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The information surfaced only briefly in the sea of media
atention before it sank out of 9ght and out of thought.
Y ou may remember the reported research on the brain
cdls of heterosexua mdes and those of homosexud
maes. A Cdiforniascientist claimed "the cluster of brain
cdls that may guide the sex drive of men is twice as
large in heterosexua maes as it is in homosexud maes,
suggedting to him that homosexudlity could be a matter
of biologicd dedtiny.

In microscopic examinations of the brains of 41 men
and women, induding 19 homosexud men, Simon
LeVay of the Sk Inditute for Biologicd studies, San
Diego, Cdifornia, sad he found that a specific cluster of
cdls was dways larger for heterosexua maes than the
other specimens.” (Homosexuds Weigh Research
News,; Could Be Good, Bad', World, Sept. 7, 1991,
p. 12)

No matter the results, the scientist used a very smdl test
base of 41 people. However, let us suppose for a
moment that his results are right. What is the response
of the church to be?

Firg, the church mugt continue to set forth inits ministry
the clear teaching of Scripture. The Bible repeatedly
states that homosexudity is asn. In Leviticus 22:18 we
read, "Thou shdt not lie with mankind as with
womankind: it is an abomination." Here God explans
that homosexudity is one way the seventh
commandment is broken. In Romans 1:26, 27, Paul
points out that homaosexudlity is aresult ina society that
has "changed the truth of God into a lie." As we think of
Sodom's destruction we know that God will not put up
with such activity. In our day paticularly the church
mud stand againgt societal trends towards downplaying
the awfulness of gn. In so doing, we are testifying to the

vdidity of Scripture and its rdlevance to every issue.

Secondly, we must remember that we do not dl have
the same weakness to the same dn. Peter is a good
example. We never read that he got drunk or that he
was a homosexud. Peter's problemwas his tongue. He
was impulsve in its use a times. He did not dways
think before he spoke. He who said he would die rather
than deny Chrigt aso told Chrigt "Thou shdt never wash
my feet." (John 13:89) Nether Paul nor Barnabas
would give aninch in their controversy over whether or
not John Mark ought to accompany them. The two
leaders parted ther ways, one teking Silas, the other
taking John Mark. Thankfully, later Paul writes
favorably of John Mark. Thus through God's grace the
rift was gpparently heded.

In the Old Testament we remember Jacob's proneness
to deception. Samson loved the Is a minute part of the
bran shaped differently if one essly becomes
uncontrollably angry? Within one's brain is there a
difference between one who gets drunk and one who
does not? | cannot say. Yet, one thing is true
Deception, unfathfulness,  unrighteous  anger,
drunkennes, etc., are Sns. They are Ins because God
says so. The Bible nowhere treats them as illnesses
dthough the practice of these and other sns can result
in physicd effects on the bodly.

Society's desire to deny God leads to a denid of dn.
After dl, if God does not exist He has no law that can
be broken. Man then redefines these Biblica ans as
illnesses. They have no other suitable term. The Church
mug fathfully proclam the truth of God's Word. We
mus not accept society's attempts to redefine that
which God has clearly defined in His Word.



