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Calvary Bible Church, Pastor Roy Crane 
“What The Bible Says About Modern Issues” 

 
LESSON 1:  HOMOSEXUALITY 
 
Both in the OT (Gen. 19:1–26; Lev. 18:22; 20:13) and in the NT (Rom. 1:18–32; 1 Cor. 
6:9; 1 Tim. 1:10), God condemns the sin of homosexuality. He showed His wrath 
against it by destroying the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah. Under the law of Moses, 
sodomy was punishable by death. No practicing homosexual will inherit the kingdom of 
God. 
 
So-called “gays” pay a high price for their immoral lifestyle. Paul says that they receive 
in themselves “the penalty of their error which was due” (Rom. 1:27b). This includes 
venereal diseases, pneumocystis, Kaposi’s sarcoma (a form of cancer) and AIDS. It also 
includes haunting guilt, mental and emotional disturbances, and abnormal personality 
changes. 
 
Like all other sinners, a homosexual or lesbian can be saved if he or she repents of sin 
and receives the Lord Jesus Christ as personal Savior. God loves the gay person and the 
lesbian even if He hates their sin. 
 
There is a difference between being a practicing homosexual and having a homosexual 
tendency. It is the practice that the Bible condemns, not the orientation. There are many 
who have an attraction to their own sex but refuse to give in to it. By the power of the 
Spirit, they have disciplined themselves to resist the temptation and to live in purity. 
Many Christian persons of homosexual orientation have regarded their condition with 
sorrow and contrition, but, unable to change (at least at the current point), have drawn 
on the Spirit for the power of forbearance and chastity, which is sanctification indeed. In 
commitment to Christ, they have offered an enduring inner blemish for God’s use so 
that divine power may be perfected in human weakness. 
 
Some blame God that they were born with this tendency, but the fault does not lie with 
God but with human sinfulness. Every fallen child of Adam has evil tendencies. Some 
have a weakness in one area, some in another. The sin is not in being tempted, but in 
yielding to the temptation. 
 
There is deliverance from homosexuality or lesbianism, as there is from any form of 
lust. However, ongoing godly counseling assistance is very important in nearly every 
case.  Christians should accept gays and lesbians as persons without approving their 
lifestyle. Because they are people for whom Christ died, believers should seek in every 
possible way to win them to a life of “holiness, without which no one will see the Lord” 
(Heb. 12:14). 
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What the world says about the issue of homosexuality/lesbianism: 
“I can’t help it, it is in my genes.” 
“God never speaks against homosexuality, Paul was just a homophobe.” 
“When the Bible talks about homosexuality, it is talking about rape, not a committed, 
loving relationship.” 
“It’s okay because I love him/her, and God loves love.” 
 
Let’s look at each one of these: 
“I can’t help it, it is in my genes.” 
GENETICS AND HOMOSEXUALITY 
Homosexuals have long claimed they are different not just in their behavior but 
constitutionally. That is, they feel their sexual orientation is not a matter of choice or 
even formed through interaction with their social environment, but something they were 
born with. Recently, there have been two studies that seem to confirm that claim, one by 
Swaab and Hofman and another by Simon LeVay. While both studies dealt with the 
hypothalamus of homosexual men, they were somewhat different. The Swaab and 
Hofman research studied the volume of the suprachiasmatic nucleus (hereafter referred 
to as SCN) in homosexual men. The SCN is a cell group located in the basal part of the 
brains of mammalians. It has been thought to be a principal component of the biological 
clock that generates and coordinates hormonal, physiological and behavioral body 
rhythms. Thus, it has been thought to have involvement in sex because of the varying 
body rhythms in sexual desire as well as the sexual changes that come with aging. The 
conclusion of this study is that “… the human hypothalamus revealed that the volume of 
the … SCN in homosexual men is 1.7 times as large as that of the reference group of 
male subjects and contains 2.1 times as many cells.” 
 
Simon LeVay examined the anterior hypothalamus in the area that regulates male-type 
sexual behavior. Four cell groups, called INAH 1, 2, 3, 4, were studied. Postmortem 
tissue was measured from three subject groups: women, men presumed to be 
heterosexual, and homosexual men. LeVay found there were no differences in the 
volumes of INAH 1, 2 or 4. The INAH 3, however, was more than twice as large in 
heterosexual men as in women and homosexual men. Thus, LeVay concluded that there 
is a significant difference in the hypothalamus of heterosexual and homosexual men. He 
does caution that his results should be considered speculative. Moreover, the results of 
his study do not allow one to decide if the changes in the hypothalamus are the cause or 
consequences of an individual’s sexual orientation. 
 
Many have concluded there is a genetic reason for homosexuality. Of course, this claim 
is extremely important to homosexuals for at least two reasons. First, if homosexuality 
is something innate or constitutional, then homosexuals are no more responsible for 
their sexual orientation than for eye color or height. Attempts to get homosexuals to 
change their sexual orientation will also be useless. Second, this claim has political 
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ramifications. If there is a biological basis for homosexuality, then there will be pressure 
to grant them minority-rights status. This is a special civil rights status that would 
protect them from discrimination on the basis of their sexual orientation. 
 
We must be cautious about what we conclude from these studies. It is wrong to 
conclude from these and other studies that no genetic factors go into the homosexual’s 
sexual orientation. On the other hand, it also concludes too much to think that these and 
similar studies show that homosexuality is constitutional and beyond change.  It goes far 
beyond the scientific evidence we presently possess to conclude that homosexuality is 
constitutional and cannot be changed. 
 
If homosexuality is not simply a genetic or constitutional condition, what are its causes?   
There is some evidence that family pathology at least contributes to homosexuality. 
About 67 percent of male homosexuals come from a home where the mother is a 
domineering man-hater and the father is weak, detached and often uninvolved in the 
family. However, it seems clear that this family structure is neither a necessary nor a 
sufficient condition (by itself) for homosexuality. Homosexuality is the result of a 
variety of causes, none of which decisively determines sexual preference. There may be 
some biological factors which either predispose or contribute to homosexuality, and the 
home environment is also a significant factor. Still, in cases where all of these elements 
are present, one will not necessarily become a homosexual.  Even if we were to allow 
the position that there is a genetic “cause” for homosexuality, that does not mean that 
the behavior is allowable.  There are people with a genetic predisposition to violence 
(the double “Y” chromosome), but we do not allow them to act out that predisposition 
because such behavior is WRONG, even if it IS “in your genes”.  1 
 
 
“God never speaks against homosexuality, Paul was just a homophobe.” 
GENESIS 19:1–11 
The sin of Sodom and Gomorrah has traditionally been taken to be homosexuality. In 
fact, another name for homosexuality is “sodomy.” The grossness of this sin was 
thought to be seen in the character of the judgment that God brought on these cities.  
The traditional interpretation of this passage has been challenged in at least two ways by 
homosexuals. First, some have argued that if the sin of Sodom and Gomorrah was 
sexual, it was not simply homosexuality but homosexual rape.  
While it is true that the men of Sodom desired to rape the angelic visitors to their city, 
this interpretation is certainly wrong. Nowhere does the text even slightly hint that 
what the men of Sodom wanted to do would be permissible if only Lot’s guests had 
consented. Moreover, this interpretation does not account for the fact that God’s 
judgment fell upon two entire cities. Was homosexual rape a common practice and 

                                                 
1Feinberg, J. S. (1996, c1993). Ethics for a Brave new world (Pages 186-189). Wheaton, Ill.: Crossway 
Books. 
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thus brought the judgment of God? It could have been, but such is not stated in the 
text. What is more damaging is that God’s judgment on homosexuality in Sodom and 
Gomorrah is quite in harmony with his prohibition and denunciation of this sin in other 
Scriptures properly interpreted. It is not as though this is the only time homosexuality is 
denounced and judged. 
 
A second reinterpretation of Genesis 19 is even bolder, for it claims the passage is not 
about homosexuality at all.  Rather, the sin of Sodom and Gomorrah related to a gross 
violation of the hospitality code.  Those who believe in the inspiration and inerrancy of 
Scripture will be unpersuaded by the attempt to deny the genuineness of the 2 Peter and 
Jude passages. Jude gives a striking commentary on the sin of Sodom. It is called “going 
after strange or different flesh” (sarkos heteras), which is a way of describing unnatural 
sex acts. Jude uses the verb porneuo with the preposition ek, which means they gave 
themselves up to sexual immorality completely and utterly! This is an extremely strong 
statement. These kinds of sin make the complete destruction of the two cities 
understandable. We realize that arrogance and inhospitality are terrible sins, but they 
cannot explain the judgment of God in the destruction of two entire cities.   
 
LEVITICUS 18:22 AND 20:13 
The next major statement in the OT about homosexuality is found in the Holiness Code, 
Lev 18:22 and 20:13. This Code contains God’s demands for ordering the life of his 
covenant people, Israel. This order had as its goal the setting apart of Israel from the 
immoral and idolatrous practices of her neighbors so that she might be acceptable to 
worship the true and living God.  In this Code are what appear to be two definite and 
direct prohibitions against homosexual acts. Lev 18:22 stands amidst legislation against 
all impermissible and unnatural sexual relationships. Lev 20:13 restates 18:22, and adds 
the death penalty for the practice. Both call the homosexual act an abomination 
(to’ebah, in Hebrew). These commands expand the Seventh Commandment. Their 
purpose is not exhaustive regulation of sexual activity, but prohibition of the most open 
and obvious offenses. 
 
Nothing in Leviticus explicitly states why the prohibited practices are condemned. The 
Leviticus texts just naturally assume the practices are condemned because they are 
inherently wrong, not because they were part of the idolatrous worship of the Egyptians 
and Canaanites. In the Leviticus Code incest, adultery, child sacrifice, bestiality, 
spiritism and the cursing of one’s parents are all prohibited. Only one act condemned in 
the Code has cultic or symbolic significance—child sacrifice, and it is condemned 
whether associated with religious worship or not. Child sacrifice was practiced in pagan 
religious rites, but it was wrong on two counts—in itself and because of its association 
with idolatry.  
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ROMANS 1:26–27 
When we turn to the NT, we find that it too condemns homosexuality. A passage that 
immediately comes to mind is Rom 1:26–27, as it seems to be the strongest 
condemnation of such actions. Rom 1:26 deals with lesbianism (homosexual 
relationships between women), while 1:27 treats male homosexuality. This is the only 
text in Scripture that mentions female homosexuality. This passage teaches that 
homosexual practices are evidences of God’s judgment on those who reject his 
revelation.  As we might expect, this interpretation of Paul’s teaching has been 
challenged.  However, Paul never claims that these words about homosexuality are his 
private opinions, and the OT passages already discussed show they are God’s views as 
well.  Homosexuality and lesbianism are condemned. Moreover, Paul states very clearly 
that homosexuality is God’s judgment (v. 26), a judgment that punishes those who reject 
the truth of God’s revelation about himself (vv. 25–26). In essence, Paul is saying that 
homosexuals are made, not born! 
 
1 CORINTHIANS 6:9–11 AND 1 TIMOTHY 1:8–10 
These two passages from Paul complete our study of the major biblical texts on this 
subject. We group 1 Cor 6:9–11 and 1 Tim 1:8–10 together because they both contain 
vice lists which include a similar word that bears on our present discussion. In 1 Cor 
6:9–11 Paul talks about who will inherit the kingdom of God. He gives a list of vices 
and says that anyone who persists in these sins will not inherit the kingdom of God. In 1 
Tim 1:8–10 the law is the subject, and Paul says it is good if used wisely. It is not for 
the righteous man but for the ungodly and sinners. He then describes in a vice list sins 
that the ungodly and sinners commit.   
 
The response to these verses by pro-homosexual interpreters is that these actions are not 
singled out in these lists as being especially wicked, and if we were to take vice lists 
seriously, no one would enter into the kingdom of God, since we are all covetous.  
Interpretations of this sort are really unsatisfactory. To say that a sin in a long list does 
not draw special condemnation does not mean Scripture approves the action. A vice list 
is still a vice list. Moreover, there is a failure to make a biblical distinction between a 
repentant sinner who seeks with God’s help to be free of some sin but who may at some 
time fail and an unrepentant sinner who follows a planned and uninterrupted course of 
disobedience. The vice lists refer to the latter, not the former. There is grace and 
forgiveness for the former, but not for the latter. 

 
In summing up our discussion of biblical teaching on homosexuality, we note that 
Scripture does not say a lot about homosexuality. Possibly this is because it was not 
widespread in Jewish culture. However, we cannot escape the clear conviction that 
when Scripture does speak of it, it prohibits and condemns it. 2 

                                                 
2Feinberg, J. S. (1996, c1993). Ethics for a Brave new world (Pages 189-201). Wheaton, Ill.: Crossway 
Books. 
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“When the Bible talks about homosexuality, it is talking about rape, not a committed, 
loving relationship.” 
Paul’s comment that “they burned in their lust for one another” is the key to 
understanding what he condemns (according to pro-homosexual commentators). Lust is 
wrong. Any sexual activity produced by lust is immoral, whether it is homosexual or 
heterosexual. The only moral sexual activity is that which grows out of love and 
devotion. Therefore, if homosexual acts are motivated by a sense of love, devotion and 
commitment, they are part of God’s design for human sexuality. 
The problem with this interpretation is twofold. First, in view of how many partners 
male homosexuals typically have, promiscuity seems to be a usual part of male 
homosexuality. And it is highly dubious that those who are sexually promiscuous with 
hundreds of partners (as the figures show) act out of love, devotion and commitment to 
all of them! Second, the text does not say lustful homosexual acts are condemned by 
God. It says that because of homosexual acts God has given them over to this lust for 
one another. The lustful desire is a consequence of their sinful homosexual acts. 
3 
 
 
“It’s okay because I love him/her, and God loves love.” 
ALL forms of “love” that fall outside of God’s plainly stated boundaries; such as 
adultery, fornication, homosexuality/lesbianism, incest, sexual activity between close 
relatives, lustful thoughts, and so on, ARE NOT ALLOWABLE, no matter what the 
“emotional” desire for them might be. 
 
God’s love is always balanced by His holiness, righteousness, and purity.  There can be 
no true love OUTSIDE of these parameters. 
 
 
 

Lesson Two Follows Below 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
3Feinberg, J. S. (1996, c1993). Ethics for a Brave new world (Pages 198-199). Wheaton, Ill.: Crossway 
Books. 
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LESSON 2:  EUTHANASIA 
 
EUTHANASIA.  It may be passive (stop treatment) or direct acts aimed at 
terminating life (active). The latter is wrong because it does not see God, as the 
taker of life Job 1:21; 38—41. 
 
CLARIFICATION OF TERMINOLOGY 
The term “euthanasia” is derived from two Greek words—eu meaning “well” or 
“good,” and thanatos meaning “death.” In contemporary discussions, it stands 
for a wide variety of practices. Terminology in regard to euthanasia can be 
divided into four different categories. 
 
VOLUNTARY/INVOLUNTARY 
This distinction focuses on whether or not the patient requests death. Voluntary 
euthanasia refers to cases where a patient requests death or grants permission 
to be put to death.  Euthanasia is involuntary when someone is put to death 
without requesting it or granting permission.  
 
ACTIVE/PASSIVE 
These terms focus on the kind of action taken to bring about death.  Active 
euthanasia refers to taking some purposeful action to end a life, whereas 
passive euthanasia refers to the withholding of treatment to sustain life.  
Passive euthanasia may also involve withdrawing treatment already begun. 
Giving a lethal dose of drugs to someone diagnosed with AIDS is active 
euthanasia. Removal of a feeding tube is an example of passive euthanasia.   
 
DIRECT/INDIRECT 
These terms denote the role played by the person who dies when his life is 
taken. Direct euthanasia refers to cases where the individual himself carries out 
the decision to die. Indirect refers to situations where someone else carries out 
the decision.  
 
DEATH WITH DIGNITY, MERCY KILLING, AND DEATH SELECTION 
These terms focus on the ultimate intended goal to be achieved through the act 
of euthanasia. Death with dignity refers to allowing the patient to die a truly 
human death. Rather than using extraordinary means (such as hooking him up 
to a machine) to forestall death (which is said to dehumanize him), the patient is 
allowed to die “naturally.” Basic needs such as food and drink are met, but 
there is an attempt to avoid the dehumanizing effects of isolating a dying 
patient from family while making him little more than a body hooked up to 
a machine. Though this kind of euthanasia is often voluntary, rarely is it 
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equated with suicide, since the patient is incurably ill and no medical procedure 
would heal him. 
 
In mercy killing, the intent is to release someone who is suffering excruciating 
pain and has no other way of escape but death. It is seen as an act of mercy. 
Mercy killing may involve using medical technology to hasten or cause death, or 
it may involve using ordinary means to bring death.    
 
Whereas the goal with mercy killing is ostensibly the removal of individual pain 
and suffering, the goal with death selection is the deliberate removal of persons 
whose lives are no longer considered socially useful. People in this category 
need not be ill; they need only be deemed useless, a bother to society, 
expendable. This kind of euthanasia might fall on groups such as “hardened” 
criminals, the mentally retarded, or (as in Hitler’s Germany) whole ethnic or 
racial groups. 
 
 
A CHRISTIAN RESPONSE TO EUTHANASIA 
 
Sanctity of Life Ethic 
Biblically speaking, human life is sacred. It is sacred because man is made in 
God’s image (Gen 1:26–27; 5:1).  Even someone severely deformed or wracked 
with pain from a terminal illness so that he cannot interact with his environment 
still bears the image of God. That alone suggests care in decision-making 
concerning such people.  Life is sacred as well because God has given it and 
sustains it. Because it is his gift, we must treat it with care and not discard it. To 
treat it lightly is a supreme act of ingratitude, but it also suggests that we think 
we own our life, when in fact God gave it and owns it. Christians have 
traditionally used this argument against suicide. It seems relevant as well to 
euthanasia in general, however, individual cases and circumstances may lead 
us to a conclusion that “heroic measures” to maintain life are not called for.  
Finally, a further biblical indication of the sanctity of life is the prohibition against 
life-taking. Killing is condemned both in the OT (Exod 20:13) and the NT (Matt 
5:21; 19:18; Mark 10:19; Luke 18:20; Rom 13:9). While there are exceptions to 
the rule (e.g., killing in self-defense, capital punishment, just war), what is 
unexceptional is the prohibition against the deliberate, intentional taking of 
innocent life.  
 

The Wedge Argument 
Sometimes referred to as the slippery slope argument, this argument warns 
against opening the door even to the seemingly most innocuous instances of 
euthanasia. Appeal is often made to what happened under the Nazis. They 
began with mercy killing in limited cases to relieve suffering, but later genocide 
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eventuated. Once a country starts down the slope of killing, it gradually 
becomes more comfortable with euthanasia, and it becomes much easier to 
accustom people to even more inhumane and unwarranted killing.  Consider the 
effect of acceptable euthanasia in the Netherlands, where the number o f 
INVOLUNTARY acts of euthanasia is in the THOUSANDS per year.  When a 
culture accepts the “rightness” of killing someone who is not seen as socially 
“sustainable”, where does it stop? 
 
The key to a wedge argument is the form or logic of moral justifications for 
actions. One might want to limit the breadth of the category of people who 
qualify for euthanasia, but once it is decided that certain people are to die, it is 
hard to find any logical grounds for keeping others alive. For example, if the 
category includes those lacking the dignity of human beings, this can include 
many not terminally ill, nor in pain, nor desirous of death. They may simply fail 
to meet some ambiguous standard of what it means to be human. Proponents 
of euthanasia invariably guarantee that it will be used only in rather narrowly 
defined cases. The wedge argument says that “there is no logical or easily 
agreed upon reason why the range of cases should be restricted”. The wedge 
argument assumes that killing is wrong generally and that there should be as 
few exceptions as possible to the command to preserve life.  
 
Medical Concerns 
Several medical considerations should cause you to hesitate before 
encouraging euthanasia, and these need to be considered on a case-by-case 
basis. 
First, a request to execute a natural-death directive may be based more on fear 
or misinformation than anything else. The patient may think their situation far 
worse than it actually is and ask to die. Once the patient dies, the mistake 
cannot be undone. 
Second, a cure for a supposedly incurable disease may be found. Medical 
history is filled with examples of people thought to have an incurable disease 
who were later healed when medicine progressed.  Medical science advances 
very rapidly, but new cures cannot be offered to a dead person. 
Third, those who think patients must choose between terrible suffering and relief 
through death have overlooked a third option. Even in terminal cases, modern 
medicine can provide measures sufficient to reduce pain to a bearable level or 
even remove it altogether. In most cases one need not choose death as the 
sole release from pain. 
A final medical matter relates to a doctor’s involvement in euthanasia. Many 
note that when a doctor takes the Hippocratic Oath, he promises to use 
medicine to help the sick and never to injure or wrong them. The doctor also 
promises never to give poison to anyone, even if asked to do so. Some claim 
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the Oath no longer applies in our times, but those who think otherwise have 
serious problems in squaring the Oath with aiding euthanasia. 
 
Additional Biblical and Theological Concerns 
Value in Suffering 
Though suffering is neither enjoyable nor to be sought, that does not mean it 
cannot have any positive function in a person’s life. Rom 5:3–5, 1 Pet 1:6–9, 2 
Cor 4:17, 12:10 and the book of Job, for example, speak of the potential 
benefits to be gained from suffering. While afflictions are evils, God can and 
does use them to work good in our lives. Suffering need not be seen as 
valueless, something to be escaped at all costs. 
 
Perspective on Life, Death and the Afterlife 
Initially, I must underscore biblical teaching that God is in control of life and 
death. The humanist may dislike it, but passages such as Job 14:5, Ecc 3:2, 
and Jas 4:13–15 teach that no one can add or detract even one second from his 
life beyond what God has decided. Moreover, those who try to extend life 
endlessly, regardless of the patient’s condition, are reminded by Ecc 3:2 that 
there is a time to be born and a time to die. Man’s manipulations cannot 
overturn God’s control.  The biblical perspective is that death is not natural; it 
entered the world as a result of sin (Gen 3:14–19; Rom 5:12). Moreover, the 
process of dying is itself often very painful, and Scripture does not portray it 
otherwise. Death is not a friend; it is the last enemy to be overcome (1 Cor 
15:26).  
 
Some think Paul forbids sorrow over death (1 Thess 4:13). However, he is not 
suggesting we should rejoice when someone dies. He only mandates that as 
believers grieve, they should not grieve as those who have no hope. This is 
hardly an endorsement of death. In fact, Paul sees the Christian’s hope not as a 
death which releases from suffering, but as resurrection to life which occurs at 
Christ’s return (1 Thess 4:13–18). 
 
The biblical perspective on life, death, and the afterlife is incomplete without the 
teaching of the resurrection of the body. Scripture does not teach that death 
ends it all. Rather, it tells us that for believers and non-believers alike, following 
death there is conscious existence and eventually resurrection of the body 
(Luke 16:19ff.; Rom 8:18–20.; 1 Cor 15:20–23; 2 Cor 5:8; Rev 20:4–5, 11–15). 
Among other things, this means for the Christian that his ultimate hope for 
escaping pain and suffering is not physical death, but resurrection of the body. 

 
Other Concerns 
Two other considerations are noteworthy. Some emphasize that learning from 
affliction is not the only biblical alternative to euthanasia. The other is healing. 
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There are even cases of dead people being resurrected (e.g., 1 Kgs 17:22; 
John 11; Acts 20:10). This does not mean anyone has a right to miraculous 
healing or that he should expect it. It does mean that we have a right to ask God 
to heal and then wait to see what he does.  
 
Finally, what about biblical teaching to extend mercy to those in need? I would 
reply that mercy to the sick and dying does not include granting their wish to die. 
However, it does include proper care for their needs. Proper care includes 
giving drugs to relieve pain. Kerby Anderson appeals to Prov 31:6 as a moral    
justification for giving pain-relieving drugs. He also cites Gal 6:2 to urge 
believers to provide counsel and spiritual care for dying patients. 
 
CONCLUSION 
First, in all potential cases of death with dignity and mercy killing, it is crucial to 
consult the best medical opinion of a pro-life doctor and make decisions in light 
of his advice and the Holy Spirit’s leading.  
Second, despite the advances of modern medicine and regardless of how pro-
life a doctor is, there will be cases where it is impossible to predict when a 
patient will die or what the outcome of a medical procedure will be. In such 
cases, our obligation is to do what is reasonable and moral to preserve life and 
relieve pain, and then leave the outcome in the hands of him who ultimately 
controls matters of life and death.  
Finally, though I believe the most acceptable view is that euthanasia is wrong in 
general, I do grant that some forms in some instances may be acceptable (or 
even necessary), given the specific circumstances. We must solicit divine 
guidance! 
 
 
LESSON 3:  ABORTION 
Abortion and infanticide in the Bible 
Exodus 21:22-25 
22 “If men fight, and hurt a woman with child, so that she gives birth 
prematurely, yet no harm follows, he shall surely be punished accordingly as the 
woman’s husband imposes on him; and he shall pay as the judges determine. 
23 But if any harm follows, then you shall give life for life, 24 eye for eye, tooth 
for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot, 25 burn for burn, wound for wound, stripe 
for stripe. 
 
Isaiah 44:2 (A) 
2 Thus says the LORD who made you And formed you from the womb, who will 
help you: 
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Psalm 139:13-16 
13 For You formed my inward parts; You covered me in my mother’s womb. 
14 I will praise You, for I am fearfully and wonderfully made; Marvelous are Your 
works, And that my soul knows very well.  15 My frame was not hidden from 
You, When I was made in secret, And skillfully wrought in the lowest parts of the 
earth.  16 Your eyes saw my substance, being yet unformed. And in Your book 
they all were written, The days fashioned for me, When as yet there were none 
of them. 
 
2nd Chronicles 28:1-3 
1 Ahaz was twenty years old when he became king, and he reigned sixteen 
years in Jerusalem; and he did not do what was right in the sight of the LORD, as 
his father David had done. 2 For he walked in the ways of the kings of Israel, 
and made molded images for the Baals. 3 He burned incense in the Valley of 
the Son of Hinnom, and burned his children in the fire, according to the 
abominations of the nations whom the LORD had cast out before the children of 
Israel. 
 
Psalm 106:32-38 
32 They angered Him also at the waters of strife, So that it went ill with Moses 
on account of them; 33 Because they rebelled against His Spirit, So that he 
spoke rashly with his lips.  34 They did not destroy the peoples, Concerning 
whom the LORD had commanded them, 35 But they mingled with the Gentiles 
And learned their works; 36 They served their idols, Which became a snare to 
them.  37 They even sacrificed their sons And their daughters to demons, 
38 And shed innocent blood, The blood of their sons and daughters, Whom they 
sacrificed to the idols of Canaan; And the land was polluted with blood. 
 
Proverbs 6:16-19 
16 These six things the LORD hates, Yes, seven are an abomination to Him: 17 
A proud look, A lying tongue, Hands that shed innocent blood, 18 A heart that 
devises wicked plans, Feet that are swift in running to evil, 19 A false witness 
who speaks lies, And one who sows discord among brethren. 
 
Discussion: 
One of the most pressing moral problems of our day is abortion. It is the second 
most common surgical procedure in the U.S., circumcision being the first.  Since 
The Roe Vs Wade decision, as of this year, over 44 million abortions have been 
performed in the United States. 
 
Prior to 1973, there were abortions in the U.S., but the Roe decision in essence 
legalized abortion on demand. That decision struck down existing laws against 
abortion, but did agree that the government still has a legitimate interest in 
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protecting fetal life. Still, the way the decision was written and interpreted 
essentially abrogated any governmental ability to stop abortion. 
 

Induced abortions are commonly what we think of when we hear people 
talk about abortions.  

This class of abortions is characterized by outside or external intervention 
into the reproductive process with a view to terminating pregnancy. There are 
several kinds of induced abortions. Therapeutic abortions are performed to 
save the mother’s life. Because of the present state of medicine, such abortions 
are rare. Ectopic or tubal pregnancies are examples. In this kind of pregnancy 
the fertilized egg does not implant in the uterus but in the fallopian tube. Only 
two options are open to the doctor. Either he intervenes to take the baby’s life in 
order to save the mother’s life, or both baby and mother die. Another potential 
cause of therapeutic abortion is maternal heart disease. At one time women 
with heart disease were at risk in full-term pregnancies. However, that is almost 
never the case today. The most common candidates for therapeutic abortions 
are pregnant women with cancer (especially uterine cancer). If treatment of the 
cancer requires either radiation or chemotherapy, that will likely kill the baby. 
Hence, it must be decided whether to delay treatment until the birth of the baby, 
or begin it immediately and risk losing the child. 

 
Eugenic abortions are a second category of induced abortions. They are 

performed to abort a fetus that has or is at risk for some physical and/or mental 
handicap such as Down’s syndrome. The most typical method of determining 
such problems is a procedure called amniocentesis. Amniocentesis cannot be 
performed until around the fourth month of pregnancy, since it requires the 
development of the placental sac and its fluid. A needle is inserted into the sac, 
and fluid is removed and examined to determine any abnormalities. 
Amniocentesis is very good at determining problems such as Down’s, but it has 
two limitations. There is a very small group of diseases that it can detect, and it 
cannot be performed until relatively late in the pregnancy. However, as other 
techniques for detecting problems are developed for the first trimester, eugenic 
abortions will probably increase, particularly since some doctors pressure 
parents to abort a child where there is the slightest risk of any handicap. For 
instance, some diseases are gender specific. Sickle-cell anemia is a disease 
only males get. So, if a family is at risk and the baby is a male, there will be 
great pressure to abort this child on eugenic grounds. 

 
Finally, elective abortions complete the category of induced abortions. Here 

the mother’s life is not threatened, and there is no known risk of physical and/or 
mental handicap for the child. The reason for abortion is simply the convenience 
of the parents (e.g., control of family size, physical and/or mental strain on the 
parents, or financial hardship on the family). Moreover, as it becomes easier to 
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choose the sex of a child, families can choose a gender specific child and abort 
those of the “wrong” sex. 
 
Can A Fetus Feel? 

Let’s look at the question about whether the baby undergoing abortion feels 
any pain. Certain conditions necessary for the existence of pain are known to 
exist in the developing fetus. They are 1) functioning neurological structures to 
sense pain; 2) overt behavior expressive of pain; and 3) a cause for pain. Dr. A. 
W. Liley, a respected professor of fetal psychology at the National Women’s 
Hospital in Auckland, New Zealand, has demonstrated that an eleven-week-old 
fetus can experience pain and responds to touch, light, heat and noise. Liley 
has shown through the use of closed-circuit television cameras that such a child 
will feel pain when pricked with a needle. Moreover, if a beep is used before the 
prick several times, the baby will recoil at the beep alone. But this is within the 
first trimester of pregnancy, and during that time D & C and suction are the 
methods of abortion most commonly used. Moreover, though this is late in the 
first trimester of pregnancy, it must be remembered that most women do not 
even know they are pregnant until the second month of pregnancy, and once 
they know, they are not likely to get an abortion immediately. They will consider 
it for a while. All of this, of course, gives the fetus more time to develop and only 
helps to ensure that it will likely feel pain if it undergoes an abortion. 

 
If the baby can respond to pain during the first trimester of development, it is 

obvious that it feels pain during the second. But during that second trimester 
saline injection is used for abortion. Undoubtedly, the baby feels very vividly the 
pain from that procedure. By the final trimester of pregnancy, the baby’s 
nervous system and ability to experience sensations is not much different, if at 
all, from a newborn baby. If it would hurt a newborn to starve it or kill it by some 
other deliberate action, then surely the baby aborted during this period feels 
significant pain. So, contrary to what proponents of abortion claim, when a 
mother aborts her baby, most likely the baby feels great pain. 
 
The Matter Of Choice 
The mother’s pregnancy is usually with her implied or explicit consent through 
engaging in intercourse. That is, whenever a woman consents to sexual 
intercourse, she must understand that she is consenting, explicitly or implicitly, 
to becoming pregnant if that should eventuate. Adult privileges and pleasures 
include adult responsibilities!  
 
What about the difficult cases? 

First, in light of advances in medical technology, the actual number of cases 
where the life of either mother or baby must be sacrificed is very small indeed. 
Second, abortion to save the mother’s life has been called therapeutic abortion. 
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In the current discussions on abortion the meaning of “therapeutic” has been 
expanded to cover anything that affects the well-being of the mother. This now 
includes whether she is depressed at the thought of having another child or 
whether having a child fits in with her career goals. That is not truly 
THERAPEUTIC ABORTION! The only therapeutic abortions are those where 
the mother’s life is genuinely endangered, and it is impossible to save both her 
life and the life of the baby.  If this situation DOES arise, it must be handled on 
an individual basis with much prayer and counsel. 
 

Eugenic abortions are not moral. Even where death is inevitable, we have no 
right to take someone’s life. Life and death are in God’s hands, not man’s. 
Moreover, how we treat those in this state will influence our attitude more 
generally to the sanctity of life. A society that permits the abortion of 
handicapped children prenatally can easily become a society that finds reasons 
to terminate the lives of others who are undesirable for some other reason. The 
taking of innocent life is forbidden by God’s word. Obeying that prohibition is 
right, and it also seems a reasonable price to pay even in these cases in order 
to uphold the broader goal of respect for life. 

In rape and incest we again confront extreme examples. Rape and incest are 
some of the most horrible sexual crimes imaginable. They often result in great 
physical and psychological harm to the victim. Add to that the fact that in incest 
there is the possibility for a severely handicapped baby, because the parents 
are so closely related genetically. Are we to add to the already enormous 
burdens rape or incest places on a victim the responsibility to bear a child from 
this union and to care for him or her until maturity? 

 
As to arguments against abortion in cases of rape and incest, an initial 

argument is that it is never right to do evil to achieve good. Put another way, two 
wrongs do not make a right. While rape and incest are horrible acts, so is 
abortion. Second, while rape and incest are acts of violence against the mother, 
so is abortion. Third, aborting a fetus conceived by rape or incest makes the 
baby a victim of the crime as well. The mother is already a victim of this crime; 
abortion only adds another. Fourth, it is never right to commit murder to alleviate 
suffering. Abortion is murder, like it or not, and in this case it is committed to 
alleviate the pain of the mother. Fifth, to demand that the mother bear the child 
is not to lack compassion. Harm, both physical and psychological, may come to 
the mother who aborts in the situation, so there is concern for her. However, to 
terminate the life of an unborn child certainly shows no compassion for him or 
her. We have a right, so it is argued, to require the mother to give birth to the 
child, and if she cannot bear to care for it, she should give it up for adoption. 
Sixth, it is wrong to force someone to do something they have no duty to do. No 
one is obligated to lay his or her life down for another’s life, much less for some 
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lesser benefit. Therefore, it is wrong to force someone to do so. But that is 
exactly what the baby is asked to do. We are asking the unborn child, conceived 
by rape or incest, to forfeit life in order to ameliorate the mother’s pain.  Finally, 
conception in cases of rape is very rare. The reasons are many. The emotional 
trauma of the act may prevent ovulation, the offender may experience 
impotence, or the woman may use contraceptives or be in her infertile period of 
the month. It is estimated that .06 of 1 percent of all abortions are for rape. 
Undoubtedly, the numbers are low because some who become pregnant from 
rape decide not to abort. Still, it is safe to say that the main reason figures are 
low is that most rape victims don’t get pregnant. 

 
It is also a highly unproven fact that abortion in such cases ends or even 

lessens the suffering of the mother. David Reardon’s book, Aborted Women: 
Silent No More, is the most extensive study of the long term effects on women 
of their decision to have an abortion. This book is the result of extensive 
research and of a detailed survey of 252 women who had abortions and are 
now members of WEBA (Women Exploited by Abortion). From this research 
Reardon found that over 95 percent would not now have chosen abortion, and 
that 66 percent feel they are now worse off than they would have been had they 
not had an abortion. These are truly surprising findings, but they should be 
tempered a bit because of two factors. First, it is not clear that these women had 
abortions for rape or incest. Second, the fact that they are members of WEBA 
makes them an atypical sample of all women who have had abortions. Still, the 
findings do underscore our general point that it is not clear that an abortion 
solves all the problems for a woman. It may solve some, but engenders others. 

 
Finally, it is possible even in cases of rape or incest to prevent conception, 

and I believe this is the course of action that should be taken. There is a period 
of time between intercourse and conception, and, if estrogen treatment is given, 
conception can be prevented. In a Minnesota hospital 3,500 rape victims 
received treatment without one becoming pregnant. In Buffalo, New York, there 
was not one pregnancy from rape in thirty years, and in Washington, D. C., a 
study of over three hundred rapes showed only one pregnancy.  Hence, it 
seems possible to reduce dramatically the number of rape and incest cases 
where the question of abortion would even arise. In those cases where it does 
arise, however, we see no morally acceptable reason for demanding the 
forfeiture of the baby’s life. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
Abortion is the taking of an innocent human life.  While there may be the 
OCCASIONAL need to look at the issue of saving the mothers life or the baby’s; 
over 99% of the abortions performed today are for reasons of CONVENIENCE 
only, and are thus murder.  We have shed more innocent blood on the “altar of 
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convenience” than the pagan peoples of Canaan ever shed to Moloch.  How 
can we expect God to bless our nation when we continue to do that which is evil 
in His sight? 
 
 
LESSON 4:  DIVORCE 
 
BIBLICALLY, WHAT CONSTITUTES A  MARRIAGE? 
Though Paul teaches about Christian marriage (Ephesians 5), he focuses more on how 
husbands and wives should relate to one another than on what forms a marriage. Thus, 
this question seems best answered by appeal to the creation ordinances in Genesis 2. 
Genesis 2 shows that marriage is God’s idea (2:18). After God created the world and the 
first man, he decided man should not be alone. God created the animals, and Adam 
named them, but none was suitable as a helper for Adam (2:19–20). God then created 
Eve from Adam and brought her to him (2:21–22). Verse 23 records Adam’s words of 
recognition that she was the one suitable to be his helper. The passage ends (v. 24) by 
setting forth the elements that go into making a marriage in God’s eye. 
 

Verse 24 states that because ( “for this reason”) a man recognizes a particular woman 
as suitable to be his mate, he leaves father and mother. The word for leave (’azab) is a 
very strong word that means more than simple departure. It means “to forsake, leave 
destitute, or refuse.” The idea is not that a husband and wife no longer can have any 
relationship with their parents. Rather, they recognize that their relationship to one 
another must have priority over all other ties. It is in this sense that they forsake or leave 
their parents. 

 
Marriage also involves a cleaving to one’s mate. The word for cleave (dabaq) means 

“to cling to, remain close, adhere, be glued firmly.” In this verse it means that once 
parents are forsaken, the man will not soon return to them. He will stay with his wife 
and direct his affection and attention to her. She will do the same to him. When the 
ideas of forsaking and clinging are taken together, it becomes clear that marriage 
amounts to each partner committing his/her life to the other. It is a pledge to emphasize 
one’s mate as paramount beyond all other relations (forsaking) and to remain faithful to 
(cling to) him/her. 

 
The verse concludes by saying they will become one flesh. This speaks of union. The 

point is not that now there is only one person. Eve still had her own body and mind, as 
did Adam. Likewise, the phrase is not merely a reference to the sexual union of the 
partners.  The phrase is a metaphor meant to signify the bonding or uniting of the two as 
a married couple. The sex act outwardly and physically points to the bond that has been 
created.  
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How is this union brought about? It comes into being as a result of two factors. The 
first is the commitment of life to one another, signified by the forsaking and cleaving of 
the partners to one another. The second is an act of God constituting or uniting them 
together. Jesus’ command in Matt 19:6 not to put asunder those whom God has joined 
emphasizes the divine element in establishing the bond.  
 
WHAT DOES THE BIBLE SAY? 

The divine ideal for marriage is clearly a lifelong bond that unites husband and wife 
in a “one flesh” relationship (Gen. 2:24; Matt. 19:5). The marriage union is a holy 
condition founded by God and is not to be dissolved at the will of human beings (Matt. 
19:6). Separations of this bond displease God and pose a serious threat to the social 
order: “And let none deal treacherously with the wife of his youth. For the LORD God of 
Israel says that He hates divorce, for it covers one’s garments with violence” (Mal. 
2:15–16). 

 
The Law of Moses allowed a man to divorce his wife when she found “no favor in 

his eyes, because he has found some uncleanness in her” (Deut. 24:1). The primary 
purpose of this legislation was to prevent him from taking her again after she had 
married another man—“an abomination before the LORD” (Deut. 24:4). 

 
This law was intended to discourage, rather than encourage, divorce. A public 

document known as a “certificate of divorce” was granted the woman. This permitted 
her the right to remarry without civil or religious sanction. Divorce could not be done 
privately.  This stricture of divorce hinged on the fact that the Mosaic Law called for 
severe penalties for certain types of “uncleanness.” Adultery carried the death penalty 
by stoning for the woman. If a man believed that his wife was not a virgin when he 
married her, he could have her judged by the elders of the city. If they found her guilty, 
she could be put to death (Deut. 22:13–21).  Thus, if a man divorced his wife, but did 
not bring an accusation of adultery against her, the stigma of the divorce lay on HIM, 
not the woman.  It would be very difficult for the man to find a woman whose family 
would accept him after this, so his chances of re-marrying were slim. 

 
In Jesus’ day, confusion prevailed about the grounds for divorce. Even the rabbis 

could not agree on what constituted the “uncleanness” of Deuteronomy 24:1. Followers 
of Rabbi Shammai felt adultery was the only grounds for divorce. Those who followed 
Rabbi Hillel accepted many reasons, including such things as poor cooking. 

 
The gospels record four statements by Jesus concerning divorce. In two of these He 

allowed divorce in the case of adultery. In Matthew 5:32 Jesus commented on the 
situation of both the woman and her new husband: “Whoever divorces his wife for any 
reason except sexual immorality causes her to commit adultery; and whoever marries a 
woman who is divorced commits adultery.” 
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In another statement, Jesus described the position of the man who divorced his wife: 
“Whoever divorces his wife except for sexual immorality, and marries another, commits 
adultery; and whoever marries her who is divorced commits adultery” (Matt. 19:9). 
While these two statements seem to allow divorce because of unfaithfulness, two other 
statements of Jesus appear to make no provision for divorce (Mark 10:11–12; Luke 
16:18). 

 
Are Jesus’ statements allowing divorce for infidelity in conflict with biblical 

statements that seem to forbid it entirely? Jesus’ statements in Mark and Luke were 
made in conversations with Pharisees about the Mosaic Law, which they believed 
allowed divorce on grounds other than adultery (Deut. 24:1–4). Jesus’ main point in 
these statements was that divorce is contrary to God’s plan for marriage and should 
never be taken lightly. Even though Moses allowed divorce, this was an exception 
granted under the law because of their “hardness” of heart (Mark 10:5). Jesus desired to 
put “teeth” into the Law by declaring that, even if the divorced couple had not been 
sexually unfaithful to each other, they would commit adultery in God’s sight if they now 
married other partners. 

 
In allowing divorce for the single reason of “immorality,” or illicit sexual 

intercourse, Jesus’ thought is clearly that a person dissolves his marriage by creating a 
sexual union with someone other than the marriage partner. Such union violates the 
sacred “oneness” intended by God when he united Adam and Eve in the first marriage 
relationship (Gen. 2:18–25). 

 
In the case of sexual unfaithfulness, the decree of divorce simply reflects the fact that 

the marriage has already been broken. A man divorcing his wife for this cause does not 
“make her an adulteress,” for she already is one. Thus, divorce on the grounds of 
unchastity usually frees the innocent partner to remarry without incurring the guilt of 
adultery (Matt. 19:9). However, although Jesus allowed divorce for adultery, He did not 
require it. On the contrary, He insisted that divorce disrupts God’s plan for marriage and 
left the way open for repentance and forgiveness. 

 
Paul was essentially in agreement with Jesus’ teachings on marriage and divorce. 

However, the apostle dealt with new situations involving the marital conflict between 
believers and between a believer and an unbeliever. 

 
In the case of two Christians, Paul admonished them to follow the Lord’s teachings and 
be reconciled. In any event, neither is to marry another (1 Cor. 7:10–11). In 1 
Corinthians 7:15, Paul says that a Christian whose mate has abandoned the marriage 
should be free to formalize the divorce: “If the unbeliever departs, let him depart; a 
brother or a sister is not under bondage in such cases.” Many authorities hold that the 
phrase “not under bondage” means that a deserted Christian spouse may lawfully go 
from divorce to remarriage.  
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THE BASIS FOR MODERN DIVORCE PROBLEMS 

A. Marrying the wrong person.  In modern times, even within the Church, we think      
           that we are wise enough to choose our own spouse, based on emotion only.  We             
           think that an emotional response based on physical attractiveness, “coolness”, or     
           availability is true “love”.  We don’t focus on letting God choose our spouse for         
           us, keeping this as a matter of prayer, and waiting patiently for HIM to bring the         
           right one to us. 
 

B. Marrying without godly counsel.  So many couples marry without receiving any 
pre-marital counseling of any kind.  They enter into marriage thinking that it is 
nothing more than glorified dating.  They have no skills in communication, 
finances, marital roles, and so on.  Thus, they are unprepared for the stresses of 
marriage, finance, and child-rearing. 

 
C. Marrying in sin.  Many couples now-days marry after having either sleeping 

together, or fully living together.  God’s blessing does not rest on relationships 
that are formed in unrepentant sin. 

 
D. Marrying without commitment.  Because of the ease of modern legal divorces,        

           and the absence of any stigma within the majority of the church, modern              
           marriages are formed without any real sense of life-long commitment.  Since                     
           there is no real commitment, the tendency is to “bail out” when the troubles and              
           stresses come, or when another “newer” or “better” relationship is formed with          
           someone else. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 


