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Sodomy and the moral rules
by which a community lives

resident Clinton and the military aren’t
the only people wrestling with the is-
sue of toleration for gays these days.
A week ago Friday, the D.C. Council
devoted a day to consideration of a bill to re-
peal the city’s long-standing law against con-
senting homosexual relations. While most
council members seem to be supportive of re-
peal, alot of ¢itizens aren’t, and the battle that
ensues miay shed some light on just what the
country, as well as the District, thinks about
sexual morality and its public enforcement.

The irony of the D.C. sodomy law is that
even though it has been on the books since
1948, the District itself has become a kind of
Mecca for gay-rights activists and lifestyles.
Homosexuals are politically important in the
city, and they and their lobbyists turned out in
force last week 1o let the council know their
clout on this issue.

But so did no small number of the city’s
religious leaders — the Roman Cagtholic Arch-
diocese of Washington, the local chapter of the
Baptist Ministers’ Conference, and Clergy,
Church and Religious Leaders United to Up-
hold Truth. The Rev. Lee Owens, president of
the latter organization, called the movement to
repeal the sodomy law a “thinly disguised ve-
hicle for promoting homosexuality” and the
religious leaders vowed to pressure Congress
to stop the repeal if their efforts fail in the
council.

The controversy between these two groups
— organized homosexuals and organized reli-
gion — points to the problem the city and the
country face over the issue of homosexuality,
While military leaders and Republican 0ppo-
nents of lifting the ban on gays in the armed
services may prefer to talk about the prag-
matic and piocedural problems of doing so,
the religious leaders take the matter much
further: “We all have Bibles” said one 0ppo-
nent, the Rev. Moses L. Jackson, leader of the
Comuuitiee of 100 Ministers, which 0pposes
repeal, “but do not live by them.”

The issue, in other words, for religious lead-
ers and their followers is that homosexuality is
morally wrong and that public laws should
uphold the moral values of the comimnunity.
That position, as a matter of fact, is a perfectly
respectable one, and to defend it does not mean
that we are on the verge of moralistic totalitar-
ianism — that the bedroom police will start
popping up in your most intimate moments.

No one, other than perhaps the shriller
voices of the gay-rights lobby, imagines that
retaining the law will lead to a crusade against
sodomy. What opponents of repeal are saying
is that a community in large part is defined by
its moral values, that no city or nation can
really exist unless it publicly declares its atfir-
mation that some things are right and others
wrong. To rescind the sodomy law, they imply,
would be to send a signal — a public and of-
ficial one — that there is nothing wrong with
sodomy. To keep it on the books — and Mayor
Sharon Pratt Kelly has long since ordered D.C.
police not to enforce it — would mean retainin g
an official and public signal that sodomy is not
morally OK. It is precisely for that reason that
advocates of repeal want the law abolished; it
is the moral and social legitimation of homo-
sexuality they are seeking through legal
legitimation, not merely avoiding the excesses
of puritanism run wild.

elore the council acts on the law, its
members and their constituents need
to think carefully about what they
want their city to be. The choice is
between a conglomeration of residents bound
by no publicly acknowledged rules of personal
conduct and a real city — a community that
does acknowledge rules of this kind, even if
many of its citizens choose to live in disregard
of them. The District, with its myriad prob-
lems, is already disregarding many of the
moral rules by which it officially professes to
live. Maybe it doesn’t need to abandon any
more of them.
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THE CHASM IS WIDENING

. more kids listen to Madonna than go
to Sunday school,” stated the Times Advo-
cate newspaper in a report on a school-
board election where two Christians were
voted on the school board in a school dis-
trict in San Diego county. This brought to
three (out of five) the number of Christians
on that particular board. :

The report went on: “The fact and its
aftermath have drawn national attention,
especially because Tyndall and Lee are
expected to often vote with Trustee Deidre
Holliday, another conservative Christian on
the five-member board.”

Why did this event receive national at-
tention? For the same reason that, while
the recent USA election results were being
reported on television, whenever someone
classed as a conservative Christian failed
to win their seat, the media and their guests
seemed to gloat over what they saw as an
important victory to them.

There is no doubt about it. The anti-
Christian sentiment in this nation is rising
at an alarming rate. Once conservative
Christian values were the norm in our so-
ciety, but now those who hold such values
are not only being held up to ridicule, they
increasingly are being considered the EN-
EMYI

by Ken Ham

Sadly, most Christians do not realize that
generations of young people, including
many of their own children, are being subtly
indoctrinated in anti-Christian values.
These young people eventually become
senators and congressmen, and of course
apply all they have been taught, voting
against anything that hints of Christian con-
servatism.

For instance, in regard to issues such as
homosexual behavior, those who speak out
against such behavior are considered in-
tolerant, unloving, and a danger to society.
Even many who profess to be Christians
side with those advocating homosexual be-
havior as a legitimate “altemative.”

How long will it be before those who
speak out against pedophilia (sexual per-
version in which children are the preferred
sexual object) will also be considered in-
tolerant? You may think this is going too
far, butisit? In a November 16, 1992 Focus
on the Family article, “Pedophilia Steps into
the Daylight,” we read the following:

The public at large may be confused
about sexual morality, but Is still re-
pulsed by pedophilia. What the public
doesn’t know is that some re-
searchers and institutions it respects



:fj,.:"tbél'lave pedophiiia is healthy and
~* "ghould be legalized and promoted. -
. "*Peapla seem to think that any con-

" tack between children and adults ...

o o ‘has @ bad effect on the child,” said- |

" ""Wardell Pomeroy, Ph.D., who has .
“* worked In the field of sex research -
- -i'_and -education for more than 40

‘_'yqars. *| say that this can be a loving -
. and thoughtful, responsible soxual
ac!lvlty .

Tho article goes on to quote John Money, -
Ph.D., a retired professor of medical psy-
chology and pediatrics at Johns Hopkins '
University and Hospital in Baltimore as say-
ing that pedophilia “should be viewed as a

-sexual orientation, not a disease or disor-
- dert -
" In the same article, John DeCecco, head
of the Human Sexuality Program at San Fran-
cisco State University, who teaches a course
in *variations" of sexual behavior, is reported
as telling his students that adult-child sex is
a legitimate expression of sexuality.

" At the moment, of course, pedophilia
would not be considered legitimate by the
majority of Americans. However, it wasn't
very long ago that homosexual behavior
was not considered legitimate by the ma-
jority in America either, but today it is!

But what is the real problem? It is simply
thisl Once we take away the Bible as the
foundation for our thinking and replace this
foundation with human opinion, then what-
ever the majority of people consider legiti-
mate becomes acceptable to soclety as a
whole. Keep in mind that the Bible clearly
states that man’s heart is deceitful and
desperately wicked and that “there Is none
righteous, no, not one” (Romans 3:10).
Man's natural tendency Is to go after that
which is bad rather than that which is good.

We have been emphasizing over and
over again in our lectures and writings the
religious nature of evolutionism and its im-
plications for society. The more people ac-

b .

cept evalution and reject cngm gm ghg..

more they accept the idea that man d@tef

mines truth rather than God, than the more.
| society will reject the absojutes gf tha Crea-

tor ang will replace these wm) vles. that
will allow man to express his sinful-nature:
This soon will necessitate rules against

those who speak aga!nst such glnful bo-_

havior.

‘When the laws of a nation decrlmlnallze‘ ‘
abortion, homosexual behavior, euthana- ..
sia, and other abominations such as pe-

dophilia ‘{yes, that probably will come
eventually), then laws will eventually come
to make it a criminal act to speak agalnst
such things.

Do we really understand what is happen-
ing? As Christian ethics, based on God's

Word, are removed, and as humanist phi- |
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losophy, founded in evolutionary principles, N

replaces it, then humanists will soon seek
to suppress all opposition from those who
adhere to the plain teaching of Scripture.

Recently | read an article in Current Com-
ments, by Gerald Holton, Professor of
Physics and Professor of History of Sci-
ence at Harvard University. In this arti-
cle, Professor Holton used the term
“anti-science” as an attack on creationists.
He lumped creationists in with those who
study UFO's, paranormal phenomenology,
New Agers, etc. In the rest of the article,
creationists and anti-evolutionists feature
prominently as an obvious danger to soci-
ety. Professor Holton offers practical ways
to overcomae this situation. He s advocating
taking children at an early age and totally
Indoctrnating them in what he calls, “con-
ventional science” (which is nothing more
than athelstic evolutionary philosophy),
and making sure that those who educate
them have passed through the same in-
doctrination process. This is nothing less
than absolute mind control.

Imagine the outcry of the educational
establishment if a Christian proposed in-
doctrinating others in the same way



j;‘?‘?}. ':‘Dl’. Hoiton has proposed. But what he has N
S proposed Is exactly where education is

- heading. In fact, we are, | believe, going
_ 1o sae a move to standardize the education
 Pprocess more and more, and part of this

£ ~*’contml even of home schooling and Chris-

., . tian schooling.

- What is the answer to all of this? For

~ those of you who have seen the movie,

- *The Genesis Solution,” let me remind you
. of something | said towards the end of the

film. Even if Christians managed to get the

" laws changed in regard to abortion, say, if

the next generation believes evolution even
more than before, they will quickly change
~ the laws back again to what they want.

The problem is that too many Christians
have been fighting over the current issues
and not dealing with the real problem—the
attitudes of people toward God. Society
can't be changed from the top down, it
must change from the foundation upwards.
There is a foundational problem in society.
The foundation of God's Word has been
removed and replaced with an evolutionary
foundation. Practices such as abortion and
many others to which we object are logical
outcomes of any society that does not ac-
cept God’'s Word as foundational to its
thinking.

In an article in the Wall Street Joumnal,
December 7, 1992, Irving Kristol, who was
not writing from a Biblical perspective,
made some very insightful points that
Christians need to ponder. In talking about
the problem of family values in society,
Kristo! said:

Most Americans do beligve in family
values, but they find it close to im-
possible to protect and insulate
young people from the secular
authorities, whether political, educa-
tional, or cultural. The problem is ex-
acerbated by the fact that they still
have a touching faith in the secular

4 Inéﬁtmlons that once sarved 'A th_erb E
_ well, at a time when such institutions

~ were doferentialto religion. Suchdet- -

erence has since been replaced by
hostility—only most Amorlcans _
seem unaware of it.

.o tho left today complete!y domi- ’

- ‘nates the education establishment, .
the entertainment industy, the uni- .~ .

versities, the media. . . There isno :
point in trying to inject “family values® =
into these institutions. They will de- -
. base and corrupt the very idea while
- pretending to celebrate it.

.. If eight years of Ronald Reagan’s
presidency made so little difference
to this issue, we have no right to
entertain serious expectations from
electing conservatives to office. . . .
“Family values” is primarily a relig-
ious issue.

Kristol understands better than many
Christians, but he did not himsef get to
the root of the problem. “Family values”
ought to be God's rules, which means
that the Bible must be obeyed, because

God is Creatorl This is what has been.

removed from soclety. That is why the
creation ministry is so vital. This ministry
is on the cutting edge in dealing with the
foundational problem. There needs.to bs
a heart change in society—an attitudinal
change toward God. People need to ac-
cept the Creator and Savior as Lord of
their lives. That is when we will see so-
ciety start to change.

How we Christians today need to be
like the children of Issachar in the Bible:

“And of the children of issachar, which

were men that had understanding of the
times, to know what Israel ought to do®
(I Chronicles 12:32). The chasm between
Christian and non-Christian is widening.
What are we going to do about it? Which
side are we REALLY on? 7§



