomenon is NOT the same as what
is condemned in the Old Testament but unmentioned in the
much more urban setting of the New (significantly inter-
est-earning is accepted by Our Lord in the Parable of the
Talents, if one wants to be exact!). Hugh, you have not
taken me up about your own involvement in the system,
but you are not telling me that you live detached from it?
Have you taken all your pension money, turned it into gold
and stuffed it into a sock under the bed? Would you not
give someone who needs it a mortgage? Tell me how, and
I will gladly yield to your scruples if I could thereby get
you to think more tenderly of mine!

1 have a whole string of topics pending: I hope that you
agree that we have to make this discussion less unwieldy?

More later!

Shades of Marcion, or Is Scripture Divisible or Un-
clear?

Early in the Second Century there arose a theologian
called Marcion. He thought that there were two Gods in
the Bible, a punitive, angry, legalist God, and the
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Christian God. On this basis he ‘outed’ all of the Old
Testament, most of the Epistles and large parts of the Gos-
pels as sub-Christian, leaving as Scripture really only the
‘Gentle Jesus meek and mild’ parts of the Gospels. His
view was rejected as aberrant before he died, but never
died with him, for it has been popping up again at inter-
vals ever since. It is actually in modern terms a variant of
anti-Semitism, for it flourished among the ‘German
Christians’ during the Third Reich. Article VII was written
to contradict the Marcionite heresy. It states among other
things that in the New Covenant we are still to obey “those
commandments which are called moral”.

Why was Marcion mistaken? First and foremost, one
cannot disentangle two ideas of God from one another in
revelation: they are completely interwoven, the idea of
His love and the idea that out of love He gives us stand-
ards and is angry when they are broken. Marcion ignored
the teaching of Jesus Himself, that His Bible was one, and
that the apostolic witness too was to be inspired and one
with it. He ignored the position that is Dominical, Pauline
and that of the writer to the Hebrews, that Christian people
are obliged to ‘fulfil’ all of the Law which remains unful-
filled in the Person and Work of Christ, and in the power
of the Holy Spirit to follow His example of a perfect ob-
edience to its demands. He went in for ‘DIY’ integration,
or non-integration, of Scripture; the Church said that the
broad method of approaching the diversity within
Scripture was already contained within Scripture: Jesus
was the supreme authority over the whole, the interpret-
ation of the Old Testament was to be governed by that of
the New, and the meaning of the whole caboodle, what-
ever that was reverently found to be, was to be believed
and obeyed.

Furthermore, Article VI states, again in accordance
with catholic doctrine, that Scripture contains perspicu-
ously all that everyone needs to know about salvation
(which as we all know includes sanctification and glorifi-
cation in the New Testament view). Article XX says that
the Church has no right “so to expound” one passage of
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Scripture “as to be repugnant to another”. It adds that the
Church has no authority to require anyone to believe
‘extras’ (e.g. the necessity of baptizing sinful behaviour
as a part of being ‘loving’) which are not demonstrable
from Scripture.

It is in accordance with the catholic view of Scripture
that as great a New Testament scholar as the still-living
C.F.D. Moule said in my hearing when lecturing on
Romans, “The Jew attempted to keep the Law in order that
he might be saved; we are saved in order that we may keep
the Law.”

But my immediate reaction to this was, and continues to
be, one of disbelief. | find it simply not credible that a few
obscure texts from Leviticus and elsewhere had moved
people so strongly.

To comment first on “a few”: why should the number of
texts matter? The First Great Commandment rests on
fewer passages still. Is it therefore to be taken less seri-
ously? Does the plethora of passages uncomplimentary to
adultery make adultery ‘worse’than my idolatry of self?

“... obscure”: the Hebrew texts, like most of the Torah,
are linguistically completely straightforward; no ancient
or modern version has any difficulty with them, and all
versions are wholly serviceable for those whose Hebrew
is growing rusty. The Early Fathers, reading their Bible in
Greek or a version of that, knew that they were about con-
sensual penetration of the male by the male.

“... from Leviticus”: the Two Great Commandments
have as their source that book and Deuteronomy, from
which the Lord quoted them as part of His Bible and
authoritative for us all.

“... and elsewhere’: the “elsewhere” is with one ex-
ception Apostolic, and the Apostolic references contain
back-reference to parts of the Torah. They too are clear to
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good Hellenists, if not always well translated in the mod-
ern English versions.

The Bible, after all, has a lot to say about sins of many
kinds (most of which receive a great deal more Biblical
attention than this one), and even more about doing what
is right. Issues of justice and love, for example, of fair
sharing of wealth, and of care and concern for the dis-
advantaged, are far more prominent in the Bible, but do
they draw the same kind of emotional attention?

This is an interesting distinction, but not a Biblical one.
Exercising sexual restraint and purity is not separate from
“doing what is right”, but a vital aspect of it. Sexual and
other standards are held together, indeed fused, through-
out biblical ethics. What is this ‘‘justice and love” which
does not encompass all of life? We started out in this dis-
cussion with a passage which makes love, for God and
man, the all-embracing category. Has it now become a
small thing?

As for the “emotional attention”, it depends where you
are. Certain concerns are a preoccupation in lefi-liberal
circles. These, because we are human and find it hard to
get our minds round so much material (plus the fact that
biblical ethics condemn us all!), bleat about them all the
time, but are silent in the face of our modern epidemic of
unchastity, it seems to me.

Biblical ethics are very even-handed, it seems to me,
on the Left and the Right.

1 have just done a search of the New Testament terms
for just/unjust and cognates. Those prepared to look at the
results, perhaps with a good translation to hand, will see
that there is no vital distinction within them between
Justice, goodness, righteousness etc. and their opposite
negative equivalents.

So my attitude to others with whom | disagree is to seek
the reason why, in the expectation that one side has
something to learn from the other. The biblical arguments
(that | expect to be offered) do not satisfy me.


http://nwnet.org/%7Eprisca/dikadik.htm
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Shouldn t we all be expecting to learn more from Scripture
all our days? Particularly if we are open to having our
assumptions challenged by what we find there?

... for at least two reasons: the one given above, that other
biblical teachings are not pursued so eagerly ...

I am open to hearing in what way my life and thinking
need correction. I go to church partly for this.

... and the one | have been putting forward in the rest of
this conversation, that this particular teaching seems to
produce results that violate other, more certain, biblical
teachings.

This brings us smack up against the question of what love
for neighbour is, and how it relates to the revealed will of
God.

That needs a new discussion.
Is There an Analogy with the Good Samaritan?
Hugh wrote:

Continuing my conversation with Prisca ... By way of re-
prise, this started with my claim (against a denial) that
there is a biblical basis for reconsidering the church’s at-
titude to homosexuals (as we are trying to do in this dia-
logue). The chief theme | have in mind is Jesus’ frequent
alignment with “inferior” people, the poor, the outcast, the
foreigner, the despised. (In effect, | guess, the “prefer-
ential option for the poor” of Latin-American theologians.)
Homosexuals, in today’s society, surely fit in that category
— and this, | claim, needs to be considered over against
those scripture passages which condemn homosexual
behaviour. The two examples | put forward were the
parables of the Good Samaritan and the last judgement.
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First, about the Good Samaritan.

The note that the ‘good neighbour’ was a Samaritan
(two Temple officers having already evaded their duty)
will indeed have brought a gasp from the audience. The
“cast of characters” is an integral part of the drama. The
Lord is also dealing with, not ordinary Synagogue
members, but prominent and powerful clerics, for whom
He reserved His severest strictures.

So far we agree.

1t is therefore legitimate, if it is legitimate to try to bring
this up-to-date in our Diocesan situation, to ask about the
attitudes of our ecclesiastical equivalents to, say, those
conscientiously unable to endorse same-sex acts ...

I've been trying to understand this sentence as raising a
question about the parallel | draw between the parable
and our situation, but can’t make it come out to any
question | believe you would ask. The end part, about at-
titudes (perhaps mine?) to those “unable to endorse
same-sex acts,” | can respond to, but not really in the con-
text of the parable. (In that context, it would translate into
attitudes to those unable to endorse Samaritans — per-
haps the “prominent and powerful clerics” you mentioned
as targets of Jesus’ severest strictures.) I'll therefore
make that a separate response message.

T'was trying to say that the connection with homosexuality
in general and our Diocesan situation in particular is so
tenuous as to be nugatory. We are asking whether a
particular lifestyle is one which God can ‘bless’.

Were not Samaritans then and homosexuals now sim-
ilarly despised? That’s essentially the connection. | agree
with that last sentence as a fair statement of the question
we are addressing (except perhaps for the unfortunate
word “lifestyle”). But then you go on to make character-
izations which, it seems to me, beg that very question.
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Our Lord’s ideal Samaritan is of course to be assumed to
be exemplary in his life in general: his ‘inferiority’is a
religious/ethnic thing not tied to something universally
agreed to be sinful. In the episode of the Woman at the
Well, the Lord was prepared to challenge a real-life
Samaritan about sex-ethics where these were the issue.
But they or any other form of ungodliness are not even
remotely the issue in Lk. 10.

To make this comparison does not, | think, “leap ... to
baptize all forms of behaviour.” And it means that your
“cash to call the right kind of escort service” is actually
attached to the wrong player in this little drama — your pre-
sumed homosexual should be playing the part of Samar-
itan, not victim. :-)

When you say ‘“tied to something universally agreed to
be sinful” or “any other form of ungodliness” in arguing
against my linking of the Good Samaritan story with
homosexuality, are you not by implication assuming that
same-sex relations in particular cannot be blessed by
God? | am not sure about the specific issues separating
Jews and Samaritans (they worshipped on different
mountains, for one?), but would not Jesus’ hearers as-
sume that the “Samaritan lifestyle” could not be blessed
by God? And would we perhaps (in the light of this para-
ble) disagree with that? Again, you say that the Samatritan
of the story “is of course to be assumed to be exemplary
in his life in general.” Would not the opposite be assumed
by those hearers? Would they not consider the label
“‘good Samaritan” an oxymoron? Wasn't that likely Jesus’
point in casting his story as he did?

I am saying that the teaching of the Parable has every-
thing to do with the meeting of fundamental human need,
and absolutely nothing to do with any messing about in
bed of any variety! (Yes, there is an oscillation, within the
Parable and in our thinking about it, between the active
and passive senses of “neighbour”. I am primarily con-
cerned at this point to emphasise that certain kinds of
satisfaction are quite distinct from basic human needs,
and the duty to meet them, which together create human
rights.)
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Yes (if you must put it that way), but it also includes a
striking warning against denigrating (or excluding from
your “neighbour-hood”) certain others just because you
think God can’t bless them. As I indicated before, | set this
story alongside other passages in which Jesus aligns him-
self with people “beyond the pale” — most often “tax col-
lectors and sinners” — and is criticized for so doing. My
argument supposes only that many Christians today treat
homosexuals in much the way Jews of Jesus’time treated
Samaritans. Is that not a legitimate analogy?

1 think that a number of points need to be made. Your re-
marks are in inverted commas.

1. You state “this started with my claim (against a de-
nial) that there is a biblical basis for reconsidering
the church's attitude to homosexuals (as we are trying
to do in this dialogue).”

2. Actually we are not doing that, as you later admit: we
are asking whether same-sex relations are a possible
Christian behaviour which God can ‘bless’. We are
not talking about anybodys ‘orientation’ as such.
(Sometimes this may be at odds with actual behaviour,
or prove to be so in the long run.)

3. “The chief theme I have in mind is Jesus’ frequent
alignment with ‘inferior’people, the poor, the outcast,
the foreigner, the despised. (In effect, I guess, the
‘preferential option for the poor’ of Latin-American
theologians.) Homosexuals, in today s society, surely
fit in that category — and this, I claim, needs to be
considered over against those scripture passages
which condemn homosexual behaviour.”

4. FEven if it were granted that our society really op-
presses homosexuals, it is not homosexuals as such,
or our society, which are in question in our Diocesan
situation. Isn t it clear, furthermore, that, for example,
wife-beating is generally disapproved? We do not
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conclude that wife-beaters are thereby rendered fine
fellows subject to cruelty and gross misunderstand-
ing, and that the Good Samaritan is analogous to
them. By this far-fetched method, absolutely any be-
haviour could be smuggled into our reasoning as ad-
mirable, or at least venial.

5. “I’ve been trying to understand this sentence (about
the Lords reserving His severest strictures for re-
ligious leaders) as raising a question about the
parallel I draw between the parable and our situ-
ation, but can t make it come out to any question I be-
lieve you would ask. The end part, about attitudes
(perhaps mine?) to those ‘unable to endorse same-sex
acts,’ I can respond to, but not really in the context of
the parable.”

The Samaritan in the parable is shown to be exemplary by
contrast with two highly-educated religious professionals,
who signally failed to obey the Law which Jesus "interloc-
utor has just established as representing the whole
(horizontal) will of God for mankind. To get these people
even more into context, we need to understand that these
were individuals who were really in earnest about their
religion. No doubt we are meant to understand that there
was a purely selfish, ordinarily human, motive for their
neglect (i.e. the brigands who notoriously lurked in the
caves and boulders above the Jericho road might want a
piece of them too!); but they were also coping with an
equally human conflict of genuine duties. The victim
looked dead. To establish that he could still be helped in-
volved touching him. Whether the two functionaries were
coming or going from their service to God is unclear from
the Greek; but either way they would have been rendered
ritually unclean for many days, and thus unable to serve,
by reason of their contact with a corpse. Their love for
God was expressed, in their minds, even supremely
expressed, in their Temple service to Him. Someone else,
they would have reasoned, was more freed up to look after
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the mess on the roadside. The real point of the Parable is
that when push comes to shove, love for God does not ig-
nore the visible object, or it is unreal. Precisely the same
point is being made in the well-known long passage at [
John 3-4. It is teaching about Theological Ethics, to use
the technical term: how do we hold together the two Great
Commandments?

I'want to say that if there is a current and local parallel
to these religious officials, it is much more plausibly with
the attitude which ignores the obvious distress of ordinary
church members, in favour of a doctrinaire insistence that
because I am high up in the Church I know better what
God wants done. I do not refer to you, Hugh, or to ord-
inary members of Synod...

3. “When you say ‘tied to something universally agreed
to be sinful’ or ‘any other form of ungodliness’ in
arguing against my linking of the Good Samaritan
story with homosexuality, are you not by implication
assuming that same-sex relations in particular cannot
be blessed by God? I am not sure about the specific
issues separating Jews and Samaritans (they wor-
shipped on different mountains, for one?), but would
not Jesus’ hearers assume that the ‘Samaritan life-
style’ could not be blessed by God? ... Again, you say
that the Samaritan of the story ‘is of course to be as-
sumed to be exemplary in his life in general.” Would
not the opposite be assumed by those hearers? Would
they not consider the label ‘good Samaritan’ an oxy-
moron? Wasn't that likely Jesus’ point in casting his
story as he did?”

Actually my reference is to an assumption which would
most certainly have been shared by absolutely everyone
at the time of the telling of the Parable. We need to be
completely clear that neither the Lord Himself, nor any of
His contemporaries who were in any kind of position of
authority, whether Jew or Samaritan, could possibly have
countenanced, let alone practised, same-sex relations.
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Not only could He not, for logical reasons already stated,
have been thinking about vindicating Samaritans, as op-
posed to rebuking Jews. (For a really telling ‘exemplary
neighbour although’ he could have chosen a much more
spectacularly despised Gentile, after all. The Jews really
did think of the Gentiles as a bunch of immoralists.) This
teaching is much deeper than our typical modern socio-
logical, horizontally-human, concern. He chose as a lay-
figure for a story about love for neighbour someone who
stood for an hereditary religious/ethnic enmity going back
at least five centuries, because the Law was held in com-
mon: and reading it in an inferior copy, not to mention
worshipping in the wrong place, are shown in the story to
be no bar to pleasing God. ‘How do you read it?’is a very
pointed question!!! There was mutual contempt and instit-
utionalised avoidance between two old communities, into
which people were born and out of which there was no
exit. They occupied different lands and had two separate
Temples. Both priest and Levite were professionally con-
cerned with the accurate understanding of the Law and
with ceremonial correctness. Jesus cannot possibly have
been saying anything like ‘The Samaritan is a superb
pastry-cook (admirable but irrelevant) and here showed
himself'to be an excellent neighbour too’, or ‘The Samar-
itan is a keen entomologist (morally neutral but irrel-
evant) and was a wonderful neighbour to a wounded
Jew’, let alone ‘He beats his wife regularly every Sabbath,
and is exemplary in his love for neighbour’ ... !

Perhaps it would help our discussion to put same-sex
relations into their Biblical context. They keep company
with child sacrifice, bestiality, incest, adultery, murder
(Leviticus), (as an aspect of sexual immorality in general)
with wicked schemes, murder, adultery, theft, false testi-
mony and defamation (Mt. 15); with every kind of vice,
violence and wickedness in Rom. 2; with general un-
chastity, idolatry, adultery, theft, ruthless acquisitiveness,
intoxication, defamation, and swindling (I Cor. 6); with
parricide, matricide, murder, adultery, slaving, fraud and
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perjury (I Tim. 1); and by implication with all the other
‘works of the flesh’ in Gal. 5. They would certainly not
have been attributable, or attributed, to a Samaritan qua
Samaritan by the most hostile Jew.

4. “[The parable] also includes a striking warning
against denigrating (or excluding from your ‘neigh-
bour-hood’) certain others just because you think
God can t bless them. As I indicated before, I set this
story alongside other passages in which Jesus aligns
himself with people ‘beyond the pale’ — most often
‘tax collectors and sinners’— and is criticized for so
doing.”

I really don't know anyone in my church who denigrates,
excludes socially or thinks of as ‘unblessable’ homosexual
or any other persons.

Didn t the Lord, in his mostly private but occasionally
documented chats with the Quislings and Street People
actually always get them to align themselves with Him-
self? His love, reflecting the love of God, was never a soft
thing. Repentance and faith with power for amendment of
life were part of the offer, without which there was no
ultimate blessing. There was no question of what Bonhoef-
fer called “cheap grace”.

5. “My argument supposes only that many Christians
today treat homosexuals in much the way Jews of
Jesus time treated Samaritans. Is that not a legitimate
analogy?”

Even if the premiss be granted, no, except in the most re-
mote and subsidiary way. I have tried really hard, but find
the analogy really too convoluted.
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Is Sex-experience a Basic Human Need?
About the Sheep and Goats:

We have already agreed that whoever is ministering or not
ministering to whom in the Parable, the ministry itself as
in the Good Samaritan story is described in terms of seri-
ous and central needs of the needy.

The “loving care” again has nothing whatever to do
with many of our felt wants, everything to do with basic
need.

Yes and no. It isn’t about satisfying greed, but our bodies
have a way of making us “feel want” whenever we suffer
a “basic need.” Hunger and thirst (which are mentioned in
the parable) are felt wants, signalling our basic needs of
food and drink. Companionship may be both a want and
a need (for, say, the sick or prisoner). And of course, what
about our sexual drives? They are surely a basic need for
our species, and (probably therefore) are given to us as
fairly urgent wants. So | think that distinction may not be
quite as clean as you suggest.

Yes, the visiting of people in their sickness or imprison-
ment does look like a care for them as social beings.
Certainly, to reiterate my earlier distinction, human con-
tact and the sense of being cared for by other people is of
the bene esse, if not of the esse, of most people’s lives most
of the time. For the very young or otherwise vulnerable it
may make the difference between life and death in partic-
ular cases. However, we need to remember that the in-
firmary and other place of sickness, let alone prison, have
been and still are by no means necessarily places where
one got fed, or cared for in other basic ways, unless some-
one cared enough to visit there. So I do not think that those
parts of the Parable can be used to argue for the basic
nature of the need for companionship. Absolutely es-
sential in the action of the Good Samaritan was the brave
and sacrificial act of physical rescue: this is why the
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Parable is sometimes expounded (however methodolog-
ically unsoundly!) as an allegory of Christ’s rescue of the
sinner, who is mortally wounded and powerless to help
himself.

Our whole tradition teaches that for companionship,
affirmation and personhood we always can, and some-
times must, do with God only.

That we have been programmed to desire sexual union
so as to propagate the race is clear. It is incidentally clear
that same-sex ‘union’ is an exceedingly roundabout
method of arriving at the same result. The Creation
Mandate to ‘fill up the earth’ used to be regarded as
Justification for the view that, to quote Humanae Vitae,
“Every marriage-act must be open to life.” We cannot
conclude that all without exception are called to do their
bit, nor outside the Roman obedience do we nowadays
make the command mean that all the married have a duty
to have as many babies as they possibly can in the time.

If we are talking about our longing for sex-experience
or any aspect of it, it may be so overwhelmingly strong (in
many women the desire for awakening comes before the
desire for children, and conceivably the second is always
qualitatively different in the two sexes) that the little dif-
ficulty that nobody has offered us marriage is experienced
as terrible deprivation by individuals. I have many
younger friends who live with very much pain because of
this. The short-term, or sometimes lifelong, pain is the
greater for believers because they do not feel free to as-
suage it in unworthy ways. They are quite clear what they
want, and tell the Lord about it frequently and with tears,
but must like all of us accept that when the answer is still
“No” or “Not Yet” what they are feeling is a want not a
need. I have never known any rational Christian to die
under this particular deprivation, or to consider that God,
the Church or society have failed to grant them some sort
of abstract ‘right’to sexual enjoyment.

There is a Christian virtue called Acceptance which
enters into all our deep frustrations. When one has gone
through this sort of dark experience, whether because of
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sexual desire or something else, one can and does dis-
cover the Lord in a new way. One discovers that grace
and forgiveness, as the Lords Prayer indicates, are in-
deed among our basic needs, and are always forthcoming
when we ask for them. Suffering borne with and for Christ
is less heavy, and has some very beneficial fruits of the
kind that do last longer than the pain.
1 know whereof I speak.

Our life, for time and eternity, is infinitely more complex
than our genital urges: I am far far more than my hetero-
sexuality, which except insofar as I use it responsibly and
in accordance with God’s will, or not, has no lasting
significance at all.

Yes, but! We are very complex beings. Each one of us is
certainly far more than our sexuality, yet our sexuality is a
very important part of our being. Without it, we would not
be what we are. It is surely not a thing to be lightly ignored.
Christianity, remember, does not teach immortality of the
soul, but resurrection of the body — so | wouldn’t be so
sure that sexuality “has no lasting significance.”

We have it on the very best authority that there is no mar-
riage in the heavenly life.

It was, I believe, Aquinas who postulated SEVEN
sexes, each capable of complete interpenetration. His
grounds were that what is coming has to be at least as full
of joy, colour and passion as what we have here. That is
surely a right approach. What we cannot conclude is that
we are sexual in our souls, except of course in so far as
the FEMININITY of all people before God is a very im-
portant Christian idea. It is hard for me to imagine a life
for me which is not passionately heterosexual, but I have
absolutely no grounds for expecting that I am going to get
simply more of the same later!

Besides, if you think sexuality so unimportant, why are
you determined to impose a different set of rules on some
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people just because their sexuality happens to be of the
wrong kind?

I dont, and I am not. If, however, you put to me the
question, “Have you stopped denying your husband
yet?”, I cannot answer it in any way creditable to my-
self...

Do you know of any way in which, in my thinking or
living, I am harder on others than on myself?

... Again, we are not discussing the necessity for kindness
to anyone, nor do we usually think that there must be
special indulgence to anyone to make up for harshness in
the past.

| am discussing the necessity for kindness to everyone
(regardless of sexual orientation), and | am not asking for
“special indulgence” for anyone, but rather, for gays and
lesbians, the same “indulgence” the rest of us take for
granted, to put an end to “harshness” in the present.

I meant to say that the necessity of kindness to everyone
was not up for grabs, but a ‘given’. What does need de-
fining is what kindness is. Is it kind to promise what is not
and what God cannot bless? This is how I think of same-
sex ‘unions’.

None of us can be in favour of cruelty to anyone; but it is
important to get this particular case into proportion. Is ob-
jection to particular types of behaviour unkind?

Objection to hurtful behaviour is proper. But yes, it is un-
kind to make a person’s life miserable by objection to be-
haviour that harms no-one else, and is the only possible
behaviour for that person. And | think the proper “proport-
ion” for this case is far greater than you seem willing to
admit.

That gets us into the very important question of whether
there must be visible harm before we must say that some-
thing is inconsistent with Christian ethics. That is yet an-
other discussion.
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Must Sin Involve Visible Harm?
Hugh has said:

“Objection to hurtful behaviour is proper. But yes, it is
unkind to make a person’s life miserable by objection to
behaviour that harms no-one else, and is the only possible
behaviour for that person. And I think the proper ‘pro-
portion’ for this case is far greater than you seem willing
to admit.”

Plenty could be said about whether it is right to bring into
the public arena details of one’s own bedroom habits
which most of us regard as private, and then claim that
one's life is being made miserable because the reaction is
adverse. [ write as someone who remains quite incurious
when [ learn that two unrelated men, or women, live in
one dwelling. What they do in their bedrooms is not at all
my business until they want to tell me all about it.

As for “the only possible behaviour”, when did we ar-
rive at the point in our thinking where we accept that one
segment of rational, adult Christian society, with all the
Lord s resources of grace available, cannot help acting on
its affections and passions? None of the rest of us are in-
fantilised in that way, surely, or wish to be? I emphasise
again that we are not in this Dialogue, or when we vote at
Synod, dealing with society in general, but with profess-
ing Christian adults.

The “harms no-one else” part of this argument is,
however, what I wish to address in this slot. Pace my
friend Gerry'’, the more lurid medical aspects (in respect
of which the figures for lesbians tend to be very low, about
the same as for nuns!) are not quite the point. I should buy
the “no harm” claim only in any case where there were
no concomitant betrayed spouses, deserted children, con-
fused adolescents, enemies of God caused to blaspheme,
violated Christian consciences, dead-ended lives, broken-

10 Gerry Hunter of this Diocese, who had recently posted some
very alarming statistics about illnesses among homosexually
active males.
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hearted lovers, eager never-married maidens or men,
where emotional coldness and ruthless selfishness were
not reinforced, where there was no failure to labour and
sacrifice so that children might be born to serve God and
the world. Then and then only could it fairly be claimed
that there was no visible or palpable harm. (In practice,
the very least harm that is done consists in the deepening
of emotional neediness, not its healing, and a sense of
alienation from the Creator of one’s body, which fre-
quently manifests itself in the demand that the Church
‘bless’ and so whitewash what the individual knows to be
deeply wrong.)

My point is a point of principle: must human reason be
satisfied that the consequences of disobedience are obvi-
ously harmful before we will obey? Is not all sin fund-
amentally against God? Is there not sin which is against
God only? Do I know better what love is than the Author
of love, who loves me and all the others more than any of
us can conceive?

Did Someone Say Something about the Plight
of Homosexuals?

How many people are genuinely badly treated for simply
being homosexual, i.e. having a set of desires and/or
temptations not shared by the majority?

All you men, of any orientation, should try being a
person housed in a female body in most times and places
where the Gospel has never taken firm root!

Hmm. And in some places where the Gospel has taken
root! | find it interesting that some of the traditionalists de-
termined not to allow equal status for homosexuals are
also determined not to allow the same for women.

1 hold absolutely no brief for those who would deny my
equality as a woman, in or out of church. Coming as I do
out of the oppressing (!) classes of British society, with a



-85 -

powerful sense of noblesse oblige ever since I can re-
member, to extend privilege to all women has been a
major concern of mine all my adult life. It probably helps
me that thanks to deeply Christian parents [ have always
been ‘equal’: education in the very best places, and a
sense that that privilege demanded piles of work from me
by way of return, have seen to that. I do not find any com-
pelling rationale for my equality anywhere but in the fact
that those who treated me so well believed that Jesus had
hung on His Cross for me, as for my brothers. Where else
do we find any dynamic for change, any sense that the
might of the male is not right? Our very critique of West-
ern society for its continuing shortcomings comes out of
the Gospel. What other source has it?

Catholic Christianity has never held that it was sinful
in principle to be a woman, ‘practising’ or not. I have
been equal since Pentecost, as the Old Testament texts
cited by Peter show. The New Testament echoes with the
Great Row about whether a gentile can be a Christian:
that a woman, never able to be a full Jew, can be a
Christian, is absolutely taken for granted. Women were
the first frontier the Gospel crossed, before even the
Samaritan one.

1 do not think that I or anyone has a ‘right’to ordin-
ation or a salary as a cleric, a ‘right’to a marriage or to
be deeply loved by any human being, nor have I at nearly
63 any ‘right’to bear more children, I never did have any
‘right’to beget any!

| should expect that “a person housed in a female body”
might be more sensitive than others to the plight of homo-
sexuals in our society — yet for the second time you ex-
press some reservation about the truth of the facts | have
mentioned.

All over the world, as a woman, I may be denied adequate
food, medical care in spite of my more complicated phys-
iology, all educational opportunity, civil rights, freedom
to choose my marriage partner or my friends; I may be
subject to routine genital mutilation, punished for my own
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rape, imprisoned first in my father’s, then in my husband’s
house, traded for money, forced into a harem with other
‘wives’, valued and eventually devalued on the basis of
my physical charms if any, battered and discarded as
worthless. Have I said enough?

I am still waiting for the privileged professional
victims of the West to get their eyes up off themselves and
to lift one finger for women who suffer like this!!! This is
the kind of identification which would commend itself to
me, not an attempt to use the truly oppressed as a stalking-
horse for homosexual or other vice.

I think it not inappropriate to mention that for good
measure my ancestry on my mother’s side (the side that
counts in this context!) is Jewish. Now the Jewish Holo-
caust really was persecution for what one was and could
not help: Christian people and atheists of Jewish origin
perished equally in the gas chambers.

Will it help if | remind you of one, concrete, local example?
On March 11, 2000 Hamed Nastoh, 14, honour roll Grade
9 student from Surrey, jumped to his death from Patullo
Bridge. He left a note saying he was doing it to escape
endless tormenting and name-calling from fellow
students, who called him gay, faggot, geek, uncool, over
and over and over again. (One student said some children
were still calling him a faggot after his death.) He was not
gay. [Source: The Province, March 16, 2000, pages 1, 3.]

Of course, that’s only one (and maybe he doesn’t
count because he wasn't really gay).

How could anyone tell either way? To have some homo-
sexual feelings, even a major ‘crush’ on someone of the
same sex, is part of growing up for nearly everyone. I ask
again, where is ‘gayness’located? Would an autopsy have
revealed it?

I'd say that’s one too many — and even so, it is just one of
many more. Was Christian teaching on homosexuality re-
sponsible for Hamed’s death? | would guess it’s a pretty
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significant contributing factor. The bullies in his school
learned somewhere that “gay” was not a nice thing to be.
(Wasn't it Surrey school parents that made a fuss about
gay-friendly teaching? Ignorantly afraid, apparently, that it
might make their children gay!) Christian teaching doesn’t
create bullies — but it may “give them permission” to target
gays, or perhaps to use “gay” as a put-down taunt.

I really don't know what was at work there, except the
aforesaid natural bloody-mindedness of adolescent
children. Any insult would probably have done as well.
Girls get tormented for late physical development, or be-
ing virtuous, for instance. In the over-sexualised culture
of the High School it is perhaps assumed that virginal
students have something the matter with them. But
certainly sheer IGNORANCE of Christianity is quite as
likely to have been a factor, isn't it?

I really do not think that it is profitable to ignore the
obvious: the acting out of homosexual impulses is biolog-
ically bizarre, and this fact is plain to all with half an eye.
Parents do not want their children recruited in the
schools, or the churches, and most children are aware of
the biological facts, perhaps all too aware. No, I do not
consider heterosexual promiscuity ‘normal’ either.

I think that we have to be careful not to make deductions
from Scripture about what the Lord “would have said if
... when what he DID say, about sexual sin in general and
the normative nature of heterosexual monogamy in
particular, is quite clear. If there is no explicit account of
what must have been His convictions about same-sex re-
lations, it can only be because then as now the vast major-
ity were subject to temptations to heterosexual aberrations
from the norm. He did not admit the rightness of anything
but heterosexual monogamy, or call anything else ‘union’.
He is our authority about love for neighbour, and our
authority about sex-ethics too.
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We have to let God Himself define what love is, rather
than bring our conception of it to Him and ask Him to
rubberstamp it.

It seems to me He did just that in the two parables we
have been discussing, and went out of His way in the pro-
cess to make clear that it is owed also to those neighbours
we (for some reason) dislike.

1 say it again: Yes, love is owed to all, but ‘love’is not to
be identified with the commendation of vice.

Visible Harm contd.
Prisca writes:

Plenty could be said about whether it is right to bring into
the public arena details of one’s own bedroom habits
which most of us regard as private, and then claim that
one’s life is being made miserable because the reaction is
adverse. | write as someone who remains quite incurious
when I learn that two unrelated men, or women, live in
one dwelling. What they do in their bedrooms is not at all
my business until they want to tell me all about it.

As for “the only possible behaviour”, when did we ar-
rive at the point in our thinking where we accept that one
segment of rational, adult Christian society, with all the
Lord’s resources of grace available, cannot help acting on
its affections and passions? None of the rest of us are in-
fantilised in that way, surely, or wish to be? I emphasise
again that we are not in this Dialogue, or when we vote at
Synod, dealing with society in general, but with profess-
ing Christian adults.

I am jumping the queue to respond to this message be-
cause | disagree so strongly with these two comments —
not so much in what they say, but in what they take for
granted. | find both of them quite mischievous.
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First, the lives of gay and lesbian people are made
miserable, not by adverse reaction to publication of their
“bedroom habits” but by “adverse reaction” to the (known
or assumed) “habits” themselves. In the situations that
matter (that is, those in which harm results), the “public-
ation” (true or fictional) is often made not by themselves
but by others — with the deliberate intent to stimulate “ad-
verse reaction.” | agree with your suggestion that this is
not right.

Before you question what | just said, let me cite a real
example, that of the Rev. Jim Ferry (already public
knowledge since his book, “In the Courts of the Lord,” tells
the story). He was not the one to “bring into the public
arena’” certain details of his life (in fact, he took some care
not to do so); that was done (whether one thinks it appro-
priate or not) by the Church, in the persons of a snoopy
parishioner and his bishop. And you are right, that action
certainly produced an adverse reaction, and made Jim’s
life (I would think) fairly miserable.

I may be mistaken, but wasn t there an undertaking made
to his Diocesan which was broken? But be that as it may,
we are not talking about a matter of clerical discipline
some time ago in another Diocese.

Or take Hamed Nastoh, whom | mentioned earlier. He
published nothing. Others created and “published” such
details (probably fictional) with the deliberate intent of
making his life miserable by their own “adverse reactions”
— and they succeeded to such an extent that he took his
own life.

Nor are we talking about a young man who was not asking
for his ‘union’to be ‘blessed’in a diocese of the church of
my birth and baptism.

Your comment implies (without actually stating — that
might be too obviously fallacious) that the whole problem
is a desire of gays and lesbians to bring “bedroom habits”
into “the public arena.” A specific response to that must
depend on what you really mean by “the public arena.” If
you mean Gay Pride parades, then you are talking about
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people sufficiently lacking in fear that they are prepared
to defy and mock the “adverse reaction.” If you mean a
simple wish to acknowledge publicly one’s sexual partner,
then you and | are equally guilty: we do that all the time.
Why don’t you have a problem with this desire on the part
of heterosexuals? Why doesn't it make our lives miser-
able by “adverse reaction”?

I am talking about individuals who have obtruded such
personal matters on us in this Diocese through a Synod
resolution. The difficulty is that in the case of same-sex
‘partners’the wish is by no means “simple”, in its nature
or its consequences. Some of us would argue that it is not
merely a request that the Church pronounce God's bless-
ing on something both unbiological and contrary to His
revealed will, but that there is no sex in any meaningful
sense between same-sex people. I believe that there is no
‘union’ possible in such relationships, so that those who
want such ‘unions’ ‘blessed’ are wanting what is not to be
had, and twice over.

There are indeed ways of heterosexual relating which,
if I indulged in them and told everyone about it, [ should
expect to attract some very sharp adverse reactions, in
any Church setting which claimed to be catholic.

(And you can’t answer “Because heterosexual sex is not
sinful, same-sex sex is,” because that is, more or less, the
question we’re debating. To assert it as an argument in
the debate is begging the question.)

Really, Hugh! You write as though I had conceived some
innovative idea about Christian sex-ethics and were try-
ing to put it over on everybody else. Hasn t it crossed your
mind that the onus of proof is on those who wish to change
Christianity at this point?

I am STILL waiting to hear the case for the inherent
goodness and beauty of homosexual acts. It is not est-
ablished by an assertion, however often repeated, that
perhaps they are not sinful after all.
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As good a case, if not better, could be made for “lov-
ing, consensual” father-daughter incest. I cannot see that
any conduct is improved or rendered acceptable by an
undertaking to engage in it exclusively or for a lifetime.

As to your second comment, the issue is not whether
people can avoid acting on their passions — that's a red
herring.

Actually it is pivotal.

Celibacy is an option for anyone; most do not desire or
choose that option. Our branch of the Church decided
long ago that it should be considered a calling, not a re-
quirement for anyone, even clergy. What do you mean by
suggesting that the great majority of us who choose the
other (i.e., non-celibate) option are “infantilised”? (The
word doesn’t usually mean “one who acquires an infant”!

)

In practical terms, indefinite celibacy is both calling and
requirement for all Christian people who are not led into
marriage. We are expected to abstain apart from mar-
riage. This may come to be part of the cost of discipleship,
and a major part of our Christian testimony. Not, of
course, that Christian married people are having a non-
stop riot either...

I'was speaking of homosexuals as being infantilised by
the suggestion that they, and they only, of rational adults
with access to all the grace that is poured out on us all
daily, cannot keep the Christian standard. That is so con-
temptuous! As well as being factually inaccurate in very
large numbers of cases.

So when | say “only possible behaviour” | am not talking
about “behaviour” in relation to the celibacy option, but
rather the choice of partner for a loving, pleasurable, non-
celibate life. If you still think “hetero-behaviour” is a genu-
ine option for homosexuals, try to imagine exploring
‘homo-behaviour” yourself, or read (as I did) the story of
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a gay evangelical Christian who tried conventional mar-
riage — and finally realized he was living a lie.

There will always be anecdotes, but we all know that one
swallow does not make a summer. Alcoholism is very hard
to break when the underlying neediness remains un-
addressed. I have myself never known well any homosex-
ually-inclined person free of such deep neediness. The
neediness is treatable, and often the homosexual desires
will die away when treatment has been accepted.

Perhaps, for all any of you know, I do not need to
“imagine” such explorations.

“Homo-behaviour” is something which strikes me as
tragically boring and frustrating, especially for me as a
woman: the male of the species may get up a back-
passage, the female gets nowhere fast. To be stuck in im-
mature, superficial titillations, without penetration,
awakening, impregnation, always travelling and never
arriving, when there are such gorgeous creatures as men
in the world, is a deeply sad missing of God s best for us.

As for “the choice of partner for a loving, pleasurable,
non-celibate life”, what are we saying about our rights
here? As we have asked before, are there rights when
there are felt wants rather than actual needs? How does
this kind of attitude differ from “If it feels good, do it”?

1 think it not unsuitable to append in this connection a
pair of quotations from Lewis on Love.:—

Sexuality may operate without Eros or as part
of Eros. Let me hasten to add that I make the dis-
tinction simply in order to limit our inquiry and
without any moral implications. [ am not at all sub-
scribing to the popular idea that it is the absence or
presence of Eros which makes the sexual act “im-
pure” or “pure”, degraded or fine, unlawful or law-
ful. If all who lay together without being in the state
of Eros were abominable, we all come of tainted
stock. The times and places in which marriage de-
pends on Eros are in a small minority. Most of our
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ancestors were married off in early youth to part-
ners chosen by their parents on grounds that had
nothing to do with Eros. They went to the act with
no other “fuel”, so to speak, than plain animal de-
sire. And they did right; honest Christian husbands
and wives, obeying their fathers and mothers, dis-
charging to one another their “marriage debt”, and
bringing up families in the fear of the Lord. Con-
versely, this act, done under the influence of a soar-
ing and iridescent Eros which reduces the role of
the senses to a minor consideration, may yet be
plain adultery, may involve breaking a wife’s heart,
deceiving a husband, betraying a friend, polluting
hospitality and deserting your children. It has not
pleased God that the distinction between a sin and
a duty should turn on fine feelings. This act, like
any other, is justified (or not) by far more prosaic
and definable criteria; by the keeping and breaking
of promises, by justice or injustice, by charity or
selfishness, by obedience or disobedience ...

... Thus God, admitted to the human heart,
transforms not only Gift-love but Need-love; not
only our Need-love of Him, but our Need-love of
one another. This is of course not the only thing that
can happen. He may come on what seems to us a
more dreadful mission and demand that a natural
love be totally renounced ... Eros, directed to a for-
bidden object, may have to be sacrificed. In such
instances, the process, though hard to endure, is
easy to understand.

[From C.S. Lewis The Four Loves]

The main “harms no-one else” body of your message |
find hard to respond to in any meaningful way, since it
seems so far from relevant. Your long list of “harms”
seems to belong mostly to the heterosexual world, and
again contains what | perceive as false assumptions.
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1 think that in order to be plainer I must paraphrase and
make less impersonal my catalogue of “visible harms’.
Persons who seek or are involved in same-sex ‘unions’
will have sinned against other human beings in at least
one, frequently more, of the following ways: they will have
betrayed a spouse, deserted offspring, confused adol-
escents going through the normal ambivalence of their
time of life, blotched the Christian witness in society,
violated the Christian consciences of all aware of their
behaviour, permanently dead-ended their own and ofien
another's life, broken the heart of a heterosexual lover,
failed to give marriage to some man or maiden, reinforced
their own emotional coldness and ruthless selfishness,
failed to labour and sacrifice so that children might be
born to serve God and the world. These are all visible or
palpable harms. At the very least, they will have harmed
themselves by deepening instead of seeking healing for
their emotional neediness, which is observably present in
many such persons, and is arguably in most cases the root
of which homosexual desire is the fruit; and harmed them-
selves by putting themselves by biologically bizarre be-
haviour into a position where it is natural to feel a sense
of alienation from the Creator of one's body.

None of these harms is inherent in heterosexual Christ-
ian marriage.

’

Thus you speak of ‘the demand that the Church ‘bless
and so whitewash what the individual knows to be deeply
wrong.” But surely those who seek such a blessing are
exactly those who neither know nor believe their union to
be “deeply wrong,” but rather consider it a thing they wish
to offer before God. (Perhaps, if you think God won't ac-
cept that offering, you should step aside and let Her deal
with it?? :-) Once again, aren’t you begging the question
by taking for granted that the subject of our discussion is
sin?



-905 -

Are you sure that the whole push for public blessings is
not a symptom of guilt denied?

The closest any of us has ever come to knowing the
mind of God about anything is the teaching and example
of Jesus Christ. All of us need to “step aside” for Him,
and we need to do that not only in respect of those aspects
of ethics, e.g. justice, which appeal more to us than others
do. Hands up all those who genuinely believe that He
could have endorsed, tolerated or practised same-sex re-
lations. Lets have it right out in the open in this debate.

More seriously (for me), you seem again to be trivializing
or evading (without saying so explicitly) the very real, gen-
uine, deep harm that results from the sin (as | would say)
of homophobia. (I guess it is time to name the evil that has
all along driven me into this debate.) Curiously, this pre-
sent exchange is the result of my simple 3-line answer to
a question you had asked (way back on Dec. 6), in the
course of one of those evasions: “None of us can be in
favour of cruelty to anyone,” you said (conceding an inch),
“but it is important to get this particular case into proport-
ion. Is objection to particular types of behaviour unkind?”
| answered, in effect, “Yes, sometimes,” and tried to
characterize those times in a few words. | wonder whether
this simple idea has been in any way clarified by your re-
sponse “Must Sin Involve Visible Harm?” and my present
rebuttal. Certainly our debate is proceeding at a rather
glacial pace. I've a few minutes to finish this before plung-
ing into the Jubilee conference — which will occupy me for
the full weekend. After that I'll try to think of a more direct
approach than all this back-and-forthing about small
(even if important) details. But | must add a word about
your title. I did not suggest that sin must involve “visible
harm,” nor, | suspect, would you. Perhaps a better
question might be the other way around: “Must visible
harm involve sin?” Certainly | would be inclined to say that
going out of one’s way (or not) to cause (or even fail to
prevent) harm (visible or not) to another IS sin. And my
main theme in the current debate is that, directly or in-
directly, the Church’s traditional teaching about homo-
sexuality has done just that to gay and lesbian people.
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Which begs the question indeed.

Actually I was trying to get down to brass tacks with
my new topic. Is sin a merely sociological category? Are
we answerable only to other people? If so why give it a
theological name or drag God into it at all? Unless parts
of the Christian revelation (perish the thought!) are
merely useful as a handy stick to beat certain actions and
attitudes out of devout people? And other parts are dis-
posable?

The classic statement of the nature of sin is in Ps. 51.
After a series of very destructive offences against human
beings, the guilty writer says, with Hebraic hyperbole,
that his sin was against God only. As surely all our un-
realised evil imaginings are.

Love as Glop

When [ was young, there was suet pudding. It was thought
to be useful if not essential to the diet of growing children.

When I was young, there were necessary medicines
which came in the form of huge round pills or bitter
powders.

When 1 was young, a woman in England slowly
murdered her unwanted husband with cumulative doses
of arsenic.

When [ was young, there was Golden Syrup. It ren-
dered the tasteless interesting, the unpalatable acceptable
and the poisonous apparently harmless. Thus was born
Treacle Pudding.

Is the Love of God, or our Christian love, Golden
Syrup, which if poured out in sufficient quantity renders
even what is noxious sweet and good? If so, then “Come
let us sin, that grace may abound!” [Rom. 6:1] Dietrich
Bonhoeffer had a term for that: Billige Gnade, or Cheap
Grace. In Anglispeak that is “Confess, communicate and
carry on”. I will not be found supporting, let alone sub-
sidising in the Rectory, any such thing in my Church.
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[I've finally “decoded” this last of Prisca’s burst of mes-
sages back in January and February (I'm afraid I'd forgot-
ten there was one more that hadn’t yet been printed). It
annoys me so much that I'll respond right away, and then
(I hope) find time to go back and give a more organized
reply to some other points.]

Prisca writes:

Did Someone Say Something about the Plight of Homo-
sexuals?

Why, YES, Prisca — | believe | did! Several times, in fact.
With a few specific examples.

In fact, THAT'S THE MAIN THING I'VE BEEN
TALKING ABOUT IN THIS WHOLE CONVERSATION,
FROM THE START!!

Excuse me for shouting. But, Prisca, your replies have
given me every reason to believe that (on this topic at
least) you suffer very seriously from hardness of hearing.

Each time | have made such a comment, you have
questioned it, doubted it, ignored it, trivialized it, or said
“We aren’t talking about that.” To which my response is
YES WE ARE, and it's about time you acknowledged that
it is a reality, and one that we Christians have to take
some responsibility for!

For example, in the exchange prior to the message |
am now replying to, you had said “How many people are
genuinely badly treated for simply being homosexual?”
(aren’t any too many?) — and then went on to note the
difficulties of being female. Fair enough; that's a similar
problem (not our topic here), but it doesn’t negate the
problem we ARE talking about! | didn’t quarrel with you,
but did note that “some of the traditionalists determined
not to allow equal status for homosexuals are also de-
termined not to allow the same for women,” (referring to
dissidents in the U.S. Episcopal Church who seem to re-
ject both homosexual and female priests). You replied:

1 hold absolutely no brief for those who would deny my
equality as a woman, in or out of church.



-08 -

and continued with a sermonette on equality for women.
(You needn’t say that to me! Perhaps you should direct it
to some of those on your side of the current sexuality de-
bate!)

In the earlier exchange | had added my expectation
that you, a female, (just exactly because of the history you
cite) “might be more sensitive than others to the plight of
homosexuals in our society” — to which your response
was a graphic rant about the sufferings of women in vari-
ous of the world’s societies, ending with

... Have I said enough?

I am still waiting for the privileged professional
victims of the West to get their eyes up off themselves and
to lift one finger for women who suffer like this!!! This is
the kind of identification which would commend itself to
me, not an attempt to use the truly oppressed as a stalking-
horse for homosexual or other vice.

-- still, it seems, demeaning the very real suffering of
homosexuals!

Then you add:

1 think it not inappropriate to mention that for good meas-
ure my ancestry on my mother's side (the side that counts
in this context!) is Jewish. Now the Jewish Holocaust
really was persecution for what one was and could not
help: Christian people and atheists of Jewish origin
perished equally in the gas chambers.

So, | remind you, did homosexuals!!!

What does it take, Prisca, to get you to admit, and express
some concern for, the pretty obvious truth that homosex-
uals in our own society have been a persecuted group? |
had tried to make the abstract issue concrete and real and
human by naming for you one recent, local victim —
Hamed Nastoh (the 14-year old so tormented at school by
being called gay, though he probably wasn't, that he killed
himself just over a year ago by jumping off Patullo Bridge)
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— ending, a bit sarcastically, “Of course, that's only one
(and maybe he doesn’t count because he wasn’t really
gay).” Your only response:

How could anyone tell either way? ... I ask again, where
is ‘gayness’located? Would an autopsy have revealed it?

Prisca, what does it matter whether he was really gay? He
was treated as such, so badly that he could not bear to
live. HE’S DEAD, Prisca; his family still mourn him. DON'T
YOU CARE? Does your treatment as a woman make that
seem trivial? Is he, to you, only a “privileged professional
victim”?

| had then raised the question whether Christian teach-
ing had some responsibility for Hamed’s death, suggest-
ing that “Christian teaching doesn’t create bullies, but it
may ‘give them permission’ to target gays, or perhaps to
use ‘gay’ as a put-down taunt.” Your response (in part):

I really don’t know what was at work there, except the
aforesaid natural bloody-mindedness of adolescent
children. ... But certainly sheer IGNORANCE of Christian-
ity is quite as likely to have been a factor, isn'’t it?

Both my wife and my teen-aged granddaughter were
rather shocked by your characterization of adolescents. |
do not know whether the bullies who drove Hamed to
suicide were Christian or not. What was reported (later)
was that some caring teachers proposed the formation of
“gay-straight alliance clubs” as a means through which
students could face these issues, perhaps learn a little
more, and come to realize that none of them are monsters
—in the hope of preventing future events of this kind. The
opposition to this idea (which | thought very creative) was
sharp and public — and came principally from avowedly
Christian parents!!

| think | need to use the word | have been avoiding, to
be clear what | am really talking about. Homophobia is a
very real and widely present factor in our society and
culture (and perhaps even more so in other cultures). Lit-
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erally of course, the word means “fear” of the homosex-
ual, but | think the fear comes associated (in varying de-
grees) with disgust and hatred. Certainly the common use
of the word conjures more the sense of hatred than of fear.
It is homophobia that has created the persecution and
misery of homosexual people. That is a reality — whether
Prisca will admit it or not!

My principle argument from the beginning of this con-
versation can then be stated very concisely:

homophobia is incompatible with love;

the “traditional” biblically-based teaching about homo-
sexual behaviour supports homophobia;

and (therefore) that teaching violates the law of love,
and needs to be challenged.

Hugh,

What I believe you undertook to do was to provide a
Scriptural and theological argument for the acceptability,
and thus the Churchly blessing, of “same-sex unions”.
What your argument amounts to, however, as you say, is
that homosexuals, whether real, reputed or lyingly ident-
ified as such, have been persecuted. This is illogical, as
you will soon see if you substitute for homosexual
practice any behaviour generally recognised as wrong —
homophobic persecution, for example. Your argument
would then read: homophobic!! persecution is acceptable
because homophobes are treated badly nowadays. Or
paedophilia is fine because the other day two vigilantes
apparently took and murdered an alleged violent paedo-
phile. Or damned annoying behaviour on the part of a wife
is good, because some men are given to beating up their
spouses ...

Actually, 1 have consistently had both ears cocked,
listening hard for a half-cogent argument from you for the
acceptability of same-sex relations as an Anglican
Christian behaviour. That argument has not yet been

"' Which actually etymologises as “to do with fear/horror of
the identical”, but it’s probably too late to amend this modern
use.
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made, in my view, and I do not know anyone who thinks
that it has. Sometimes nothing is heard, not because of
deafness, but because no sound is being emitted. You are
really going to have to try harder, and you haven’t many
days to do it in. [ have taken your argument piece by piece
and line by line, grain by grain I have sifted and shaken it,
factually, logically, philosophically and theologically,
without resort to emotion or personal abuse of anyone. |
have uncovered, I think to everyone, all the assumptions
which underlie it. It has been weighed most thoroughly in
the balance, and found wanting. If you cannot do better,
your case, even if won at Synod, will remain empty of all
consistency.

Recently you used a very revealing expression, when
you referred to the attitudes of “the moral guardians of
society” (or some such phrase) and implicitly or explicitly
associated the Church with them. Clearly you think of
God’s people in this place as powerful and capable of ex-
ercising some kind of tyranny over others. Where is this
powerful Church? There is no such entity here and nowa-
days: our Diocese, or at least that part of it which is op-
posed to Motion 9, is pleading in the face of a powerful
secularist lobby for the freedom to live its own life, beg-
ging for Jubilee from enslavement to worldly oppression.
Ostensibly in the name of love, some, it seems to me, are
showing an active, destructive hatred for the Church. Who
will stand with her?

Christ’s Obedience and Ours

As I meditate this week on Our Lord’s perfect obedience,
and on why He was able to say, “It is accomplished”, I
have been realising again how sophisticated is the New
Testament’s interpretation of the Old, in this as in other
matters. None of the authors, apart from a less advanced
technology, was in any sense a primitive (as indeed none
of the Old Testament writers were either). The provisions
of the Mosaic Law are shown in the New Testament to be
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firstly religious and ceremonial, secondly civil and crim-
inal, lastly moral. Our Lord fulfilled the whole caboodle,
as Substitute, as Representative and/or as Exemplar.

For about nineteen centuries it has been held that sex-
ethics were part of that third area of the Torah, and that in
that area Christian disciples are obliged to seek to follow
His example, as an essential part of their obedience. En-
abling us to do this is one aspect of what He accom-
plished.

Can Same-Sex Persons Unite?

My query about unions is much more “of the earth,
earthy”: | want to know how between people of the same
sex any union is established in bed. Sexually unconsum-
mated marriages are not marriages in the sight of God or
the State, however fine the relationships may be in other
respects. They are, or may be, annulled, as never having
been in existence. I’m not here talking Roman doctrine of
intentionality (Rome as is well known will annul for a
price even after 20 children), but Anglican and scriptural
doctrine about the one-flesh union. That union is our “out-
ward and visible sign”, and the couple minister the sacra-
ment to one another.

If this Dialogue can’t call a spade a spade, I don’t
know where to go for guidance. I may have to resort to
asking my crude question, the one which was never an-
swered, again next year at Synod. That’ll make it three
years [’ve been waiting ...

As for the bisexuals, I don’t think that they are asking
for their relationships to be baptized in our church: what
kind of ‘union’ they might be wanting must depend on
whether there’s an ‘r’ in the month, or something!

Ron may want to censor out that last remark, at least.
In my family, though, we sometimes used a little mirth to
our siblings if they were being really silly.
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The “Jesus Said Nothing” Argument

If anyone purporting to provide serious, professional
study materials has genuinely asserted that Our Lord had
nothing to say about same-sex relations, the process is
fatally vitiated.

It cannot be stated too strongly that His teaching about
sin includes at least one term for sexual sin the Aramaic
original of which must, in His mind and in the mind of all
His hearers, have covered that perversion too. If He had
not meant to imply that, he was unqualified to teach in that
time and place; if He actually involved Himself in that or
any other cruelty or vice (and most vices are cruel to
somebody!) He was not the person the Church has always
believed Him to be.
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A GREEK NEW TESTAMENT SEARCH OF
COGNATE TERMS FOR JUSTICE, RIGHT-
EOUSNESS, VIRTUE ETC. AND THEIR
OPPOSITES.

Mt. 1:19 'lwong &€ 0 avnp auTig, dikarog WV Kai pn
BEAWV aumv deryparioal, EBouAnen Aabpa
atmoAlgal auThyv.

Mt. 3:15 aTrOKpleslg O¢ O Irlooug EiTeV npog auTov:
a@eg ApTI, oUTWG YAp TTPETTOV 0TIV AUIV TTAnpOCal
magav dIkaloouvny. TOTE AQinNaIv auTov.

Mt. 5:6 pakapliol oi TTEIVWVTEG Kai SIYWVTEG THV
Oikaroauvnv, 0TI aUToi XopTaadrgovTal.

Mt. 5:10 pyakapiol oi SESIWYHEVOI EVEKEV
Oikaroauvrg, OTI aUTWV £0TIV N BaadiAgia TWV
oUpav@V.

Mt. 5:20 Aéyw yap Uiv OTI €Qv ) TTEPICTEUAN
UPQV N dikaioouvn TTAEIOV TWV YPAUUOTEWY KAl
QapIgaiwy, ou Yn eigéABNTe €ig TV BaaiAeiav TWv
oupavwv.

Mt. 5:45 6TTwg yévnaBe vioi To0 TaTPOg UPWV TOD
€v oUpavaig, 0TI TOV AoV aUToU AvaTEAAE! £TTi
TToVNPOUG Kai ayaBoug kai Bpéxel £TTi dikaious Kai
aoikoug.

Mt. 6:1 TTpoaéxeTe [D€] TV dikaroouvnv UPWV W)
TTOIEIV EUTTPOBEV TWV AvBPWTTWY TTPOG TO Beadijval
aUTOIG: €i OE YN YE, MITBOV OUK £EETE TTAPA TQ) TTATPI
UMWV T £V TGIG oUPAVOIG.

Mt. 6:33 ¢nr€ite d¢ TTpWTOV TRV BaaiAgiav [ToU Beol]
Kai TRV dikaroouvny auTod, Kai TalTa Tavta
TTPoTEBNTETAI Uiv.

Mt. 9:13 TTopeuBévTEG OE PABETE Ti ETTIV: EAe0C BEAW
Kai oU Buaiav- ou yap AABov kaAéaal dikaious AANG
apapTw)\oug

Mt. 10:41 O dexOUEVOS TPOPNTNV €ig ovopa
TTIPOPNTOU HITBOV TTPOPrTOU AHYETal, Kai O
dexouevog dikarov €ig dvoua dikaiou PIaBov dikaiou
ANUYETaL.

Mt. 11:19 AABev O uiog ToU avBpwtrou £aBiwv Kai
VWV, Kai Aéyouaiv- idou vBpwTrog @ayog Kai
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0IvOTTOTNG, TEAWVWV QIAOG KO AUAPTWAWYV. Kai

EdIkarwBn n cogia ATTd TWV £PywV aAUTHAG.

Mt. 12:37 ék yap Twv Adywv agou dikarwrior, Kai €k

TWV AOywv gou KaTtadikaadnan.

Mt. 13:17 aunv yap Aéyw Upiv 0TI TToAAoi Trpo@iiTal

Kai Oikaror éTeBupnaav id€iv & BAETTETE Kai OUK

£€idav, Kai akoUaal & AKOUETE Kai OUK ﬁKouoav.

Mt. 13:43 10T¢ 0i dikaror aK)\aquouow wg 0 fAIOG €v
M BaaiAeig 100 TTATPOG AUTWV. O EXWV WA

AKOUETW.

Mt. 13:49 oUTwg €aTai €v T guvTeAeiq ToU aiwvog:

eEeAeuoovml oi dyyehol kai agopiolalv Toug

TTOVNPOUG €K HETOU TWV dKaiwy

Mt. 20:4 kai €K£IVOI§ €iev- UTTayETE Kou U|J£I§ €ig TOV

apns)\wva Kai 6 £av R dikarov dwaow U|.IIV

Mt. 20:13 0 &¢ ATToKPIBEIC £vi AUTWV EiTTeV- ETAIPE,

oUK ddikw ag- oUyi dnvapiou CUVEQWVNTAG HOI;

Mt. 21:32 fjABev yap lwavvng PO UUES £V 00R

OIKaIoguVrg, Kai OUK €IaTeV0aTE QUTR, Of O¢

TeEA@VaI Kai ai TTopval £TTigTeugav auTw: UPEIG B¢

i6QVT£g oUdE peTepEAnBNTE UaTepov ToU TaTeloal

auTQ.

Mt. 23:28 oUTw¢ Kai UPEIG EEwOeV PEV Paiveade TOIg

avBpwrrolg dikaror, ETwOev O¢ £0TE PETTOI

UTTOKPITEWG Kai AVOUIag.

Mt. 23:29 ouUai Upiv, ypauuaTélg Kai gapiadiol

utToKpITai, ol ou<o6op§ns TOUG Tdcpoug TWV

TIPOPNTWV Kali KOWEITE T& PVNPEIX TWV dIkaiwy,

Mt. 23:35 onwg s)\er] acp upag Tav oupa Oikarov

EKXUVVOUEvoV £TTi TAG g atro To0 dipatog ABeA 1ol

Oikaiou £€wg 10U aipaTtog faxapiou uiol Bapayiou,

Ov épovevuaarte YeTagu 1ol vaol kai Tol

BualaaTnpiou.

Mt. 25:37 16TE ATTOKPIBICOVTOI QUTW Oi dikaror

AEYOVTEG: KUPIE, TTOTE O€ EI0OPEV TTEIVWVTA KAl

£0pEWapey, f dIYWVTa Kai ETTOTICAUEY;

Mt. 25:46 kai dmreAeUgovtal oUTol €i¢ KOAATIV

aiwviov, oi 8¢ dikaror €ig Cwnv aiwviov.

Mt. 27:19 Kaenpsvou o€ GUTOU émi To0 BAparog

QTTETTEIAEV npog auTov r] yuvr| auTtol Asyouoa

pNOEV goi Kai TQ dikaiw €Keivy: TTOAG yap émabov

anpEPOV KaT dvap &I’ AUTOV.

MK. 2:17 kai akouoag 6 Ingolc Aéyel auTaoig [OTI] ou
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Xpeiav £xoualv oi iaxuovTeg iaTpol AAA’ Oi KOKWG
EXOVTEG: OUK MABov KaAéaal dikaious AANG
AauapTwAOUG.

MK. 6:20 6 yap Hpwdng £@oBEito Tov lwavvny,
€idwg auTov Gvdpa dikarov Kai Gylov, Kai GUVETAPEI
auToV, Kai AKoUoag auTold TTOAAG NTTOPEI, Kal NOEWS
auTol ﬁKOUEV

Lk. 1:6 foav d¢ dikaror ¢ aueoTEPOI évavriov 100
Beol, TTopeudEVOI €V A0S Tdig EVTOAIG Kai
Oikaruactv 100 Kupiou GUEUTITOL.

Lk. 1:17 kai aUTOG TTPOEAEUTETAI EVWTTIOV QUTOU £V
TTveUpaTl kai duvapel nAiou, £maTpEWal Kapdiag
TTATEPWV £TTI TEKVA Kai ATTEIBEIG £V PPOVNTEI
OIKaiwyv, ETOINACAI KUPIW AQOV KOTEOKEUATUEVOV.
LK. 1:75 ev 6010TTI Kai SIK@IOTUVI] EVWTTIOV AUTOD
TTATAIG TAIG NPEPAIG APV,

Lk. 2:25 kai idou avepwrrog fAv év Ispouoa)\rlp W
OVOpO GUPEWV Kai 6 AvBpwTTog 0UTog J/Ka/ogKou
e0AaBRG Tpodexduevog TTapakAnalv 1ol lapanA,
kai Trvedpa fiv aylov £ aUTdV:

Lk. 5:32 ouk éAnAuBa kaAéaal dikaious GANG
QUaPTWAOUG €ig peTavoiav.

Lk. 7:29 kai g 0 Aadg akouaag Kai oi TEAWvaI
E0Ikaiwoay TOV BeOV BaTTIOBEVTEG TO BATITIOUO
lwavvou-

Lk. 7:35 kai £dikarnBn n gogia Ao TAVIWY TWV
TEKVWV aUTAG.

Lk. 10:19 idoU d¢dwka UYiv Trv é€ouaiav ToU TraTélv
ETAVW OPEWV Kai OKOPTTIWYV, Kai ETTi TrTdgav TAv
duvapiv Tol £€xBpol, Kai oUdtv UPGS OU Wr) ddIKIioT).
Lk. 10:29 6 d¢ BEAwvV dikardoar £QuTOV €iTTeV TTPOG
10V Ingolv: kai Tig éaTiv pou TTANngiov;

Lk. 12:57 1i 6¢ Kai a@’ EauTwyv oU KpiveTe TO dikarov,
Lk. 13:27 kai £p€l Aéywv ULiv: oUK Gida [0udc]
OBeV £0TE: ATTOATNTE AT’ €U0 TTAVTEG EPYATAI
aoikiag.

Lk. 14:14 kai pakdplog £€an, 0TI OUK £XOUTIV
avratrodolvai gol, avtatrodoBnaeTal yap ol €V Tf
AVOOTATEl TWV OJIKaiWV.

Lk. 15:7 Aéyw Opiv 611 oUTWG Xapd €V TG oupavy)
€aTal £TTI £Vi GQUAPTWAQ PETAVOOUVTI A &TTI
EvevnkovTa Evvéa dIKalorg OiTIVEG oU Xpeiav Exoualv
peTavoiag.
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LK. 16:8 kai arrr]vecev o} Kuplog TOV OIKOVOUOV TAG
doikiag 611 @pPoVipwg Etoinaev: 1 oi vioi ToU
QiwVOg TOUTOU PPOVIUWTEPOI urrsp TOUG Uioug ToU
QWTOG €iG TAV YEVEAV TRV £QUTWV EiTIV.

Lk. 16:9 kai £éyw Uliv Aéyw, £QUTAIG TTOINCATE
@iAoug €k ToU papwva TG ddikiag, iva 6Tav EKAITTN
Se€wvTal UPGG €iG TAG Qiwvioug aKNVAg.

Lk. 16:10 6 MaTOG év EAAYITTW Kai €V TTOAQ
MATOG €TTIV, Kai O &V EAaXiITTW ddIKOS Kai £V TTOAAD
dOIKOG €TTIV.

Lk. 16:11 €i o0v év TQ) ddik PaPwVa TTIOTOI OUK
€yéveaBe, TO aAnBIVOV Tig UiV TOTEUOEL;

Lk. 16:15 kai €imrev aUTAIG- UUEIS £0Te O dIKAIOGVTES
€aUTOUG EVWTTIOV TWV AvOpwTTWY, 0 ¢ Be0G
YIVWOKEI TAG Kapdiag Upwv- 6T TO £V AvBpWTTOIG
uwnAOV BoEAUYHa EvwTTiov ToU Be0d.

Lk. 18:6 €itrev € O KUpIOG- akoUaaTe Ti O KPITAG TAG
aoikiag Neyel

Lk. 18:9 €itrev &€ Kai TTpOG TIVAG TOUG TTETTOIBOTAG
€@’ £QUTOIG OTI eigiv dikaror kai €EouBevolvTag ToUg
AoItroug THV TTapaoAnv TauTnv:

Lk. 18:11 6 @apigdiog aTabeig TPoOg £auTOV TAUTA
TTPONUXETO" O BeOG, EUXAPITTW COI OTI OUK Eipi
WATTEP O AoITToI TWV AvOpwWTTWY, GPTTAYES, dOIKOI,
poIxoi, i Kai wg oUTog 6 TEAWVNG:

Lk. 18:14 Aéyw Uliv, kaTéBn 00T0G dediKawpévog
€ic TOV dikov auTol TTap’ €k€ivov: OTI TTAG O UYPWV
€QUTOV TOTTEIVWONOETAI, O OE TATTEIVWV £QUTOV
Uywonaeral.

Lk. 20:20 kai TTapatnpRoavTeg ATTETTEIAQY
£YKOBETOUG UTTOKPIVOUEVOUG £QUTOUG dIkaious Eival,
iva émAaBwvTal auTtold Adyou, waTe Trapadolval
auTov TR apxn Kai Tf ¢¢ouaia 100 AyePOVOG.

Lk. 23:41 kai NUEig pév dikaiws, GEia yap v
Empacapev armoAapBavopev: oUTog d¢ oUdEV AToTTOV
gmpagev.

Lk. 23:47 idwv &¢ 6 EkaTovTapXNG TO YEVOUEVOV
£00Zalev TOV B0V Aéywv: OVTWG O GvBpwTTog 0liTog
Oikarog fjv.

Lk. 23:50 kai idoU avrip ovopart lwar)p BouAeuTng
UTTapxwv [Kai] dvip ayabog kai dikarog

Jn. 5:30 ou duvapal £yw ToIEIV AT’ éPauTol oUdEV:
KaBwg akoUw Kpivw, Kai ) Kpigig N éun dikaia €aTiv,
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0TI 00U NTW TO BEANUA TO POV AAAG TO BEANUa TOD
TTEPYPAVTOG HE.

Jn. 7:18 6 &’ €éautol AaAwv TV d6gav TV idiav
¢nTEl- 0 Ot CnTWvV TNV ddZav Tod TTEPYWAVTOG aUTOV
oUTog GANBNG £€aTIv Kai adikia €v AuTQ) OUK £CTIV.
Jn. 7:24 un kpivete kat’ Oyiv, AAAG TRV dikaiav
Kpigv KpivsTs.

Jn. 16:8 kai EABwvV ékeivog s)\syﬁel TOV KOGHOV TTEQI
QuOPTIOG Kai TTEPi dIKAIOTUVIIE Kaii TTEPI KPITEWS:

Jn. 16:10 1'r£p| 5/Kaloauw7g6£ OTI TTPOG TOV TTATEPA
UTTAYW Kali OUKETI BEWPETTE Lie-

Jn. 17:25 1T(XT£p OiKale, Kai O KOOUOG O OUK £yVw,
£yw OE ge £yvwv, Kai oUTol £yvwaav 6T aU Ye
ATTETTEINAG:

Acts 1:18 OUTOQ péEV oV SKTI‘]OGTO Xwpiov €K ploeou
TAG AdIKIa¢ Kai TTPNVAG YEVOUEVOG EAAKNTEV HETOG
Kai é€exUON TTavTa Ta aTrAdyxva auTol-

Acts 3:14 Upeig 8¢ TOV Qylov Kai dikarov npvnoaode
Kai NTAoaaBe avdpa ovéa Xapiabival Uiy,

Acts 4:19 6 8¢ TETPOG Kai lwdavvng ATTOKPIBEVTES
EITTOV TTPOG AUTOUG: €i dikardv €GTIV EVWTTIOV TOU
Be00 UpV akouelv pdAAov fj To0 Beo0, kpivarTe:
Acts 7:24 kai idwv TIva dOIKOULEVOV RUVATO KAl
€TTOINCEV €KOIKNTIV TQ) KOTATTOVOUPEVW TTATAEAG TOV
AiyUTTTIOV.

Acts 7:26 T T€ £€mIoUaN NPEPQ WEON alTOoIg
payopévolg kai guviAAaaasv auToug €ig eipAvnv
eimwv- avopeg, AdeA@oi éaTe- ivaTi dOIKefre
aAAAAouUG;

Acts 7:27 0 d¢ ddIKwWv TOV TTANGioV ATTWaATO AUTOV
€MV TG O€ KATEGTNOEV dpxovTa Kai dkaorrv ¢Q’
nuwv;

Acts 7:35 To0ToV TOV MWUGAV Ov npvAgavto
EIMTOVTEG- TiG O€ KATEQTNTEV GPXOVTQ Kai dIKaaTrjV,
T00TOV 0 B€0G [Kai] dpXovTa Kai AUTPWTAV
ATTETTAAKEV OUV XeIpi AyyEAoU TOU OPOEVTOS aUTW
&V TA BaTw.

Acts 7:52 Tiva TQV TIPOYNTRV 0UK £diwgav oi
TTOTEPEG UPQV; KA ATTEKTEIVAV TOUG
npommyya)\awag TTEPI Tr|c_; s)\suoswg 100 dIkaiou,
ou viv upalg npoéomu Kai (povslg eyavsoes

Acts 8:23 €ic yap xoAnv TTikpiag kai guvdeauov
aoikiag opw ae évTa.
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Acts 10:22 oi &¢ citrav- KopvrAiog £katovtapxng,
avnp oikaiog Kai cpoBoUpavog TOV Bedv,
HapTUPOUHEVOG TE UG 6Aou 100 sevoug TQV
loudaiwyv, sxpr]panoer] uTTd ayys)\ou GVIOU
HeTamépyaobai oe €ig TOV oikov auTod Kkai akodaal
prAuaTa Tapa god.

Acts 10:35 aAN’ év Travri £€Bvel O cpoBoupsvog auTov
Kal apyaiopsvog 5/Kaloauw7|/ 6£KTog aUTQ €QTIV.
Acts 13:10 eimtev- w nAnpng TTAvVTOg 56Aou Kai
Taong pa6|oupy|ag, vi¢ d1aBoAou, exepa Taong
5/K0'IOUUVI7§', oU TTauan dIaaTpEPWV Tag 660UG [T00]
Kupiou Tag e06eiag;

Acts 13:38 vacTov olv £aTw Upiv, av6p£g
adeA@oi, ot O1d ToUTOU U|JIV acpeclg apapnwv
KaTayyaA)\sTal [kai] &1 TTavVTWY WV UK NduVABNTE
&V VOUW Mwuoswg 5//(a/wt9f7va'/

Acts 13:39 €v ToUTW TTAG 6 TOTEUWV dIKarodral.
Acts 17:31 kaBoTI somosv AUépav €v r| MENAEI
KPIVEIV TAV OiKOUuEVNY &V dIKaIoauVy], £V AvOpi W
WPITEV, TTATIV TTAPATYWV TTACIV AVOTTATAS aUTOV
€K VEKPQV.

Acts 18:14 pa)\)\owog o€ 100 MauAou avoiyelv 10
gToHa EITTEV O ya)\)\lwv TTPOG TOUG Iou60uoug ANVEAY
nv ab'//(r;pan g] pa&oupvnua Trovr]pov w loudaiol,
KaTa Aoyov av aveoxopnv upwv

Acts 22:14 6 B¢ eitrev: 0 Gaog TV TraTspwv nuwv
TTPOEXEIPITATO g€ yv@val TO BEANUa auTol Kai idelv
TOV dikarov kai akolaal pwvnVv ¢k To0 aTOPaTOg
auTo0,

Acts 24:15 éATTiOO ExwvV €ig TOV BedV AV Kai adToi
ouTOl TTPOdEXOVTAI, AvaaTaaIv PEAAEIV EgeaBal
OIKaiwVv Te Kai doiKwv. A

Acts 24:20 A auToi ouToI EiTTATWaAV Ti EUPOV
aodiknua atavtog pou £1mi To0 guvedpiou,

Acts 24:25 diakeyopévou d¢ autol Trepi dikaroauvng
Kai eykpaTeiag kai To0 Kpipatog To0 ué)\)\OVTog,
épcpoBog ysvépavog 0 @ANIE aTTEKPION- TO VOV ExXOV
TTOpEUOU, Koupov o¢ peTcx)\chwv |J£T(XKG)\£GO|J(XI gg,
Acts 25:10 eitrev O O I'Iau)\og i To0 BnpaTog
Kaigapog som)g €ipI, oU e O€l KpIV£OGGI loudaioug
OUdBEV /75//(/700' wg Kai gU KGANIOV ETTIVIVWOOKEIG.
Acts 25:11 ¢i psv oV ddikd kai &Elov BavaTou
TETTPAXA TI, oU TTapaitodual 1o atrobaveiv- €i O
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oUdEV £aTiv WV oUToI KaTnyopodaiv You, oudEig pe
duvaral GUTOIQ xaploaoeal Kaigapa amKa)\oupal
Acts 28:4 wg o€ €idov oi BapBapm KPEUAMUEVOV TO
Gr]plov €K TAG xslpog auTo0, TTPOG a)\)\r])\oug éAeyov-
TTAVTWG POVEUG €0TIV O avepwrrog ouTog OV
dlaowbévTta €k TAG Baldaang iy dikn Cfv OUK €iageyv.
Rom. 1:17 dikaroguvi yap 6ol €v alT®)
QTTOKOAUTITETAI €K TTIOTEWG €iG TTIOTIV, KABWG
YEYPOTITOI- O O dikarOg €K TTITEWG CNTETA.

Rom. 1:18 ammokaAuTITeTal yap opyr) 6ol atr’
oUpavod & Taigav agéBelav kai doikiav
AvOpWTTWV TWV THV AANBeIav &v ao'//(/q KOTEXOVTWV,
Rom. 1:29 mrrAnpwuevoug Taon ab'//(/anovr]pla
TTAEOVELIQ KOKIQ, HETTOUG pOOVOU POVou EPIdOg
00Aou KaKor]eslag, WiBupIoTag

Rom. 1:32 oiTiveg 10 dikaiwpa 100 600 £TTIyVOVTEG
OTI oi T& ToladTa TTPATaovVTEG GElol BavaTou gigiv, ou
pévov autda Trolodaiv aAAa Kai guveudokodalv Toig
TTPAoaouaIv.

Rom. 2:5 kata 8¢ TRV akANpOTNTA OOU KAl
apeTavonTov Kapdiav Bnaaupilelc geauT® OpynyV v
AUEPQ OPYAG Kai ATTOKAAUWEWS SIKarokpIoiag T00
Be00

Rom. 2:8 T10ig 0¢ €€ €piBeiag kai atelBolal TH
aAnBeia 1'r£|eopév0|g 0¢ TR db'//(/q opyn Kai Bupog.
Rom. 2:13 ou yap oi aKpoaTal vouou dikaror TTapa
[TQ] B, aAN’ oi 'ITOII‘]TGI vopou J/Ka/wenaovra/
Rom. 2:26 £4v o0v r] aKpoBUOTla TQ 5/Ka/wparaTou
VOOU QUAGaOan, oux N dkpoBuaTia auTod €ig
TTEQITOUNV AoyIoBRaETal;

Rom. 3:4 pun yévorto- yivéabw 6¢ 6 Bedg aAnbng,
TG O AwvOpwWTTOg WeUATNG, KABWGS YEypaTTITal-
OTTWG av dikarws v 10ig AOyoIG OU Kai VIKNJEIG
&V T KpiveaBai ot.

Rom. 3:5 €i 8¢ | ddikia nuwv B0l dikaroauvnyv
guviatnaly, Ti épolpev; un dokog 6 BedG O
ETTIPEPWV TNV OPYNV; KOTA GvOPWTTOV Afyw.

Rom. 3:10 kaBwg yéypatrtal 6T OUK ETTIV Oikalo§
ouok €Ig,

Rom. 3:20 3107 €€ £€pywv vouou oU dIkaiwérioerar
Taga oapé évwTrov auTod, did yap VOOoU
ETTiYVWOIG GuapTiag.

Rom. 3:21 vuvi &¢ xwpig vouou dikaroouvi 6ol



- 114 -

TTEQAVEPWTAI HAPTUPOUPEVN UTTO ToO VOUOU Kai TV
TPOPNTWV,
Rom. 3:22 dikaroouvin ¢ Beol did TrioTewg Tnood
XpiaT1o0 €ig TTévTag Toug TaTeUOVTAS. oU YAp £TTIV
O1a0TOAN,
Rom. 3:24 dikarouuevor dwpeav T autold xapit dia
TAG ATTOAUTPWOEWS TG €V XPIoT( InCOU-
Rom. 3:25 ov 1Tp0£9£TO o) esog |)\0(0Tr]p|ov o1a [TAg]
TTOTEWG €V T® aUTOU aijaT €ig £V6£I§IV TAG
5/KG'IOUUVI7§' auTol dik TI’]V TTAPETIV TV
TIPOYEYOVOTWY auapmuonwv
Rom. 3:26 év 1] dvoyn 100 600, Trpog TI’]V £v6£|§|v
TS Oikaloguving auToU eV TQY VOV Kaipw, €ig 1O eival
aUTOV SikaIoV Kai SIKaIOGVTa TOV ¢K mioTews Inood.
Rom. 3:28 )\oylzopsea yap OikaiodoBai TTioTeEl
AvBpWITOV XWpig spywv vopou.
Rom. 3:30 an'rap €IG 0 BeOG OG JIKANWTE! TIEPITOUNV
€K TTIOTEWG Kai dkpoBuaTiav did TAG TTIOTEWG.
Rom. 4:2 €i yap ABpadap €€ Epywv EOikanwbrn, £xel
KaOxnua, aAN’ oU TTpOG BeOV.
Rom. 4:3 1i yap 1 ypaen Aéyel; émiagteuasy O
ABpadp T Be® Kai €éAoyiodbn auT® eig dikaroauvinv.
Rom. 4:5 1Q 6¢ pn €pyalopévw TTIOTEUOVTI OE ETTi
TOV O/kaiodvra TOV Aaefi AoyideTal ) TioTIC auTo0
€ig dikaroguvnv:
Rom. 4.6 cheomep Kai Aauid Aéyel TOV JOKAPIGUOV
100 avawTrou w 6 Be0¢g AoyileTan dikaroouvnv
XWPIg spywv
Rom. 4:9 6 paKaplopog oUv oUTOG &I TAV
TIEPITOPNV A Kai £TTi TNV dkpofuaTiav; Aéyouev yap:
ehoyiabn 1@ ABpady 1y TTaTIS &ig Sikaloauvnv.
Rom. 4:11 kai anyeiov éNapev TTEPITOHAG OPpayida
TAG OIKaIooUVIIE TAG TTIOTEWS TG Ev 0 akpoPuariq,
€ig TO €ival auTov TTATEPA TTAVTWY TRV TTIOTEUOVTWY
Or akpoBuartiag, €ig TO AoyigBfvai [kai] auToig [Trv]
oikaioouviyv,
Rom. 4:13 ou yap ola vopou N errayye)\la O
Bpaau N T ateppaT avTtod, 1O KANPOVOpOV
aUTOV €ival KOOHOU, BAAG DIt J/Kaloauw;gmonwg
Rom. 4:22 810 [kai] €é\oyiabn auT® €ig dikaroguvrv.
Rom. 4:25 6¢ Trapséoer] o1a Ta napamu’opam AUV
Kal nyEpen dia Thv J/Ka/walvnpwv
Rom. 5:1 SIkaiwBevres olv €K TTIGTEWG €ipAvNV
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EXOMEV TTPOG TOV BedV d1d ToU Kupiou AUV Tnaol
XpiaTo0

Rom. 5:7 poAig yap utép dikaiou Tig atrobaveiral-
UTTEP yap To0 ayaBod Taxa Tig Kai TOAUQ arroBaveiv-
Rom. 5:9 TTOAQ® ouv paAAov SikarwBevreg vav év
TR dipar auto0 owenaodueba dr' auTtold aTro TAG
OpYAG.

Rom. 5:16 kai oux wg or svog apapmoawog 10
dwpnpa- TO pév yap Kpipa £§ £vog €ig KATAKPIHA, TO
O€ XAPITHA €K TTOAAQV TTAPATITWHUATWY EiG
OIKaiwya.

Rom. 5:17 €i yap 1@ 100 £€vOG TTAPATITWHATI O
Bavartog €Baagileuaev did TOU £vog, TTOA®D PaAAov
oi TV Trepioaeiav TAG XapITog Kai TAG dwpedg TAG
Oikaioguvng Aapavovteg v {wn BagiAeugouaiv
&1& 100 €vog Ingod XpiaTod.

Rom. 5:18 Apa ouv w¢ O’ €VOG TTOPATITWHATOG €ig
TTAVTAG AVOPWITOUG €ig KATAKPIUA, OUTWS Kai or
EVOG dIKanuaTog €ig TTAvTag avlpwIToug €ig
Oikaiwarv (wAg:

Rom. 5:19 waTtrep yap dia 1A TapakoAg 1o £vog
AvBPWTTOU AUaPTWAOI KATEATABNOAV 0 TTOAAOI,
oUTwG Kai d1a TAG UTTaKOAG TOO £vOg dikaror
KaTagTadrigovTal oi TToAAOI.

Rom. 5:21 iva waTtrep €Baaileuaey ) auapTia €v T
BavaTw, oUTwG Kai N Xapig BaaiAeuan dia
Oikaioguvrg €ig {wnv aiwviov d1a Inagol XpiaTol
100 KUpIOU NUQV.

Rom. 6:7 6 yap amoBavwy dedikaiwrar 4o TAG
auapTiag.

Rom. 6:13 und¢ apiaTaveTe T& PEAN UPQV OTTAQ
doIKiag TR AuapTiQ, GAAG TTAPACTTNCATE EQUTOUS TG
B waoei €k verwv ¢vTag Kai T HEAN UPV OTTAQ
5/K0'IOUUVI7§' TQ BeW.

Rom. 6:16 oUK oidare 6T W TraplomvsTa EGUTOUQ
6ou)\oug €ig UTraKor]v 500Aoi ¢0Te W UTTAKOUETE,
fiTol apapTiag €ig OavaTtov i UTTaKOAS €ig
Oikaroauvny,

Rom. 6:18 éAcuBepwBévTteg BE ATTO TAG AuapTiag
edouAwbnrte T dikaroauvy).

Rom. 6:19 avBpwTTivov Aéyw dia TV aagbévelav TAG
gapKOG UPQV. QaTTEp yap TTAPECTACATE TA PEAN
UpQv do0Aa TR akabapaia Kai TA dvoyia €ig TAvV
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avopiav, oUTwg VOV TapacTATaATe Td HEAN LUKV
do0Aa T O'/Kaloauvn €ig aylaopov

Rom. 6:20 é1e yap oo0Aol NTE TAG apapTiag,
€AeUBepoI I‘]TE TH 5/Kaloauw7

Rom. 7:12 ()aTe 6 pév VOPOG AyI0¢ Kai ) EVTOAN
ayia Kai dikaia kai ayadn.

Rom. 8:4 iva 10 dikaiwpa 100 vopou TAnpwen év
AUV TOIC PN KOTA gdpKa TTePITaTodalv aAAG KaTd
mvedua.

Rom. 8:10 €i 8¢ XpIaTOG €V UiV, TO HEV TWHA
VEKPOV OIa apapTiav 1O 8¢ Tvelpa dwn dik
OIKaIooUVI V.

Rom. 8:30 oug O¢ TTPOWPITEY, TOUTOUQ Kai
eKaAegeV- Kai 0UG EKAAETEV, TOUTOUG Kl
EOIKaiWOEV 0UG O EDIKAIWOTEV, TOUTOUG KAl
£06¢aaev.

Rom. 8:33 T1i¢ éykaAéael KaTd EKAEKTWYV Beol; Be0g O
oIKaIwv:

Rom. 9:14 1i o0v ¢polpev; pun doikia TTopd T Be®;
KN yéEvoiTto.

Rom. 9:30 1i o0v €polpev; 611 €Bvn TA Py SIWKOVTA
oikaroauvnv katéNaBev dikaroouvnyv, dikaloouvnv
O€ TNV €K TTIOTEWG,

Rom. 9:31 IopanA &¢ diwkwv vouov dIkaroouvig €ig
vouoVv oUK £pBaaev.

Rom. 10:3 ayvoolvreg yap v 100 B0l
Jikaroauvnv kai TV idiav [dikaroouvnV {nTolvTeG
atijgal, Tf dikaroouvy 100 B0l oly UTTETAyNaav.
Rom. 10:4 1é€Aog yap vopou XpIaTog €ig
oIKalooUVnV TTAVTI TW TTIOTEVOVTI.

Rom. 10:5 MwUaofig yap ypaeel TV dikaloouvnv
TNV €K [To0] vopou 611 6 TToIRgAg auTd AvBpwWTTOg
{nastal é&v auTaic.

Rom. 10:6 1 8¢ €k TTiaTewg dikaroauvn oUTwG AEYEl-
un €TNg €v Tf Kapdig gou- Ti¢ avapAasTal €ig TOV
oupavov; TolT £aTIV XplcTév KaTayays"lv-

Rom. 10:10 kapdig yap maTeveTAl €iG dikaroouvny,
aTopart o¢ oquoyalTal elg gwrnpiav.

Rom. 14:17 oU ydap £aTiv ) BaaiAsia 1ol B0l
Bpwaig kai TTOaIg AAAG dikaroguvr) Kai giprvn Kai
Xapa £v TTveUpaTI Ayiw-

| Cor. 1:30 £ auto0 d¢ UpEiG £aTe v XpIaT® Inaod,
0¢ £yevABn gogia Aiv atmo Beol, dikaroguvi TE Kai
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aylagpog Kai ATToAUTPWaIG,

| Cor. 4:4 008V yap €UaUT®) aUvoida, AAN oUK €v
TOUTW OedIKaiwal, 6 OE AVAKPIVWV PE KUPIOG ETTIV.
| Cor. 6:1 TOAUQ TIG UPWV TTPAYHA EXWV TTPOG TOV
Etepov Kpiveabal ETTI TWV dOikwV Kai oUxi £TTI TWV
ayiwv;

| Cor. 6:7 fidn pév [ouv] o)\wg I‘]TTF]IJG Ugiv €aTiv OTI
KpipOTa EXETE pse £QUTWV. OIG Ti oUYi UGAAov
dOIKETTOE, DIA Ti oUXi AANOV ATTOTEPEITOE;

| Cor. 6:8 AA\G UPEIG dOIKETTE Kai ATTOTEPEITE, KAl
T0UTO 00EAPOUG.

| Cor. 6:9 i} ouk oidare 6T ddikor B0l BaagiAeiav. ou
kAnpovopnaoouaiv; pr TAavaoBe- oUte TTOpvol 0UTE
aléonAanal oUTe poixoi oUTe paAakoi oUTe
QPTEVOKOITAI

| Cor. 6:11 kai Ta0Td TIVEG AT AAAG dTTeAOUCOTOE,
AAAG Ny1GaONTE, GAANG EDIKaIwOnTE £V TG OVOUQTI
100 KUpiou Ingol XpiaTol Kai év TQ TTveuparTl Tol
000 AUWV.

| Cor. 13:6 oU xaipel €TTi Tf) dOIKig, cuyxaipel O T
aAnBeiq-

| Cor. 15:34 ékvnyarte O'/Ka/ngal un auapTaveTe
ayvwaiav yap 8eol Tiveg £xoualy, TTpOG EVTPOTINV
UPIV AaA®.

Il Cor. 3:9 €i yap 1A Slakovig TAG KaTakpigewg do&aq,
TOAAQ pAAAov TTepIoaEUEl 1) Slakovia TG
Oikaroauving dogn.

[l Cor. 5:21 1OV pn yvovTa auapTiav UTIEP APWV
apapTiav €moinaey, iva AUEIG yevwueda dikaroauvn
Be0l €v auT®.

Il Cor. 6:7 év AOyw &AnBeiag, €v duvapel Beol- did
TWV OTTAWV TAG dIKAIOTUVNS TWV BESIWV Kali
APITTEPWV,

Il Cor. 6:14 pn yiveaBe £étepoluyolvTeG ATTIATOIG" TiG
Yap YETOXN JIKQI0oUVy) Kai AVOiQ, A TiG KOIVWVia
QWTI TTPOG OKOTOG;

[l Cor. 7:2 xwpnaoarte NUAg: oUdEva rjdIkfoauey,
oUdEvVa £POeipapeV, 0UBEVA ETTACOVEKTATALEV.

Il Cor. 7:12 &pa &i kai Eypaya Ugiv, o0y £vekev TOU
doikrjoavrog oUdE Evekev TOU dOIKNOEVTOG OAN
£vekev ToU QavepwBival TV aTToudnV UUWY THV
UTTEP AUWV TTPOG UPAG évwTtTiov ToU Bg0U.

Il Cor. 9:9 kaBwg yéyparal: ETKOPTTIOEV, EDWKEV
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T6i¢ TTévnalv, 1) dikaroauvi auTol PEVEI €iG TOV
aiwva.
Il Cor. 9:10 6 &¢ ETTXOPNYWV GTIOPOV TQY OTTEIPOVTI
Kai apTov €ig Bpwow xopr]ynosl Kai 1T)\I‘]9UV£I TOV
agTTOPOV upwv Kai augnael T yevAapaTa Tig
Jikaloguvng U HG@v.
Il Cor. 11:15 oU psya odv &i kai oi diGikovol auTol
pamoxnpaﬂ(ovml wg OIGKoVOI SIKQIOTUVIIS: WV TO
TEAOG €0TAI KOTA T4 EPYQ AUTV.
Il Cor. 12:13 Ti yap £aTiv O noaweme U1T£p TAG
Aon‘rqg £KK)\T]OIG§, €i pn 0T aUTOG svw oU
KOTEVAPKNOO UPWV; Xapioaa®E poi TV doikiav
TaUTNV.
Gal. 2:16 €ido1eg [6€] 6T OU dikarodrar AvBpwTTOG €€
EpywvV vopou éav pn dia iatewg Ingold XpiaTod,
Kal NUEIC €ig XpiaTtov Ingolv émaTtelaapey, iva
OIKaIWBWEV K TTIOTEWG XPIaToU Kai OUK €€ Epywv
vopou, 0Tl €€ Epywv vopou ouU dikarwBrioerar Taaa
adaps.
Gal. 2:17 €i d¢ imouwsg 5//(a/w3/7V0'/ ev XpIot®
€0pEBNUeV Kai auToi auapTwhoi, apa XpiaTog
aupapTiag dIAKOVOG; Un YEVOITO.
Gal. 2:21 oUK aBeTW TRV XapIv To0 Be0l- i yap dia
vouou dikaroauvn, dpa XpiaTtog dwpedv ATTEBaveV.
Gal. 3:6 kaBwg ABpady émiaTeuaev TQ) BeW, Kai
£Aoyiabn auTt i dikaroouvnv
Gal. 3:8 Trpoidolioa B¢ ) ypa@n OTI €K TTATEWS
OIkaiol TG £€Bvn O Be0g, TTpogunyyeAigaTo T
ABpadu 611 éveuhoynOrigovTal €v goi TTavta Td
£ovn-
Gal. 3:11 611 6¢ £v vOuw oUdeig dikarodTal TTapa TR
Be ORAov, OTI 0 dikarog ¢k TTIOTEWG CRaeTalr
Gal. 3:21 6 olv vopog Kata TWv £TayyeAIWv [To0
0e00]; un yévoito- i yap £506n vOUog 6 SUVAUEVOG
{wotroifjoal, OvTwg €K VOpou av fiv 1 dikaroauviy.
Gal. 3:24 waTte 0 vOuog TTaIdaywyog AUWY YEYOVEV
€ig XpI1aTov, iva ¢k TrioTewg OkanwBwuev
Gal. 4:12 yiveaBe w¢ £yw, OTI KAyw W UEIC,
adeA@oi, déopal UPwv. oUdEV e 7idiknoare:
Gal. 5:4 karnpyndnte amod XpiaTtol, OITIVEG &V VOUW
OIKaI0UT G, TG XAPITOG £EETTETATE.
Gal. 5:5 nuéic yap trvelpar €k TioTewg EATTIOQ
OIKaIoguvIg ATTEKDEXOUEDQ.
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Eph. 4:24 kai é&vduoaaBal TOvV Kaivov dvepwtrov TOV
Kata Oeov KTIgBEVTA €V dikaroauvy) Kai 6a10TNTI THG
aAnBeiag.

Eph. 5:9 — 0 yap kap1og 100 QwTog v TTaan
ayaBwauvn kai dikaroguviy Kai GAnbeig —

Eph. 6:1 & TEKVQ, UTTAKOUETE TOIG YOVETTIV UMWV
[Ev Kupiw]- ToUTO Yép éaTiv dikarov.

Eph. 6:14 atiite olv TrepIlWaAPEVOI THV OCPUV
UPWV Ev aAnBeia kai Evouaauevol TOV Bwpaka TG
Oikaioouvng

Phil. 1:7 kaBwg €aTiv dikarov ¢poi TOUTO QPOVEIV
UTTEP TTAVTWV UPWV dIA TO EXEIV pE £V TR Kapdig
UMGG, €V Te TOIG DETUGIC PoU Kai €V TR atToAoyig Kai
BeBaiwael ToU bayyeAiou guyKoIVwVoUG Pou TAG
XAPITOG TTAVTAG UMGG VTG,

Phil. 1:11 memAnpwpévol KapTrov dIKaloouvng TV
010 Tnaol XpiaTtol eig dogav kai EmTaivov Bgod.
Phil. 3:6 kata {AAOG diwKwVv TRV EKKAnaiav, KaTd
OIKaIogUVInV TNV €V VOUW YEVOUEVOG BUEUTTTOG.
Phil. 3:9 kai e0pedW €v aUT®, PN EXWV EUnv
OIKaioauvnv TNV €K vOUoU AAAG Trv dId TTIOTEWG
XpiaTol, TV €k Beol dikaroouvnv £TTi T TIATE,
Phil. 4:8 10 Aoittév, ddeAgoi, 6oa éaTiv &AnBM, 6oa
ageuva, 6aa dikara, baa ayvd, 6aa TTPoPIAR, 6aa
el@nua, i TIG ApeTn Kai €i TIg ETTaivog, TadTa
AoyiCeaBe-

Col. 3:25 6 yap ddkawv kopiaetal O rjdiknoeyv, Kai
OUK £QTIV TTIPOCWTTOANUYIA.

Col. 4:1 oi kUplol, TO dikarov Kai TV igoTNTA TOIG
doUAOIC TTapéxeaBe, €idOTEG OTI Kal UPEIG EXETE
KUPIOV £V OUPAV(®.

| Thess. 2:10 UPEIC PAPTUPEG Kaii O BEOG, WG OTIWG
Kal JIkaiwg Kai AUEPTITWG UiV TAIC TOTEUOUTIV
gyevnonuev,

Il Thess. 1:5 &vdelypa TAG dikaiag kpiogewg ToU Beol
€ic T0 Katagiwbfival Upag TAG BaaiAeiag Tol Beod,
UTTEP G Kai TTATXETE,

Il Thess. 1:6 €iep dikarov TTapd Be@ avtatTodolval
T6i¢ BAiBouaiv Updg BXiyiv

Il Thess. 1:9 oimiveg diknv Ticouaiv 6AeBpov aiwviov
aTo TTPOoWTToU ToU Kupiou Kai atro Ti¢ 60ENG Tig
igxUog auTod,

Il Thess. 2:10 kai év TTaan amaTh doikiag T0iG
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ATmoAAUPEVOIG, VB’ WV TRV ayatTnv Tfig aAnBeiag
oUK £B€EaVTO €ig TO dwBfval auToug.
Il Thess. 2:12 iva kpIBWAIV TTAVTEG O UN
moTeUaavTeG TH AANBeig AAAG eD00OKATAVTES TH
aoiKig.
| Tim. 1:9 €idwg 10070, OTI dIKaiw vOOG OU KEITal,
avopolg O¢ Kai avuttoTakToIg, AaeBETl Kai
AuapPTWAGIG, dvoaiolg kai BeBAAOIC, TTATPOAWAIS Kali
MNTPOAWQIG, av6p0(p0v0|g
| Tim. 3:16 kai opo)\ovouusvwg pEYa £TTiV TO Tr]g
e0oeBeiag HuaTnpIoV- 6G EQavEPWON €V TUPKI,
85//(0/&)3/7 &v TTveuaT, wcper] ayyéAoig, empuxen
€v €Bvealv, £mMATEUON €V KOTUW, AVEANUPON &V
[oleldy}
| Tim. 6:11 gU 6¢, W GvBpwTTe Be0l, TalTa Pelye-
diwke OE dikaroouvnv €00€Beiav TTiaTiv, AyaTnv
UTTopovnV TTpalTrasiav.
Il Tim. 2:19 0 pévTol aTepedg BepéNiog Tol Beol
€aTnKev, EXwv TV a@payida TauTnv- €yvw KUPIOG
TOUG OvTag auTol, Kai- ATToaTATW aTTO ddIKiag TG O
ovopalwv 10 Gvoua Kupiou.
Il Tim. 2:22 106 8¢ VeWTEPIKAG £TMIOUMIag @elye,
diwke O dikaroouvnv TATIV AYATINV €ipAVNV UETA
TWV ETTIKAAOUMPEVWY TOV KUPIOV €K KaBapdg
Kapdiag.
[l Tim. 3:16 TTGoa ypa@n BeOTTVEUTTOG Kai WQEAIOG
TTPOG didaakaAiav, TTPOG EAEYUOV, TTPOG
ETavopBwalv, Tpog Traideiav THV €v dikaroauv],
[| Tim. 4:8 Aoirdv ATToKeITai Yol 6 TG dIKaroauvng
OTEQAVOC, OV ATTOdWAEI hol O KUPIOG €V EKEivN TH
NUEPQ, O Jikarog KPITAG, oU POVOV BE €U0l AAAG Kai
aa1 TOI¢ AyaTTNKOaI TNV ETTIPAveIav auTod.
Titus 1:8 GAAG QIANGEEVOV QIAGyaBov aw@pova
Oikaiov 0aloV £yKpaTi,
Titus 2:12 Taidevouaa AUAG, iva apvnadauevol TrHv
Qo£ReIaV Kai TAG KOTUIKAG £TTIBUMIAC TWEPOVWG Kai
Oikaiwg kai e00€BWS {ATWEV €V TR VOV aiwvl,
Titus 3:5 oUK €€ Epywv TWV &V dikaroouvy &
ETTOINOOPEY APEIC AAAG KaTd TO auTol éAe0G Eowaev
AUAG B AouTpol TTaAlyyEVETIAG Kai AVOKAIVWOEWS
TTveUpaTog ayiou,
Titus 3:7 iva JIKaIwBEVTES TH £keivou XapITI
KAnpovopol yevnBwpev kat éATTida {wig aiwviou.
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Philem. 1:18 €i 3¢ 11 rj0iknoév o€ iy d@eilel, TOUTO
gpoI EAAOYQ.

Heb. 1:9 nyamnaoag dikaroouvnv kai pionoag
avopiav- dit ToUTo £XPITEV g€ O BedS O Be6G aou
éAaiov ayaAAIdagew TTapa TOUG PETOXOUG TOU.
Heb. 5:13 TG yap O petéxwv yaAakTog ATeIpog
Aoyou SIKaloauviig, VATIIOG Yap £0TIV:

Heb. 6:10 ou \elo} ab'//(ogo esog ¢mAaBEaBal Tol
Epyou UpWV kai Tfg Ayarmg ng évedeicaade &ig 10
évopa auTtod, dlakovAoavTeg TOIG Ayiolg Kai
5IGKOVOUVT£§

Heb. 7:2 w kai 6£quv ATTO TTAVTWYV EPEPITEV

ABpady, TTPWTOV PEV EPHNVEUOUEVOG BaagiAeug
O'/Kaloauvngemna O¢ Kai BagiAeug ZaAny, O €aTiv

BaalAeug giprivng,

Heb. 8:12 611 iAewg €oopal Tdig ddikiarg alTwv Kai
TWV QUOPTIWY aUTWV OU Uf uvnadbw £Ti.

Heb. 9:1 €ixe pév olv [kai] N TpwTn dkarwuara
AaTpeiag 1O T€ Aylov KOGUIKOV.

Heb. 9:10 povov & Bpwuaaiv Kai TTOPaaIV Kai
01a¢POPOIG BATITIOUOIG, diIKkanouara GapKog PEXPI
Kaipol S10pBwaewg ETTIKEIPEVA.

Heb. 10:38 6 &¢ dikardg pou €K TTaTewg ROETAI, KA
€av UTTOCTEIANTAI, OUK EUSOKEI N Wuxn pou &v autQ.
Heb. 11:4 migrel Aciova Buaiav ABeA Trapa Kaiv
TTPOCAVEYKEV T(W BeW, O ng EHapTUPNON £iva
Oikarog, papTupolvTog £TTi TOIG dwpPoIg auTol Tol
Be00, kai O auTig atroBavwy £TI AaAEL.

Heb. 11:7 mioTel xpr]panoealg Nwe TTEPI TWV
MNOETTW BAaTropsvwv au)\aBnealg KATETKEUATEV
KleTov €ig OUJTI‘]pIGV 100 oikou auTtod &’ Ag
KATEKPIVEV TOV KOO WOV, Kai TAG KATA TTIgTIV
OIKaIOOUVING EYEVETO KANPOVOLOG.

Heb. 11:33 oi di1a TTioTEWS KATNYWVIoAVTO
BaalAeiag, eipyaaavto dikaroauvinyv, ETTETUXOV
ETayyeAIv, EQpacav aTopaTa AEOVTWY,

Heb. 12:11 maoa &¢ raideia Tpog eV TO TTAPOV OU
OOKEl xapdg €ival GAAG AUTTNG, UaTepov O KapTTOV
€ipnVIKOV TOIG dI' AUTAG YEYUUVOTPEVOIS ATTOdIdWaIV
OIKaloouvrig.

Heb. 12:23 kai €éKKANCiQ TTPWTOTOKWV
ATTOYEYPOPPEVWY €V 0UPAVGIG Kai KPITH BE®
TTAVTWY Kai TIVEUUOT!I OIKAiwV TETEAEIWPEVWV
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Jas. 1:20 opyn| yap avdpog dikaroauvnv 8ol oUK
epyaceTal.

Jas. 2:21 ABpadp 6 TTaTnP AUWY OUK €€ Epywv
E0IKanwBn avevéykag laaak TOv uidv auTtol £ TO
BuaiaoTiplov;

Jas. 2:23 kai £TAnpwen ) ypaen ) Aéyouoa:
gmioTeuaev O¢ ABpadp T B, Kai EAoyiadn auT®
€ig Oikaroauvrnv kai QiAog B0l €kANON.

Jas. 2:24 opdre 61 €6 Epywv dikarodrar avOpwTTog
KOl OUK €K TTIOTEWS HOVOV.

Jas. 2:25 opoiwg 8¢ kai PaaB n Tropvn oUK €€
EPYWY E0IkarwBn UTTOBEEAPEVN TOUG AYYEAOUG Kai
ETEPQ OOQ EKBG)\OUOG

Jas. 3:6 kai n yAwooa Tip- o) KOOWOG TAG ab'//(/agr]
yAWoaoa kaBigTartal év T0Ig |J£)\£OIV ANV, r]
omAoloa 6Aov 10 awua Kai @Aoyifouaa TOV TPOXOV
TAG YEVETEWC Kai @AoyI{opEVn UTTO TAG YEEVVNG.
Jas. 3:18 kap1og 6¢ dikaroouvrg €V €iprivn
oTreipeTal T6i¢ TTolodalv giprvny.

Jas. 5:6 katedikaagarte, épovelaaTe TOV dikarov, oUK
QVTITAgOETal UMivV.

Jas. 5:16 ¢€opoAoy€iobe olv dAANAoIg TaG auapTiag
Kai e0xeaBe UTTEP AAANAWY OTTWG IABATE. TTOAU
ioxUel 0ENTIG DIKAIOU EVEPYOUEVN.

| Pet. 2:19 To0T0 YOp XAPIG €i DI GUvEIdNTIV B0l
UTTOQEPEI TIG AUTTAG TTAOXWY dOIKWC.

| Pet. 2:23 6¢ Ao1dopoUpEVOS OUK AVTEAOIDOPE],
TTAgYXWV OUK ATTEiAEl, TTaPESiOOU OE T( KPivovT
oIKaiwg”

| Pet. 2:24 6¢ T0G AQUOPTIOG AUWY AUTOS AVAVEYKEV
&V T owpaTi auTtol £TTi 1O EUAOV, iva Tdig duapTialg
amoyevoyevol T dikaroouviy {NowpeV, oU TR
MWAWTTI iGBNTE.

| Pet. 3:12 611 6pBaApoi Kupiou ETTi dikaioug Kai WTa
auToU €ig OENaIV AUTWY, TIPOCTWTTOV € KUPIOU ETTi
TT0100VTOG KOKA.

| Pet. 3:14 &AN’ €i kai TTagyoite did dikaroauviy,
pakaplol. TOV &€ PORov auTwV P eoRn6fTE unde
Tapaxonre,

| Pet. 3:18 61 Kou XplOTog omaé 'ITEpI apapnwv
gmaBev, dikarog UTTEp ddikwyv, iva UPAS TTpogayayn
T Be® Bavatwoeig pev aapki {woTroinBeig &¢
nvsUpaTl-
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| Pet. 4:18 kai €i 0 dikarog PO owdeTtal, 6 ATePNG
Kal auapTwAog ol @aveiTal;

Il Pet. 1:1 gupewv MNéTpog doUAOG Kai ATTOGTOAOG
Ingol Xpiatol 10i¢ iagdTipov Aiv AaxoUalv TiaTiv év
Oikaroguvi) 100 B0l NPWV Kai owTApog Inaol

XpiaTod,

Il Pet. 1:13 dikarov ¢ ryoUual, scp 6gov £I|JI &v

TOUTW T OKNVWHATI, SIEYEIPEIV Upag ¢v UTTopvVAOEl,
Il Pet. 2:5 Kai apxaiou Koouou oUK £@eigaTo aAAd
oydoov Nwe O'/Ka/oauvng KfpuKa £puUAagev
KaTaK)\ucuov KOOHW AgERWV £Tra§ag,

Il Pet. 2:7 kai dikarov \wt KGTGTTOVOUIJEVOV UTTo TAG
TRV GBETpWY év doehyeig avaaTpoYig EpPuCaTo*

Il Pet. 2:8 BAéupaT yap Kai akon o dikaros

EYKATOIK@V &V aUTOIC NUEPAV £ AUEPAG WUXNV
Oikaiav dvopoig £€pyolg ¢Baadvidev:

Il Pet. 2:9 6idev kUplog UaeBEIC €K TTEIpaTuoD
pUeaBal, ddikoug B¢ €ig AUEPAV KPITEWG
KoAaopEvoug TNPEIV,

Il Pet. 2:13 doikouuevor piabov ddikiag, ndovnv
NYOUHEVOI TAV €V NUEPQ TPUPRV, GTTIAOI KAi JWHOI

EVTPUPUWVTEG €V TAIG ATTATAIG AUTWV
guVEUWYXOUPEVOI UiV,

Il Pet. 2:15 kataAeitrovteg €00€Iav 0d0OvV

g¢mAavnonaoav, £EakoAoudraavTeg T 603G ToU
BaAaap 100 Boadp, 6¢ piabodv ddikiag nyatrnasy

Il Pet. 2:21 kpéitTov yap fiv auTdig pn ETTEYVWKEVAI

AV 000V TG 5/Kaloa¢]w7gﬁ émyvoﬂow UTTOOTPEWAI

€K TAG Trapaéoeslor]g GUTOIg aylag SVTO)\I‘]Q

Il Pet. 3:13 kaivoug 6¢ oupavoug Kai yAv KGIVI]V
KAt TO srrayys)\pa auToU TTPOTOOKWHEVY, €V 0Ig
OIKalIooU VI KOTOIKEI.

I Jn. 1:9 €Gv OpOAOYWHEV TAG AUAPTIAS NHWY,

TTOTOG 0TIV Kai dikarog, iva agn niiv TG auapTiag
Kai kaBapian AUAG ATTo TTAaNg ddikiag.

I Jn. 2:1 Tekvia pou, TadTa ypa@w UHIV iva pn
QuAaPTNTE. Kai €AV TIG AUAPTN, TTAPAKANTOV £XOUEV

TPOG TOV TTatépa Inaolv XpiaTtov dikarov:

| Jn. 2:29 éav €idiTe OTI JIKAIOG £TTIV, YIVWOKETE OTI
Kai TTag O TToIWV TV dikaroauvnv €€ auTol

yeyévvnrai.

| Jn. 3:7 Tekvia, undeig TTAAVATW UPAS: O TTOIWV THV
OIkaioauvnv dikaiog €TV, KOBWG EKEIVOG dikarog
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EQTIV-

[ Jn. 3:10 &v TOUTW QaveEPA £TTIV TA TéEKva TOU B0l
Kai T TEkva ToU diaBoAou- TTAG O Pny TToIWV
Oikaioguvnv oUK £aTiv €k T00 B€00, Kai O pn
AYOTTWV TOV AdEAPOV aUTOU.

I Jn. 3:12 o0 kaBwg Kaiv ék To0 TTovnpod fiv Kai
€a@atev TOV AdeA@OV auTol- Kai XapIv Tivog
g€ag@atev auTtodv; 0TI T €pya auTtold TTovnpa fv Ta O
100 adeApol auTol dikara.

| Jn. 5:17 mGoa ddikia duapTia €aTiv, Kai £0TIV
apapTia OU TTPOG BavaTov.

Jude 1:7 wg > 60oua Kai Fouoppa Kai ai TI'EpI auTag
TIOAEIG TOV OpOIOV TPOTTOV TOUTOIS EKTTOPVEUTATal
Kai atreABolaal OTTIiow TapKOG ETEPAC, TIPOKEIVTAI
O€iypa TTUpOg aiwviou diknv UTIEXOUOA.

Rev. 2:11 0 £xwv 00¢ AKoUoATw Ti TO TIVeDpa A£yel
TdiG €KKANGIaIG. O VIKWV oU W ddiknB ¢k 100
Bavarou ToU deuTEPOU.

Rev. 6:6 kai AKOUuTa WG QWVNV €V HETW TWV
TeEdoapwvY {Wwv Afyouaav: XOIvI§ aiTou dnvapiou
Kai TPEIG X0IVIKEG KPIBWV dnvapiou, Kai TO EAalov Kai
TOV Givov U doIKriorg.

Rev. 7:2 kai €idov &AAov dyyeAov avapaivovTta Ao
avaToARg AAiou ExovTa ocppavléa Beol CwvrTog, Kai
Ekpagev puvn HeyaAn TGig TECOAPTIV AyYEAOIG 0ig
£€600n aUTSIg ddikioar Thv yijv Kai TV Bahagaav
Rev. 7:3 Aéywv- un doikrjonte TV yiv UNTE THV
BdAaaaoav pnTe Ta 6évdpa, Gxpl TPPAYICWUEV TOUG
doUAoug Tol B0l APV ETTI TWV JETWTTWY AUTWV.
Rev. 9:4 kai £ppédn auTdig iva un ddikrjoouaiv Tov
XOPTOV TAG YiiG OUdE TTAV XAwPOV 0UdE TIaV
OEvOpOV, €i P TOUG AVOPWITOUG OITIVEG OUK £X0Ua
NV o@payida 1ol B0l £TTi TWV PETWTTWV.

Rev. 9:10 kai £€xouaiv oUpag Opoiag aKopTTioIg Kai
KEVTPA, Kai €V TdiG oUpdi¢ auTwv I £€ouaia auTwv
dodikfioar ToUG avOpwWTTOUG PAvVAG TTEVTE,

Rev. 9:19 1] yap £€€ouaia TWV ITTTTWV €V T aTOUATI
aU0TWV £€0TIV Kai €V TdiG oupdic auT@v, ai yap oupai
aUTWV Opolal 6Yealv, Exouaal KEQAAAS Kai £V aUTdig
daoikodaov.

Rev. 11:5 kai € 1Ig auToug BéAel ddikioar TTip
EKTTOPEUETAI €K TOU OTOPATOG AUTWV Kai KaTEDBiEl
TOUG €XOpOoUC auTWV- Kai €i TIG BeAATN auTOUG
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doikfioar, o0Twg O€1 aUTOV ATTOKTAVORVAl.

Rev. 15:3 kai ddouaiv v wdnv Mwicéwg 100
douUAou Tol B0l kai TNV WOV ToU ApVviou AEyovTeG:
peyaAa kai BaupaaTa TG Epya gou, Kuple O BedG O
TTavTokpaTwe: dikarar kai dAnBivai ai 6doi gou, O
BaaIAeUG TWV £BVQIV-

Rev. 15:4 Tig oU pn @oBn6#, Kupie, Kai dofdael TO
dvoua gou; 0TI Hovog 6alog, 0TI TTavTa Ta £€6vn
AEoUaIV Kai TTIPOOKUVATOUTIV EVWTTIOV gou, OTI T&
OIKaIwuard aou £pavepwonaav.

Rev. 16:5 kai fikouga 100 AyyEAOU TWV UdATWY
A&yovTog: dikarog €i, © wv Kai o fiv, 6 6a10g, OTI
TalTa €KpIvag,

Rev. 16:7 kai fikouga 100 BuaglagTnpiou Aéyovtog:
vai KOpIE 0 Be0g O TTavToKpAaTwp, AAnBivai Kai
Oikarar ai kpigeIg gou.

Rev. 18:5 611 ékoAARBnaav auTiig ai apapTial axp!
100 0Upavol Kai épvnuoveuaey 6 Be0G 10 doiKrjuara
auTAG.

Rev. 19:2 611 &AnBivai kai dikarar ai kpiogig auTol-
OTI EKPIVEV TRV TTOPVNV TNV PEYAANV fATIG £QBEIPEY
TV YAV év T TTopveia auThg, Kai é€ediknaev TO aipa
TWV SoUAWYV auTol €K XEIPOG QUTHG.

Rev. 19:8 kai £€566n auTh iva epiBaAnTal BUoaivov
AQuTTPOV KaBapov- TO yap Buaaivov Ta dikanopara
TWV Ayiwv €aTiv.

Rev. 19:11 Kai £idov TOV o0UpavOV NVEWYHEVOV, Kai
i0oU TITTTOG AEUKOG Kai O KaBruevog T’ alTov
[KaAoUpevog] TIOTOG Kai AANBIVOG, Kai év
OIKaloouvi) KPivel Kai TTOAEWEL.

Rev. 22:11 6 ddikwv adiknodrw £T1 Kai O PUTTAPOG
puttavenTw €11, Kai 0 dikarog JIKAIOTUVV TTIOINTATW
€TI Kai O Aylog aylagdnTw £TI.
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YES, AND ROUND I8
SQUARE TOO:

A Diatribe on ‘The
Sacrament of Homosexual
Marriage’
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YES, AND ROUND IS SQUARE TOO:
A Diatribe on ‘The Sacrament of Homosexual
Marriage’.

“Matilda told such awful lies/It made one gasp and stretch
one’s eyes ...” According to a recent posting on NWNet,
Robert Warren Cromey’s brother Edwin asked him ‘if /
believed the marriage of same sex partners was the same
as the sacrament of marriage between opposite sex coupl-
es. I'll start off by saying yes they are the same. The
articles of faith in the 1978 Book of Common Prayer, P
857, says, “The sacraments are the outward and visible
signs of inward and spiritual grace, given by Christ as
sure and certain means by which we receive that grace.”

o ‘The outward and visible signs in marriage are two
people.” No. If we get the doctrine right, we shall get the
rest right. In marriage the “sign” is sexual consummation.
This is by definition between a man and a woman, in ac-
cordance with the Lord’s own word. Sex itself (from Latin
sexus, the physiological difference) involves two sexes
not one. No amount (to be blunt) of messing about with
genitals makes an act into sexual consummation or inter-
course, which is the irreducible reality without which
there is no marriage, in the sight of God or in the legal
sense. That is why for non-consummation one may ask for
and obtain an annulment, not a divorce. Marriage, how-
ever complex and interesting it may become as a phenom-
enon of Christian civilisation, remains irreducibly sexual.

o ‘The inward and spiritual grace is the couple’s
vows and the assurance of God's blessing on the couple
... 'No again. The “inward and spiritual grace” in marriage
is much less ethereal: it is God’s gift of married sexual
love: that it is present is signified by consummation, that
it grows and flourishes is ensured by sexual belonging.

e ‘Marriage conveys what it signifies. Marriage con-
veys vows of fidelity, life long union and love. One doesn t
have to be of the opposite sex to convey the significance
of marriage.’ No again: marriage does not convey vows,
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the vows convey consent to, and the intention of, being
married. To use the terms “union” and “marriage” in this
connection is to beg the question. Same-sex people may
well wish to promise to be one another’s best friend for
the rest of their lives, even to mess around with one an-
other’s genitals exclusively, but neither deep spiritual
friendship nor messing around etc. is of the essence of
marriage. It is surely not coincidental that very many
languages cannot even express the idea of same-sex
persons’ marrying one another: sometimes, as in ancient
Greek, different forms of the verb are used for the man
and the woman, sometimes, as in modern Russian, the
actual verbs differ.

o ‘We also know that the ministers in the marriage
are not the clergy but the couple.’ Yes, and they are a
“couple” because, by virtue of their differentiation by /a
petite différence, they will be able to copulate. To accept
less is to accept something short of a full marriage. ‘This
means that the sacrament of marriage happens with or
without the clergy and the church. It happens when the
couple choose to enter into the covenant of marriage.
They may go to the church and ask the assistance of the
clergy for counsel, prayer and in the American church
sign some legal documents. These have nothing to do with
the sacramental nature of the marriage.’ Yes, but we go
to church for weddings for another reason, even if the
church wedding is itself a legal form (which in many
places it is not): we are proclaiming our willingness to
obey God’s call to this marriage. Our commitment is
made publicly, our friends and family witness it, and they
stand ready to support our marriage in the future with
prayer and counsel. God Himself is in the sacrament; if
He were not, it would be a form of magical mumbo-jumbo
which we do to one another.

o ‘The church is ready to assist straight people but
not gays and lesbians.’If the sacrament happens anyhow,
what is lost to such “couples”, except of course a colour-
ful ceremony? Why not a City Hall ceremony (if City Hall
could be induced to attach any meaning to it in the case of
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a pair of people of the same sex)? But seriously, a
Christian church cannot celebrate what is not, or treat
people as called to what is not. If I want to complain that
all my life I have been excluded from the pleasure and
privilege of begetting children I can go right ahead, but I
need to be fair and blame the Management alone for my
exclusion.

o ‘The articles of faith in the Book of Common Prayer
continue P. 861. “Holy Matrimony is Christian marriage,
in which the woman and man enter into a life-long union,
make their vows before God” and the articles of faith in
the Book of Common Prayer continue P. 861. “Holy
Matrimony is Christian marriage, in which woman and
man enter into a life-long union, make their vows before
God and the Church, and receive the grace and blessing
of God to help them fulfill their vows.”

1 believe that same sex couples enter marriage and
holy matrimony when they “enter into a life-long union,
make their vows before God and the Church, and receive
the grace and blessing of God to help them fulfill their
vows.”” What union? As a legal concept this does not
exist, as a biological reality it is impracticable. It is in-
cidentally thoroughly sexist as a term: the plain facts are
that the male gets up a back passage, a female gets no-
where fast. Because both the sex-act and sexual love work
differently in each sex, women suffer a different, and
arguably a much severer, kind of deprivation in same-sex
relations. And I’m not meaning children here, but the
specifically feminine experience of awakening in which
most women are, initially at least, a lot more interested
than in progeny.

o ‘It is clear that some same sex couples in my ex-
perience desire to “enter into a life-long union.” That is
their wish, desire and intent. I as a priest must simply take
their word for their motivation and intention. They “make
their vows before God and the church.” In the ceremonies
I have conducted and witnessed, same sex couples make
vows of faithful, life-long union before God and in church.
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1 believe they “receive grace and blessing of God
to help them fulfill their vows.” As celebrant and witness
to such blessings I ask God to give grace and bless the
couple. I assume God does that. I am not willing to limit
God's grace and blessing in any matter. I assume God
graces and blesses same sex couples as He does opposite
sex couples just because they ask for God's blessing and
grace. We have no proof that God provides those gifts, we
accept on faith that He does - for opposite sex as well as
same sex couples.” This will work when one can put to-
gether a long grey nose, four large hooves, a stringy tail
and an unwieldy body and hope for a live elephant out of
it. God has not granted it to us to make our own elephants,
still less bring them to church for some impersonal sub-
stance called “grace and blessing” to be poured out upon
them.

e ‘Paul’s words are that marriage is the sign of the
mystical union between Christ and His church. The
personal and sexual intimacy between the couples speaks
of a deep connection, unity and bonding. That intimacy is
a sign of our oneness with God and all creatures. The ex-
hilaration of sexual and orgasmic union reflects the cre-
ative, intimate, and explosive character of divine energy
available to all human beings. That intimacy happens to
same sex couples as well as opposite sex couples. It is not
dependent on procreation. It is dependent on robust sex-
ual connection, trust, love and joy.’ It is an idea, before
one tries to get anything out of any passage of Scripture,
to have read it recently and attempted to submit one’s
mind to it. These remarks bear virtually no relation to the
words of the text. First, in Eph. 5 Paul is addressing men
qua husbands, women qua wives. Second, he is address-
ing people who in most cases were in arranged marriages.
Third, he must have assumed sexual connection with all
its possible joys, but he has nothing explicit to say of the
nature or quality of anybody’s orgasms or the degree of
personal intimacy enjoyed. That the ideal of a romantic
and intimate love between husband and wife would
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eventually come out of his teaching might well have sur-
prised him (but not of course the Holy Spirit). Fourth, he
is speaking of an asymmetrical relation between one who
gives up his life for another, woos and pursues, enters,
awakens and makes fruitful, and one who is at first empty,
then turns and responds, receives, is changed and
matured, conceives and produces. I do not wish to be
crude, but he is saying, as the whole Old Testament is, that
the facts of sex are a God-given metaphor for an eternal
relation. Fifth, marriage is not Paul’s topic except in-
cidentally: his subject is the archetypal truth, which he ap-
plies to actual marriages. He is not getting a picture of the
relationship of Christ and the Church out of natural human
marriage, whether or not orgasmic or intimate, but trying
to get Christian marriages to function as little acted para-
bles of that supreme love-relationship. In it all the getting
comes through giving, just as we are happiest in sex when
we forget ourselves entirely. In it all of us His people are
feminine, and His passion and our response are made vis-
ible in fruitfulness. Heterosexual relations are the meta-
phor, Christ and His bride are the reality to which in Paul’s
mind actual marriages are to bear witness. As the black
Episcopalian preacher whom I heard in NYC recently put
it so vividly, “Jesus wants to open you up and climb right
down inside of you.” In practical spiritual terms he is tell-
ing me that if [ am in a Christian marriage, the wishes of
my husband, or the needs of my wife, dictate the shape of
my obedience to Christ. This has tremendous healing im-
plications for, among other things, the greedy claims of
careers, ecclesiastical or secular, or of children. It was al-
most certainly incidental to his aim that his prescription
works for falling in love in an arranged marriage, and for
climbing back into love when we fall out of it, that it is
uniquely counter-cultural, contradicting equally male
mother-fixation and female smother-love, that obeying it
makes men grown up and women fulfilled, and that the
happiness produced by it is perhaps “the best bliss that
earth imparts”. After several decades of passionate
monogamy I am still discovering new wonders and riches
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in this passage; but what has it to do with same-sex re-
lations, or even chaste same-sex friendships? Absolutely
nothing: there is enough teaching in the rest of the New
Testament on all other relationships to keep us occupied
for a lifetime. One might as well look to this passage for
guidance on kindness to animals.

o ‘Some say the purpose of marriage is procreation.
The Book of Common Prayer indicates three purposes of
marriage. “The union of husband and wife in heart, body
and mind is intended by God for their mutual joy: for the
help and comfort given one another in prosperity and ad-
versity; and, when it is God's will for the procreation of
children ...””The ECUSA’s BCP is not quite Scripture, but
it’s Scriptural all right, if a little coy on the first purpose.

o ‘While same sex couples cannot have children bio-
logically, they are quite capable of having children by
adoption, in vitro fertilization, and foster care. The church
allows straight couples to be married who are too old to
have children, who are not physically able to have
children or just plain don't want children. Procreation is
not a necessary rvequirement for marriage. Same sex
couples can pledge each other mutual joy, help and com-
fort in prosperity and adversity without the expectation of
procreation.’ Same-sex couples will always be dependent
for children on the coming together in one way or another
of spermatozoon and ovum, in other words two sexes are
necessary for procreation. To have children is the predict-
able, regular and typical (dare I say normal?) result of
physical union between people who are biologically com-
patible (cf. Latin parens, pl. parentes ‘one who brings
forth’), the contrived, incidental or artificial result of
same-sex relations. The people who enter a same-sex re-
lationship with a view to having a family must be almost
as rare as those who regret that they are heterosexual. And
(speaking as a mother), I cannot subtract from the joys of
marital relations the joy of anticipating the offspring that
were to come that way when we were young, and the
memory now that we are much older of the people who
have now come that way. I speak as someone who, when
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I entered upon matrimony (a denominative Latin noun
from mater “mother”), did not desire children, just be-
lieved that to have a couple was probably my Christian
duty.

e ‘I also believe that God enters human history and
brings about change in the social order. Saul and David
were permitted many wives. Jesus said a man should not
divorce his wife. We know now that men could divorce
wives but women could not divorce husbands.’ “We know
now” is an interestingly contemptuous way of putting it,
but scarcely right. The Jewish situation has always been
known to the interpreters of the relevant passages. Roman
wives divorced husbands quite a lot. Jesus<'> pro-
scription of divorce was to protect women and not mar-
riage. Even the idea of faithful, life-long monogamy was
a development within the Jewish people of God from a
society that permitted polygamy.’ The protection of
women and men is a real effect of the monogamous ideal:
but why, unless Jesus was dead stupid (He spoke or read
at least one more language than most clergy in the ECUSA
for starters), must we assume that He was incapable of
holding more than one idea in His head at a time? Suppose
He was after several things, above all glorifying His
Father by reversing the Fall and destroying the works of
the devil at the point where human beings sin most cruelly
against one another? Jesus was at the very least recalling
the people to God’s intention in making mankind sexually
differentiated, and it wasn’t so that we should all get the
mostest for the leastest.

o ‘We know that slavery in many varied forms was
permitted in Jewish and Christian societies. Heroes like
Wilberforce in England and the abolitionists in the United
States felt called by God to abolish the institution of slav-
ery. I believe God acted in and through these prophets to
change existing religious notions and bring freedom to
people in bondage and offer them full humanity.’ It seems
to be implied here that the abolition of slavery represented
an advance on New Testament teaching. Wilberforce &
Co. would be astonished. So would Paul, who “accepted”
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slavery only when it could not be changed. When a con-
vert found himself caught in a situation which could not
be changed, the trick was (and is) to live in Christian free-
dom within those limits. The alternative was to wait for
some time which would never come before starting to live
for Christ. The writer seems not to have noticed that some
form of slavery has always been the lot of most people,
because it is the privilege of very few to choose their dom-
icile, occupation or status.

o ‘The church had it that the ordination to the priest-
hood was reserved for men. God acted in and through the
church to bring about change and justice so that women
are ordained priest and bishop. We know that all
Christians do not agree with this change. But the church,
her rules, theology and liturgics are always changing and
developing.’ There are three implications here to all of
which I object most strenuously. The first is that ordin-
ation is some kind of a human right. NO!!! I have no such
right. If God calls me, or I think He has, there need to be
fair means of determining that this is so, and of doing
something about it, that’s all. But the justice argument is
the worst and weakest. Secondly, while I am not currently
contemplating or seeking ordination, if I were to do so |
should find it insulting to be regarded as someone who
needs to persuade the authorities of my fitness in spite of
my sex. Mainstream Christianity, whatever we may hear
these days, has never thought it regrettable to be a woman,
even one who has been “sexually active” with one man
for more than half her life. My ordination is not of the
same order as that of someone whose mores would until
30 years ago have been condemned in any Christian
church. I had better in this context stop at that before I boil
over onto the Net. Thirdly, not everything is up for grabs
in the Church. The Apostles must have all worn sandals
and robes, and thought them good: we needn’t. They may
have considered women ritually unclean and so unfit for
presiding over the Eucharist, but they don’t seem to have
said so. We need to distinguish between Apostolic custom
and Apostolic teaching.
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o ‘Cuthbert Simpson’s old book Revelation and Re-
sponse indicated God reveals himself in human history
and we, God's people, respond, change and develop, as
did the ancient prophets and people of Israel.’ Biblically
God interprets His acts to His people in words and acted
parables. The stock view of the prophets as initiating a
whole new set of ideas is based on misunderstanding.
Much truer to the record is that Moses represented God’s
Statement and the prophets His Reminder. In any case
God is not captive to events and in flux like them.

o ‘Jesus indicated the law was made for man, not
man for the law.’Not exactly. What are my body and sex-
uality made for? ‘The sacraments are made for man, not
man for the sacraments. The laws and sacraments of the
church now say marriage is only for heterosexuals. I be-
lieve God reveals to us today a new creation, a new being,
a new phenomenon. We live in a time when some same sex
couples want to enter life-long faithful relationships.’
How do we test the spirits? What if some of us sometimes
have little urges which are not quite right? Must God the
Grandfather baptize it all?

o ‘Some homosexuals, not all by any means, want to
vow to be with each other “to have and to hold from this
day forward, for better for worse, for richer for poorer, in
sickness and in health, to love and to cherish, until we are
parted by death.” They want to make a solemn vow. The
writers of Leviticus didnt face this.” Not in so many
words, for chronological reasons. Paul never heard of
such a thing. Not precisely in Judaism or the Church, but
there’s no knowing what may have gone on in fringe
groups. He will, however, certainly have heard of the
pagan equivalent. Tarsus where he was a student was a big
city with all the vices. ‘The ancient fathers, the theolog-
ians, the reformers, the writers of Prayer Books and lit-
urgies never faced a situation where same sex couples
came to the church asking for a blessing, a marriage, a
wedding ceremony, or a nuptial mass.” Homosexual
“marriage” motivated as in modern times was known in
pagan antiquity. At least one ancient bishop taught the
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rightness of male homosexual conduct. But by and large
the reaction to such a request before Process Theology
was so wholly predictable that nobody tried it. ‘ Homosex-
uality in the past was seen only as fun for the initiated and
perversity (Note: He means “perversion”. The perversity
is elsewhere.) and abomination and immorality by the
church at large.'This does small justice to negative pagan
views of the activity, or to the Christian tradition of dis-
tinguishing desire from action. ‘We are in a new world
now. God is revealing new things through our homosexual
brothers and sisters. They are not going away. They will
always be with us no <matter how> badly we treat them.’
We have been in a new world since the Ascension. Is all
modern change for the better? What precisely, apart from
the loss of a sense of shame, is new about it anyhow? Our
Third World brethren would term this change an epi-
phenomenon of extreme affluence: given a short course of
austerity, it will vanish away like the dew i’ the morn.
Historically speaking they would be right. The real mis-
treatment is the cruelty of promising that what is not to be
had is there for the asking.

o ‘God’s law on social custom is not immutable. It
has always changed and will continue to do so. The
sacrament of marriage is nowhere near the doctrine of the
Incarnation, the Trinity and Eucharist in power and
strength. Even in those we know there is a wide variety of
interpretation about those great statements of belief. The
doctrine of Christian marriage must be expanded to in-
clude the marriage of same sex persons if it is their desire
to seek the blessing of God through the church.’ I need to
hear some scriptural and theological argument for this, in-
stead of a flimsy appeal to sociology and the winds of
societal change. Hands up all those who are better and
wiser than the Lord Jesus, who have matured out of a per-
fect love for all their neighbours, a perfect forgiveness and
constant intercession for all who have injured them, and a
perfect self-giving to (all) their wives, and long to move
on from these primitive little rules to higher things ...!!!



-139 -

o ‘Neither the church nor the sacrament of marriage
need protection.’ Right enough. These great realities will
endure when this whole discussion is sunk without trace.
“They are large enough in heart and compassion to ex-
pand even further to include the new being of homosexual
love and marriage. ’This seems to me to be sentimentality
cloaked in theological cliché. Whatever next?
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A NOTE ON
THEOLOGICAL ETHICS
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This was my contribution to a 1996 e-mail dis-
cussion on the N(ew) W (estminster)Net.

Far be it from me to chip in on an existing dialogue, or to
pretend to some kind of Olympian detachment. But it does
strike me that when two earnest Christians disagree on the
subject of how the canonical Scriptures are to be inter-
preted and applied, there is almost certainly an underlying
clash of theological assumptions. I think that I can claim
to be pretty objective in the homosexuality debate. I have
recently done and am publishing some pioneering work
on the relevant texts. This is grounded in forty years’ im-
mersion in the study of the ancient world, and nearly as
long an acquaintance with both Testaments in the original
text (or as near as we can get to it!). I started my invest-
igation with an attempt at an entirely open mind about
What the Bible Says on this topic, and worked as a
philologist. I hope that what I say now will sound and be
quite independent of what I am sexually or erotically,
whether I am “liberal” or “conservative” in theology.

The discussion seems to be (a) theological, i.e. about the
relation of God’s love to His justice and how we proclaim
and exemplify these, and (b) ethical, i.e. about the relation
of (Judaeo-)Christian love to (Judaeo-)Christian
law/rules. To save time I will lump these two categories
together. These are what I believe to be biblical positions
(I give no references because we all know them):—

(1) There is no opposition between God’s love and His
justice. There is not really a distinction even, for justice is
simply love viewed from a particular angle. The two
Testaments are united on this point. Marcion got nowhere
in the early Church with the opposite opinion. Love in-
cludes God’s doing justice to and for us, and His expect-
ing us to imitate Him out of gratitude for His redeem-
ing/liberating love. Love so understood, His for us, ours
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for Him, and ours for one another, is the great all-inclusive
(Judaeo-)Christian gospel truth, and represents the whole
of life and the whole duty of man.

(2) The God of love defines what love is, as opposed to
our using our idea of love to delimit God in some way.

(3) We are converted into a life of love, or we are not con-
verted at all. There is no holiness which is not loving.
Persons and relationships are bigger than anything else;
they alone are eternal.

(4) While God is all men’s Father, as seen and experienced
in the Life, Death and Resurrection of Christ, I am not His
child unless I respond to, and live responsively in, His
love.

(5) The opposite of love is sin. All sin is primarily against
God. There is sin which is against God only. Because He
is both God and a God Who loves people, to sin against
our fellow is both to dishonour and to displease Him. Thus
a loving God is “angry with sinners every day”.

(6) There is no opposition between love for broth-
er/neighbour and obedience to the moral law. The moral
law comes to us from a loving God, and our obedience to
it is an aspect of love. Love “fulfils” not by abrogating,
but by igniting and motivating. The rules function rather
like the jelly to the mould, providing shape and definition:
certainly we can’t eat the mould, but without it we are un-
likely to get any jelly.

(7) Both a legalistic exaltation of the rules (usually for
others) and an antinomian contempt for them (usually in
my own favour) are fundamentally sub-Christian.

(9) We of the (Judaeo-)Christian tradition have learned a
universally-known and binding ethic in the matrix of our
faith. But everyone has it, and a sense of obligation to it,
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as part of common grace. Our danger may sometimes be
that we fall below, rather than rise above, the world’s best
standards, whether in sex-ethics or elsewhere.

I find it absolutely fascinating that all of this chimes with
Articles VI, VII and XX.

That’s perhaps about enough to be going on with, except
that I want to make two remarks and tack on a letter to the
Anglican Journal (whether it gets printed depends I sus-
pect on whether they are interested in moving the dis-
cussion on towards a livable resolution).

(a) Close study of the language for righteousness, justice,
justification, doing right and for unrighteousness, sin,
wronging one’s fellow etc. shows that we are looking at
one complex of ideas. Greek cognates and derivatives
with -d1k- pervade the text e.g. of Rom. 1-3 and I Cor. 6.

A very good new book is Richard B. Hays’ The Moral
Vision of the New Testament (Edinburgh 1996).

(b)I am by no means convinced that modern homosexual
relationships do not, as ancient ones did, run the gamut
from the lasting-and-loving kind to the exploitative and
hedonistic. For the ancient evidence (with a couple of
minor faults in his Greek) see a fine article by Mark Smith
in JAAR 1996 64.2 pp. 223-56.

“TO THE ANGLICAN JOURNAL
Dear Editor,

As a biblical Hellenist and Hebraist, I have to say that
those who believe that the canonical scriptures contain
nothing about modern homosexual orientation and pract-
ice are going to have to make and publish their own vers-
ion of them, along the lines of the Jehovah’s Witnesses’
New World Bible, for such a tendentious notion will never
get past the vast majority of qualified scholarly opinion.
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For full documentation of this, I refer readers to my article
entitled ‘Biblical Texts Relevant to Homosexual Orient-
ation and Practice’ in the forthcoming special summer
issue of Christian Scholar's Review.

As for the suggestion that we have no recorded Dominical
teaching on these subjects, it is a falsehood based on a
failure to reckon with the wide scope of the Greek term
mopveia and the -mopv- root as it is used in the Bible. Our
Lord has things to say about it in Mt. 5, 15 and 19. There
is incidentally an extra Greek-biblical reference imported
by the translator at Ezekiel 16:28 (discussed on p. 178 of
my Oxford dissertation on the Septuagint Version of
Ezekiel). Even if we had no record, First Century Judaism
was so solid against conduct which was thought of as con-
trary to the Law of God and of nature, that any aberrant
teaching or behaviour on the Lord’s part or that of St. Paul
would have excited remark, to put it mildly.

As a theologian and simple believer, I wait patiently as |
have for thirty years for my church to start thinking spir-
itually. We have God the Schoolmarm (Touch not, taste
not/keep-the-rules-or-else legalism), God the Grandfather
(Come let us sin/anything-goes antinomianism), but
where is the Lord, the Giver of Life (Against such there is
no law/living-in-the-Spirit Christian freedom)? If we had
more of the real God we should see the back of the current
sterile clash between Left and Right in ethical discussion.

Dr. PD.M. Turner.”
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A BRIFF TO THE
LAMBETH COMMISSION
ON COMMUNION
established by the Arch-
bishop of Canterbury in
October 2003, following
the special Drimates’
Mecting called that month
in Lambeth Dalace to dis-
cuss developments in the
Anglican Episcopal
churches of North America
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A Brief to the Lambeth Commission addressing
the Key Questions 1(b) and 2(b), i.e. the theolog-
ical implications of the consecration of Gene
Robinson in New Hampshire and the blessing of
same-sex unions in New Westminster.

It is never wrong to love another human being; but we all
know that particular expressions of that love may be
wrong, and that the wrongness is independent of the
depth, intensity and permanence of love. That some kinds
of genital expression, for instance between parent and
child, two siblings, close friends of the same or different
sex, are displeasing to God is the united witness of the Old
Testament, the New Testament, the Old Greek version
(which adds an allusion to lesbian relations in Ez. 16), the
Intertestamental literature, the Fathers, the Reformers and
all Jewish and Christian ethicists until perhaps thirty years
ago. The differentium of same-sex ‘unions’ and of Gene
Robinson’s relationship with his close friend is a case in
point. In biblical Greek and language derived from it (for
instance in Philo) such kinds of physical expression are
frequently called porneia (rendered “fornication” in older
English versions): at least twice in the Lord’s teaching ac-
cording to Matthew, in I Cor. 6-7 and in Gal. 5 (where it
stands at the head of the list of the “Works of the Flesh’)
it is made clear that porneia in all its forms is gross sin,
persistence in which has transcendental and eternal con-
sequences. Abstention from mild forms of it, probably
transgressions of stricter Jewish conceptions of prohibited
degrees, was at issue at the Council of Jerusalem; incest
at Corinth provoked the strongest possible apostolic re-
action. No argument for the goodness and beauty of same-
sex physical relations can be made on Scriptural grounds
which does not apply equally to, say, child-molestation,
incest, adultery and so forth.
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Absolutely pivotal are Our Lord’s own teaching and
example. That the Lord both taught and lived fully within
the Old Testament sexual ethic is certain. We may indeed
know His attitude to same-sex genital relations. No case
can be made for the modern notion that there was or could
have been any Dominical silence or ambiguity about
them. His attitude is actually quite plain from the porneia
references in Matthew, where His teaching is represented
by the Evangelist as Jesus-Torah, and Himself as the new
Moses. It is certain that if anyone in His time and place
had had the temerity to produce a challenge to Him as
teacher along the lines of that about divorce, He would
most certainly have replied, “What is written in the Law?
How do you read it?” By analogy, He would if anything
have sharpened the moral demand for His disciples. There
would have been no qualifications at all, no mention of
pastoral provision for failure, there being none in Levit-
icus or elsewhere. This was a closed question: it is not
open to us to attribute to Him historically impossible at-
titudes.

Not only is the language unambiguous, we must also
come to terms with Jesus as our pattern, here as else-
where. Any compromise on His part would have produced
an immediate challenge to the validity of His ministry,
and that challenge must have left some trace in the record.
Some want to ignore Him as example of perfect First
Century Jewish sex-ethics, while using Him as a stick to
beat the rest of us into other more fashionable attitudes.
The idea of Him as the best of husbands and fathers, even
(just about) as the best of wives and mothers, is possible;
but not the idea of Him curled up in bed with John the
Beloved Disciple at any stage. The man in Melbourne who
has just got a PhD for arguing that case deserves at least
one for ingenuity, but none at all for scholarship.

Many things may be Christian but not Anglican. But
unless something may be Anglican which is not Christian,
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we must understand that to call right what the Lord Him-
self called wrong, and to do what appalled Him, is to part
company with essential Anglicanism, endangering not
only the souls of those who teach this untruth and wick-
edness, but in many cases the very lives of little children,
young girls, young men, women and all the sexually weak
and vulnerable wherever they may be, now and for the
foreseeable future. It is to say that the right to the physical
expression of love trumps all the obedience we may owe
to the one we call Lord. As ethicists we know that there is
no human right to orgasm at any cost. We need to hold
onto the subtler truth, that there is no Christian right to
redefine love in the face of the God Who commands and
supplies it.
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Grant, O Lord, that as we are baptized into the
death of thy blessed Son our Saviour Jesus
Christ, so by continually mortifying our corrupt
affections we may be buried with him; and that,
through the grave, and gate of death, we may
pass to our joyful resurrection, for his merits,
who died, and was buried, and rose again for

us, thy Son, Jesus Christ our Lord. AMEN.









