
The Most Wonderful Time of the Church Year

“It’s the most wonderful time of the year,” so says a Christmas song that’s really not about Christ or the Mass (Holy Communion), but the tune is infectious, isn’t it?  Well, that’s how I think of the part of the Church Year were heading into in October and November.

   We have Reformation on the last Sunday in October.  November begins with All Souls’ Day, Sunday November 2, which is different than All Saints’ Day, November 1.  Then we start the countdown to the end of  the Church Year and the end of the world. 

   Like a NASA launch, on November 9 we say, “Three!”  as we celebrate the Third-Last Sunday in the Church Year.  On November 16 we say, “Two!” as we celebrate the Second-Last Sunday in the Church Year.  November 23 is “Blast off!” as we celebrate the Last Sunday in the Church Year.

  That’s the Church’s New Year’s Eve.  That’s when we sing “Auld Lang Syne.”  You think I jest?  I don’t.  Some Lutheran Churches on this Sunday read again the names of the members that have died in the last year.  Old friends wouldn’t soon be forgotten there.

  Lutherans, be they the Wisconsin Synod, the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America, or our own Lutheran Church Missouri Synod, have altered the counting down nature of the end of the Church Year.  Some have continued the enumeration of Sundays after Pentecost, as if we didn’t have enough of them.  Others have counted up instead of down going from Sunday of End Time to Second Sunday of End Time to Third Sunday of End Time to Last Sunday of End Time.

  Don’t get me wrong.  It’s only been since 1982 that the LCMS did the countdown thing.  Good ol’ TLH, our hymnal, just continued to count Sundays after Trinity.  However, to me it was a stroke of genius to adopt a countdown of sorts.  Even a child can understand that.  Everyone knows that a countdown signals something important, life changing.  What is more life changing than the world ending?

  How about a world without end beginning?  One thing I didn’t appreciate about the liturgical changes introduced in 1982 was replacing the ancient ending of the Collects  “world without end” with “now and forever.”  Liturgical brainiacs changed the formula because they thought it implied to people that we believe this world doesn’t end.  Actually “world without end” was introduced by the ancient Jews to confess the resurrection of the dead over against the Sadducees who didn’t believe the dead rose (Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah, Edersheim, II, 399).

  As we head toward the countdown, we are confronted with the darkness that enshrouded people till the Lord raised up Martin Luther to proclaim the everlasting Gospel to all who dwell on earth (Rev. 14:6) and which will return in the Last Days.  Then we are confronted with the fact that even those in Christ die as we celebrate All Souls’ Day.  Then in the last Sundays of the Church Year we are confronted by Scriptures with the fact this whole world is coming to and end, whether it be with a whimper or not, it will end with a bang.  I should say with a trumpet or better yet with St. Paul I should pile up the synonyms: “For the Lord Himself will descend from heaven with a cry of command, with the voice of an archangel, and with the sound of the trumpet of God” (I Thessalonians 4:16).  And then what do we have? A New Creation, a New World, a New Year which is exactly what we celebrate on the Sunday after the Last Sunday of the Church Year.  We celebrate the First Sunday in Advent where our souls are prepared to meet Him when this world ends and the world without end begins.

   Now tell me?  How is this not “the most wonderful time of the year?”  Okay, Christmas is pretty good.  Epiphany is too.  Lent isn’t bad either, and who could fail to love Easter?  And come to think of that though Pentecost is a long season all those parables and miracles are pretty grand too.  So, as young people are wont to say, “It’s all good.”  And as little as I understand how “it’s all good” fits all the situations they use that phrase in, so little do they understand the word “wont” used here.  But we can all agree everything’s better when in comes from Church (N.B. the capitalization) even the year.
Advent Begins Sunday, November 30, 10:30 AM
tc \l1 "AdventAdvent as a season of preparation for the Nativity originated in France.  Its observance was general by the time of the second Council of Tours, 567.  In some places six or seven Sundays were included.  When Rome adopted Advent, she limited the period to four Sundays as we now have.  It was probably not until the 13th century that Advent was universally recognized as the beginning of  the Church Year which up until that time had begun with the Festival of the Annunciation, March 25, or in some places at Christmas.  While Advent never attained the extreme penitential character of Lent, it has always been regarded as a season of repentance and of solemn anticipation and preparation for the coming of Christ. [Adapted from Reed, The Lutheran Liturgy, 465-466.]  Three comings of Christ are remembered in Advent: the first coming, the incarnation of the Second Person of the Trinity in the womb of the Virgin Mary; the Second Coming of Jesus at the end of the world to judge it; and His continual coming among us in Baptism, the Word, and Holy Communion.  The Advent wreath is of relatively recent origin, the 19th century.  Only two candles have historically represented something specific,  the pink one and the white one. Lit on the Third Sunday the pink one stands for joy.  On this Sunday, the penitential theme is supposed to be lighter.  Tinged with the white of the Christ candle, the purple of penitence shades to the pink of a joyous rose.
The Certain Faith During an Age of Doubt

(A Sermon Series on the Second Chief Part of Luther’s Small Catechism)
Jude 3 tells us, assures us, that the faith, the doctrine to be believed for everlasting life, has been once and for all delivered, or past down, to the saints by the prophets and apostles. We live in an age of doubt, in a world of doubt.  In the modern age science ruled.  This gave way to our post-modern age where doubt does. Newtonian physics which could account and predict, so it thought, every action and reaction, gave way to Einsteinium physics which found things that it could not predict or explain and so things appeared random. Now doubt rules; doubt is cool.  To be certain, is to be narrow-minded, bigoted, or just plain stupid.  The Church, since Adam and Eve, has lived from definite assertions made by God which strike the note of faith in sinners.  Like our Lord before us, we do know where we are from and where we are going.  But it is painful to confess a certain faith in an age of doubt.  So we are tempted stop swimming against the current and tread water for awhile, but there’s no treading water in a river of doubt.  You either go against or with the current.  This Advent and Lent we’ll go against it. 

December 3


We Believe in the God who Creates


December 10


We Believe in the God who was Conceived and Born

December 17


We Believe God Doesn’t Have Many Names

February 25


We Believe in the God who Suffers

March 4


We Believe in the God who Dies

March 11


We Believe in the God who Judges

March 18


We Believe in the God who Forgives

March
25


We Believe in the God who Sanctifies What Can’t Be (The Annunciation)
April 1



We Believe in the God who Raises Bodies

NOTES:  All services our on a Wednesday beginning at 7:30 PM, and they are over by 8:15.  We are on our 4th time through the Small Catechism.  You’ll note this year again I’ve decided not to run the series through Maundy Thursday and Good Friday.  I wanted to give these special days the special emphasis they should have.
LITURGICAL GESTURES 

Bowing
Bowing is a universal sign of reverence and respect for another, and of submission and obedience to a ruling authority (Revelation 4:10-11).  In the ancient world, people bowed to emperors and kings.  In part, this made them defenseless and vulnerable to attack.  They laid their necks open to the king’s sword, and thus placed themselves at his mercy.

We bow before the Lord God because we depend upon His mercy in Christ Jesus, though we daily sin much and surely deserve nothing but punishment.  The bending low of our bodies before Him is an outward gesture of the inner devotion of repentant faith, whereby we acknowledge and confess our sin, yet plead the grace of God and trust His forgiveness.  We bow before the Lord in reverent faith, out of respect for His divine Majesty, because His true glory is too much for sinful mortals to behold; as even the holy angels hid their faces in the presence of the Holy Triune God (Isaiah 6:2)

We also bow in submission to honor the great mysteries of the Christian faith, such as the Trinity and the Incarnation of the Son of God, which we believe, teach, and confess but cannot fully comprehend with our finite minds.  Similarly, in keeping with the words of St. Paul, many Christians bow, “…at the name of Jesus,” (Philippians 2:10) particularly when His incarnation and Passion are confessed in the Creeds, and, when the Gloria Patri (“Glory be to the Father and to the Son and to the Holy Spirit”) or another Trinitarian doxology is sung or said.

In up coming special services, you will notice italics and in the case of the Introit and underlining where some Christians have historically expressed their faith by bowing.  The special marking is not meant to “make you bow.”  Indeed, that would be contrary to expressing faith.  Faith is not a “have to” but a “get to.”  The special marking is a means to remind those who wish to bow.  Again, like the sign of the Cross, you are not more Lutheran, Christian, or pious if you choose to bow and not less if you choose not to.  (This article is adapted from the Higher Things Conference Handbook the youth received in St. Louis.  The last paragraph is completely mine.)
Sitting and Standing
As a general rule of thumb, we sit for instruction, and stand for confession, prayer, praise, and thanksgiving.  In some Lutheran churches, they kneel for confession, but when we are without kneelers, we usually forgo this custom.

Sometimes these different activities are happening all at once, and one or the other setting directs our posture. For example, we normally sit for the instruction of the Holy Scriptures, when they are read at daily prayer and for the Old Testament and Epistle in the Divine Service.  And we stand for the reading of the Holy Gospel in the Divine Service, as an expression of praise and thanksgiving unto the Lord Jesus Christ who is speaking, since the Gospel uniquely proclaims His very words and actions. (This is adapted from the Conference Handbook the youth received at the Higher Things conference in St. Louis.)  

The Sign of the Cross
In the Small Catechism, Dr. Luther instructs us to begin our prayers with the sign of the Cross.  He does not tell us to fold our hands or bow our heads, which are also good and useful ceremonies.  What Dr. Luther writes is this: “As soon as you get out of bed, you are to make the sign of the Cross and say, ‘God the Father, + Son, and Holy Spirit watch over me.’”  His instructions for bedtime prayer are much the same.

In each case, the ceremony that Dr. Luther indicates is one that Christians have used from the very early years of the Church, namely, the sign of the Cross.  The sign of the Cross is the most ancient, simple and profound of all Christian ceremonies, and also one of the most natural.  

Among other things, this sign is used to mark blessings received, since all blessings from God depend upon the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ.  Indeed, all of our Christian hope is based on the self-sacrifice of our Lord upon the Cross.  So it is not surprising that the Cross is our chief symbol, and the sign of the Cross one of our most basic ceremonies.

The sign of the Cross was first made upon us at Holy Baptism, when we were crucified, died and were buried with Christ Jesus (Romans 6:3-4).  We recall His saving death for us, as well as the daily and lifelong significance of our Baptism into His death, whenever we make the sign of the Cross.  The same things are true when the pastor traces the Cross upon us at various places in each Divine Service.  

The most historic way of making the sign of the Cross is to use the right hand, palm inward, to touch the four points of an imaginary Cross: first the forehead, then the middle of the chest (over the heart), then one shoulder, and then the other.  But there are many ways to make this sign.  Some people like to trace a Cross in the shape of a lower case “t” on themselves, being careful to “stay within the line.”  They might even return for a fifth point back in the middle.  Some like to go from their right shoulder to their left, or from their left shoulder to their right.  Others hold their right hand so that the tips of their index and middle fingers are touching the tip of their thumbs in a Trinitarian reference.  There is no “best” way, to make the sign of the Cross.  

The point of making this sign is what this simple gesture confesses and reminds us of concerning Christ and His Cross, and our Baptism into His death and Resurrection.  For this reason, it helps us to pray by directing our faith to Christ the Crucified by a very simple action.  It also serves to identify us to the world as people who are defined and live by the Cross of Christ.  

Traditionally, Lutherans have made the sign of the Cross whenever the Invocation, (the Words of their Baptism are used):  “In the name of the Father, and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost (Spirit). Amen;” 

after receiving Holy Communion; when saying “I believe...in the resurrection of the flesh” or “of the dead” in the Creed; and whenever the pastor makes the sign of the Cross over them in the absolution, dismisal from the Communion table, and at the Benediction.  Making the sign of the Cross is not more holy, more Lutheran, or more pious than not.  It is simply an outward expression of an inward faith, a physical representation of a spiritual belief.  (This article is adapted from an article from the Higher Things Conference Handbook the youth received in St. Louis.   The last paragraph is completely mine.)

Five Laws of Christian Freedom:  Answering the Abuse of Adiaphora

By Rev. Todd Wilken

Adiaphora:  Things neither commanded nor forbidden in Scripture.  From Greek a- “without” diaphora “different things.”  Literally, “indifferent things.”

I know my title sounds a little strange:  Five Laws of Christian Freedom.  What does the Law have to do with Christian Freedom?  If Scripture neither commands nor forbids something, aren’t we free to do as we please?  In matters of adiaphora, don’t Christians have absolute freedom?

Anything goes?

Fill in the blank.  Scripture is silent on the subject of                  .  Therefore, when it comes to                     , we are free to do whatever we want!  Worship, Music, Communion practice, Church government.  It’s all adiaphora!  Anything goes!

Does adiaphora mean anything goes?  

Think about it this way.  Some Christians believe that drinking alcohol is forbidden in Scripture.  They spend a lot of time trying to remove the alcohol from the Greek word for “wine.”  They believe that Christians have not freedom in this matter.  Other Christians believe that drinking alcohol is not forbidden in Scripture.  They let the Greek word for “wine” mean what it means.  They believe that Christians are free to enjoy God’s good gift of the grape.  They say, whether Christians drink or not is in the area of adiaphora.


Now, I agree that drinking is an adiaphoron (except instead of the grape, I prefer malted barley and water, fermented, distilled and aged for 10 years).  But if I am free to enjoy my Scotch, does that mean I am free to drink like a teenaged – celebrity at a Hollywood hot spot?  Of course I’m not.  Scripture speaks very clearly against drunkenness.


The Christian’s freedom is never absolute.  As long as I remain a sinner, prone to abuse it, my freedom is always limited by Scripture – in particular, by the Law.  Sadly, many Christians today have forgotten this.


Yes, many Christians believe that adiaphora means anything goes.  In response, I offer these Five Laws of Christian Freedom: 

1. Where Scripture speaks, speak; where Scripture is silent, be silent.

Scripture has a lot to say.  Christians should believe, teach and confess everything Scripture says.  Jesus certainly expected as much: “teach them to observe all things that I have commanded you.”  (Matthew 28:20)


Scripture is sometimes silent.  So, what do you say when Scripture has nothing to say?  Nothing.  Where Scripture is silent, there is nothing for the Christian to believe, teach, or confess.  The realm of Christian freedom is a very quiet place.


For sola scriptura Christians, the silence of Scripture is important.  Paul tells the Corinthians “do not go beyond what is written.”  (1 Corinthians 4:6).  Simply put, do not speak where Scripture is silent.


Now, don’t confuse this with the so-called “Regulative Principle” of the Calvinist Reformation.  John Calvin and others believed that Scripture’s silence spoke volumes, and that Christians should interpret Scripture’s silence as specific, implied commands.  Their view was, If the Bible doesn’t specifically command X, Y, or Z, then the Bible forbids X, Y, and Z.  This principle was applied to every area of the Christian life.  In some cases, the application of the Regulative Principle led to disastrous denials of Christian Freedom.  


The problem with the Regulative Principle is that it claims to hear God speaking where Scripture is silent.  


Where Scripture speaks, speak.  Where Scripture is silent, be silent.  Where Scripture is silent, you are in the realm of Christian freedom.  Keep your mouth shut.

2. Don’t confuse your refusal to listen with Scripture’s silence.  

Have you ever noticed how many things Jesus never mentioned?  It’s a pretty big list.   Jesus never mentioned abortion.  He never mentioned homosexuality.  Add to that gay marriage, premarital sex, cohabitation, recreational drug use and women’s ordination.


Some argue that if Jesus never mentioned these things, He must not have considered them very important.  After all, Jesus couldn’t have been too concerned with these issues.  Otherwise, He would have said something about abortion, homosexuality, gay marriage, premarital sex, cohabitation, recreational drug use, or women’s ordination.  Some argue that Jesus’ silence means that he even approved of such things!  In an article cited at the United Church of Christ’s Web site, Walter Wink, of Auburn Theological Seminary uses Jesus’ silence on homosexuality to argue for what he calls “radical freedom,”

Jesus never even mentioned homosexuality but explicitly condemned divorce?  Yet we ordain divorcees.  Why not homosexuals?…In a little-remembered statement, Jesus said, “Why do you not judge for yourselves what is right?”  (Luke12:57).  Such sovereign freedom strikes terror in the hearts of many Christians; they would rather be under the law and be told what is right…If now new evidence is in on the phenomenon of homosexuality, are we not obligated – no, free- to re-evaluate the whole issue in the light of all available data and decide, under God, for ourselves?  Is this not the radical freedom for obedience which the gospel establishes?1
But why stop there?  Jesus never mentioned genocide, slavery, polygamy, wife beating, rape, incest or dog-fighting either.  Does Jesus’ silence grant us “radical freedom’ in these things too?

You can’t use Jesus’ silence as an excuse to ignore the rest of Scripture.  You can’t pit Jesus against the rest of Scripture.  


There is nothing more than a theology of loopholes – a theology based on what Scripture doesn’t say.  It is the Calvinist Regulative Principle turned on its head:  If the Bible doesn’t specifically forbid X, Y, or Z, then the Bible approves of X, Y, and Z.


While this theology of loopholes is especially popular among Christian liberals, it is also a favorite among many who consider themselves Christian conservatives.  For more than 30 years, the Church Growth Movement has depended on this theology of loopholes to justify its innovations.  It’s no surprise that, just like Christian liberalism, that movement has grown hard of hearing when it comes to Scripture.  

(To Be Continued)
SPEAKING OF HOMOSEXUALITY:

A CHRISTIAN 
RESPONSE TO THE 
ARGUMENTS

OF THE GAY RIGHTS MOVEMENT

By Joe Dallas
(continued from June/July newsletter)
Introduction to continuation of Speaking of Homosexuality
Why this article?  I could respond by saying “Why not?”  When I began teaching confirmation 25 years ago, the 1943 Small Catechism didn’t, of course, address the subject at all.  No one needed to be told such an obvious perversion of God’s creation was sinful.  I asked my class in 1983 had they heard of homosexuality.  They had.  Did they know what God’s Word said about it?  No, they didn’t.  Our 1991 Catechism does address the subject of homosexuality.  While we have been addressing it, our world has been embracing it.  The public high school my children go to have a day for students to express their homosexuality and/or their support of it.  You are not allowed to express dissent, however.  Kids need to be told explicitly that the homosexuality they see applauded on TV, promoted in movies, and accepted in the world is contrary to the Word of God, and they need to be told it is a sin that Christ went to the cross  and paid for.  Finally, they need to be told that people caught up in this sin aren’t beyond redemption, aren’t animals, and for the most part certainly aren’t “gay” (in the sense of happy) in their sin. 
This article first appeared in the Christian Research Journal, volume 29, number 6 (2006) and can be read online at Christian Research Journal: http://www.equip.org/site/c.muI1LaMNJrE/b.2548589/ 
INTOLERANCE
In Through the Looking Glass, Lewis Carroll illustrated the power held by the one who decides what a

word means:


“When I use a word,” Humpty Dumpty said, in a rather scornful tone, “it means just what I choose it to mean—nothing more nor less.”


“The question is,” said Alice, “whether you can make words mean so many different things.”

“The question is,” said Humpty Dumpty, “who is to be master—that’s all.”


Who is to be master is, indeed, the question, because whoever decides the meaning of a word controls the

debate, reserving the right to define words as he or she pleases. Therein lies the power of the intolerance argument.


In the past, people generally agreed on the meanings of the words hatred, violence, and bigotry, and that the actions they designated were immoral. When a person said “hatred” in the context of another person or group of people, both the speaker and the listener considered the term to mean a malevolent desire to damage someone in either words or deeds or both. When someone said “violence” in such a context, all parties likewise understood this to mean something literally and physically injurious. In other words, society played by the same rules: words had mutually agreed on meanings.


Like Alice, however, we today have stepped through the looking glass into a strange new world in which

a common understanding of terms and definitions no longer exists. To many in our postmodern world, “belief” now means “bigotry” or “hatred,” and “moral standard” means “judgmental intolerance.” Almost everyone in our culture still agrees that things such as bigotry and intolerance are wrong, but we have lost our shared perception of what qualifies as bigotry or intolerance. A linguistic anarchy now prevails in which terms can be conveniently and strategically defined to mean whatever one wishes them to mean.


Nowhere has this perversion of language shown itself more plainly than in debates over homosexuality. The most vehement denunciations have come from those who slap labels such as “hatred,” “bigotry,” and “intolerance” on the views of traditionalists. These denunciations often come from respected leaders, and so they carry tremendous weight.


Coretta Scott King, the late wife of civil rights leader Martin Luther King, Jr., said, for example, “Homophobia is like racism and anti-Semitism and other forms of bigotry in that it seeks to dehumanize a large group of people, to deny their humanity, their dignity and personhood.”26 Archbishop Desmond Tutu, in a similar vein, stated, “I’m glad that I believe very fervently that Jesus would not be on the side of the gay bashers.”27


These two widely recognized civil rights leaders equate “homophobia” and “gay bashing” with anti Semitism and racism, and make it clear where they think Christians should stand on this issue. At first glance, we agree with these statements. Dehumanizing a group is wrong, and bigotry and “gay bashing”

are unacceptable. On these points, traditionalists and revisionists agree. The crucial question, however, is who gets to define terms such as homophobia, bigotry, and gay bashing? If they are defined as “cruel words or actions aimed at homosexuals,” then no one will dispute the definition.


When, for example, two men sadistically murdered a young homosexual named Matthew Shepard in 1998, the gay bashing was obvious and inarguably violent. When Kansas minister Fred Phelps leads his cult-like parishioners to hold up signs declaring “God Hates Fags” at the funerals of AIDS patients, bigotry seems too nice a word to use. Traditionalists join revisionists not only in complete agreement with the use of these terms in these instances, but in disgust, outrage and contempt for such behavior.


If, however, these terms also are applied to beliefs and statements that simply are critical of homosexuality, then they become weapons used to silence the traditionalist view, and that silence is the ultimate goal of many activists. Cardinal John O’Connor learned this when he spoke against condom distribution and progay curriculum in the New York Public School system. In December of 1989, while conducting mass at St. Patrick’s Cathedral, he was screamed at by activists who accused him of murder, then threw themselves into the aisles, chained themselves to pews and stomped on the communion wafer he’d just consecrated. When Colorado-based Focus on the Family took an official stand on a statewide amendment regarding homosexuality, rocks were thrown through the facility’s windows, employees were verbally assaulted in restaurants by gay activists, and dead animal parts were left on the ministry’s front door. Chuck McIlhenny, a Presbyterian minister in San Francisco who discharged his church organist for unrepentant homosexual conduct, had his residence firebombed as a result, and when a conservative speaker attempted to address an evening service at Hamilton Square Baptist Church (also in San Francisco) the church was surrounded by activists who vandalized the building and screamed, “We want your children!” throughout the se vice.


The terrorism in each of these cases was justified by the activists’ beliefs that the traditionalist view equated a form of bigotry that needed to be stopped by any means necessary.28 Gay columnist Paul Varnell is explicit about this: “The chief opposition to gay equality is religious. We may conduct much of our liberation efforts in the political sphere or even the cultural sphere, but slowing our progress is the moral/religious sphere. If we could hasten the pace of change there, our overall progress would accelerate—in fact, it would be assured.”29


Like the innateness and insignificance arguments, the intolerance argument furthers the goals of the gay rights movement considerably. If revisionists cannot convert traditionalists to a prohomosexual viewpoint, then tactically there is nothing left to do but to silence them. To silence them, whether through intimidation or hate crime legislation or public contempt, one needs only to convince society that the traditionalist is hateful, bigoted, and dangerous. Read Mrs. King’s and Bishop Tutu’s remarks again and ask yourself if that convincing has not already begun. The premise that the traditional view of homosexuality is ignorant and dangerous is certainly untrue, so the conclusion that it therefore is unacceptable is equally untrue. 

A Christian 
Response

The traditionalist has some good company in Paul who also was falsely accused of intolerance (e.g., Acts 21:27–29); rather than raging against or hiding from his accusers, he met their charges head on, and we must do the same. Here, then, are some key points in defense of the traditionalists who have been charged with ignorance, hatred, and bigotry.


First, we are not ignorant on the subject of homosexuality (we do read and consider research studies that pertain to it, for example). We simply view homosexuality differently than does an ever‐increasing portion of Western culture.


Second, we hold the same view that Western culture used to hold. The culture shifted, and when it asked us to shift with it, we merely said no. We did not initiate this fight.


Third, we hold convictions, not prejudices, which, like all convictions, are based on a particular worldview. We believe that the Creator has revealed His intentions for humanity in the Bible, that the Bible has specific instructions for how we should conduct our lives, including in matters of sex, and that it prohibits all forms of sexual behavior apart from heterosexual marriage.


Fourth, the guidelines spelled out in the Bible have worked historically. We now are being asked to discard them in lieu of social experiments such as same-sex marriage, and we refuse. We, as citizens in a truly diverse culture, continue to advocate that our culture consider that a return to those guidelines is a legitimate option.


Fifth, when objecting to homosexuality, we fully recognize the worth of homosexuals as persons. We reject the irrational belief that to disagree with someone’s behavior is somehow to dehumanize him or her.


Sixth, our beliefs do not constitute a phobia (i.e., as in homophobia). A phobia is “an irrational dread or fear of a person or thing,” and we neither fear nor dread homosexuals. We disagree with them about the morality of their sexual behavior, and the difference between disagreement and fear is clear.


Seventh, classifying traditionalists with racists is disingenuous. We unapologetically believe in the superiority of some behaviors over others, but we reject the notion of the superiority of any persons over others.


Finally, we take seriously Christ’s admonition to refrain from judging persons, yet we recognize the need to judge behavior, as all people must do constantly. “Bashing” an individual is quite different from discerning that that individual’s behavior is wrong or harmful and, consequently, speaking up and taking action if necessary to rectify such behavior.


The gospel of John refers to Jesus as being “full of grace and truth” (John 1:14). We normally assume that we have to be one or the other—honest or kind—yet in Jesus, we see a perfect balance between the two. We do well to emulate this. On one hand, we are compelled to consider our own need for grace, and thus extend it whenever possible. On the other hand, we are bound to consider whether it really is kind to withhold truth from someone who is engaged in harmful error. Few issues coax the grace/truth balance from us the way homosexuality does.


Speaking about homosexuality poses a challenge we cannot avoid, especially when our words are controversial and often misconstrued. Martin Luther King, Jr., reminds us, however, “The Church is neither the master of the state, nor is it the servant of the state. Rather, it is the conscience of the state.”30

To which we might add: God help any culture whose conscience abdicates its role.

Joe Dallas runs a pastoral counseling ministry in Tustin, California, and is an author, a public speaker, and a contributing writer for the CHRISTIAN RESEARCH JOURNAL, His forthcoming book, The Gay Gospel? How Pro-Gay Advocates Misread the Bible, will be available through Harvest House publishing in February 2007.
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