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Is That Really Jesus Calling?

How the Subjectivity of Sarah Young Draws People from Scripture

In 2004, Thomas Nelson published a
devotional book titled Jesus Calling.!
The book consists of daily devotion-
als, in the purported “words of Jesus”
Himself, as perceived through a
contemporary “listener”
Sarah Young. Each devo-
tional includes Scripture
references below the day’s
““words from Jesus.”

Jesus Calling has several
companion volumes, such
as Jesus Calling, Women’s
Edition; Jesus Calling, Teen
Edition; and Jesus Calling:
A 365-Day Journaling Devo-
tional. All three of these
are the same book as the
original devotional, de-
spite different titles. There
is also Jesus Calling - 365
Day Perpetual Calendar;
Jesus Calling: Devotions for
Kids; Jesus Calling Bible Sto-
rybook; and a Jesus Calling Devotional
Bible2 Young has also written two
other adult devotional books: Jesus
Lives,> marketed as “A Companion to
Jesus Calling,’* and Jesus Today.>

Christian musicians Sheila Walsh
and Matthew West have endorsed

by J. Greg Sheryl

Jesus Calling.6 There is a Songs Inspired
by Jesus Calling CD featuring 12 per-
formances by contemporary Christian
musicians. Another CD, Jesus Calling:

& JESUS Catning

Qesp

Instrumental Songs for Devotion, fea-
tures instrumental arrangements of 10
contemporary Christian songs.

The Jesus Calling Devotional Bible
includes devotional selec-
tions from both Jesus Call-
ing and from Jesus Lives.
A subsequent devotional
book, Dear Jesus’ also bor-
rows from the earlier Jesus
Calling.8

Although Jesus Calling
simply gave some Scrip-
ture references at the end
of each day’s devotion
which might be suggested
by the devotional message
for that day, her subse-
quent three books provide
both the Scripture text and
references at the end of

each devotional.
(continues on page 13)
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HOLY SMOKE!-WHAT DID
WE GET IN THE NEW POPE?

It was the resignation heard around the world! On Feb.
11, 2013, Vatican officials divulged that Pope Benedict
XVI would resign, citing poor health as the cause. The
announcement stunned everyone. Very few knew the
decision had actually been pondered a year prior. No one
thought a pope could resign, but when Benedict turned
in his resignation two weeks later, the action was
accomplished. He then retired to a small monastery
(Mater Ecclesiae) in the Vatican Gardens. The Code of
Canon Law, the system of laws and principles used to
regulate the Roman Catholic Church and its govern-
ments, does permit a pope to resign (see paragraph 2,
canon 332) and throughout the centuries there have been
five documented papal resignations prior to Benedict's.
The last one was Gregory XII in A.D. 1415.

The resignation created quite a stir even outside the
Roman Catholic Church, in part because of the sensation-
alistic prophecy-mongers who seized the opportunity to
resuscitate a bogus medieval “prophecy” by a certain St.
Malachy of Ireland. It was called the “prophecy of the
Popes” and supposedly it dates back to the 1100s. These
modern prognosticators claim that the ““prophecy” fore-
tells that the newly elected pontiff would be the very last
one. So the end of days is near, or so it is strongly
suggested. This idea is being popularized in a book titled

Petrus Romanus (meaning “‘Peter the Roman”’) by Thomas
Horn and Cris Putnam and promoted by the Internet
news provider World Net Daily.

This questionable, mythical “prophecy” has been
exposed as foolishness and even rejected by the Roman
Catholic Church in an article published in the Feb. 24,
2013, edition of the National Catholic Register. Even
prophecy speculator and author Joel Richardson called it
a proven fraud. Specifically, the title “Peter the Roman”
does not have the slightest connection to the newly
elected pope’s birth given name (Jorge Mario Bergoglio)
or to his papal name (Francis). While the pope is
regarded as the “Successor of Saint Peter,” this
designation applies to any and all pontiffs, not just
Francis.

Moreover, Christians need be reminded that God does
not speak by way of bizarre and esoteric secrets or reveal
the future through mystery hucksters with their obscure
babblings. There are no special keys for the spiritually
elite. We are reminded of this in Deuteronomy 30:11:
“For this commandment which I command you today is
not too mysterious for you, nor is it far off.” Even when
the New Testament uses the word “mystery,” it is
referring to something that was heretofore unrevealed,
but is now openly revealed in the New Testament. The
Greek word musterion (mystery) could be translated “an
open secret.”” In Colossians 1:26, mystery is truth now
revealed in the inspired Word of God.

(continues on page 21)
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News Updates

JOHN PAUL 1l AND JOHN
XXI111 DECLARED SAINTS

The late pontiff, John Paul II, will be officially declared
a saint according to an announcement made by the
Vatican in July. The decree was signed by Pope Francis
on July 5. John Paul II died in 2005 and was the church’s
second-longest serving pope.

The Vatican also announced that Pope John XXIII also
will be declared a saint. John XXIII was pope from
October 1958 until his death in June 1963. In 1962, he was
responsible for convening the Second Vatican Council,
which revised the liturgy of the Catholic Mass and called
for a strong ecumenism toward Protestants.

Within Catholicism, sainthood is technically a four-step
process. First, the person must be dead. Then, secondly,
the title ““venerable” is bestowed by the current pope to
the candidate. Third, a miracle must be confirmed and
attributed to the intervention of the would-be-saint,
which allows for beatification. Lastly, a second miracle is
certified and accredited, thereby allowing sainthood.

While no official date for the canonization ceremony
was announced, many, including the Italian media, are
speculating Dec. 8, which is the Catholic Feast of the
Immaculate Conception. According to Catholic teaching,
the Immaculate Conception refers to the condition that
the “Virgin” Mary was free from original sin from the
very moment of conception in her mother’s womb.

—MKG

CHO INDICTED FOR
STOCK SCHEME

David Yonggi Cho, the founder and pastor emeritus of
Yoido Full Gospel Church in Seoul, South Korea, was
indicted in June on charges of breach of duty and tax
evasion.

Months before the indictment, Cho was reportedly
being investigated “for a stock scheme in which he
arranged for the church to buy his son Cho Hee-jun’s
stock ‘at a rate three to four times higher than market
value.” Prosecutors also found evidence that Cho has
accrued $5.5 million in tax debt,” a Christianity Today
article stated. According to a Yonhap News Agency
online news posting, Cho’s stock activity is suspected of
causing $14 million (15.7 billion won) worth of losses to
the church.

The CT report also disclosed that “Cho first came
under investigation in 2011, when church elders accused
him of embezzling $20 million. Cho also has been
criticized for privatizing church assets.”

The church founded by Cho is said to be the world’s
largest church. It claims more than a million members.
Cho is a favorite within Charismatic circles not only
because of the extraordinary church membership, but
also because he is a teacher of positive confession and
other Word-Faith doctrines.

—MKG

UNEXPECTED REACTION
TO BOY SCOUTS
LIFT OF GAY BAN

In surprising announcements, leaders from both the
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-day Saints (Mormons)
and the Roman Catholic Church have expressed approval
of the recent decision by the Boy Scouts of America to
allow openly gay members into its organization.

On May 23, more than 60 percent of the members of
the BSA’s National Council who cast ballots voted to lift
the more than century-old ban and to accept gay youths
as members. The change in policy is to be effective Jan. 1,
2014. A ban on permitting gay adults as Scout leaders
remains in effect.

In a statement posted on the LDS website, the church
said it was “‘satisfied that BSA has made a thoughtful,
good-faith effort to address issues that, as they have said,
remain ‘among the most complex and challenging issues
facing the BSA and society today.”” The statement further
said, “We appreciate the positive things contained in this
current proposal that will help build and strengthen the
moral character and leadership skills of youth as we
work together in the future.” The Mormon church is the
largest sponsor of Boy Scouts with nearly 38,000 troops
consisting of around 250,000 Scouts.

In response, the BSA issued an amiable statement of its
own saying it ““is deeply appreciative of its long-standing
relationship with the Mormon church and pleased to
hear it is satisfied with the proposal,” the Associated
Press reported.

According to a Religion News Service report, ““The U.S.
Catholic Church’s top liaison to the Boy Scouts of
America is telling Catholic Scout leaders and troop

(continues on page 23)
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Imagine a movement that aims to
legitimize sloth.! It is led by activists
who, for the most part, are undisci-
plined people who believe they have
been mistreated and shunned by soci-
ety. Many of these people have
struggled with their lack of motiva-
tion since they were children. They
have been criticized by family and
friends.

After years of frustration they de-
cide to stop trying to change and
accept themselves as they are: sloth-
ful. They believe that they cannot
change, thus God must have made
them that way. They decide they will
not allow people to characterize sloth
as sinful.

As slothful men and women share
their testimonials in books, on radio
and television, the movement grows.
Some in the medical field lend their
support and say slothfulness is ge-
netic. Some psychologists state that
people who have slothful tendencies
are as emotionally healthy as those
who are highly motivated and suc-
cessful.

Sociologists say historically slothful
individuals have been discriminated
against and encourage a modern
approach to sloth. Pastors say the
Church has traditionally condemned
slothfulness, but that God loves sloth-

by David M. Tyler

ful people as much as He loves
anyone else. They recommend a revi-
sion of biblical standards.

The traditionalists, Christians, or
anti-slothful people, begin to speak
out. They do not accept the premise
that sloth is normal and value-neutral.
Many physicians continue to warn the
public that being slothful and inactive
is unhealthy. Many psychologists sug-
gest sloth may be symptomatic of
deep-seated emotional problems.
Many pastors insist that God, while
He loves slothful people, did not
make them that way and that sloth is
sin. The pro-slothful people respond
by labeling those with opposing view-
points as ‘“‘hateful, bigoted and
‘slothaphobic.”

Traditionalists and Christians re-
spond by insisting they are not preju-
diced against slothful persons. If a
person wants to practice sloth that is
their decision; they will not interfere.
However, pro-slothful supporters are
not content with dissent. They want
assent. They want everyone to agree
that sloth is normal. The issue is not
that pro-slothful individuals are free
to stay at home and not work, but
their insistence that traditionalists and
Christians approve of something
which they believe is morally wrong.

Traditionalists and Christians have
always opposed slothfulness just as
they opposed stealing, drunkenness,
envy, anger, and so on. They would
also oppose a movement that says
they must accept theft or drunkenness
as acceptable. The main issue is that
slothful people demand sloth is ac-
cepted as morally equivalent to those
who are energetic.

But over time, the sloth-rights advo-
cates win over public opinion. People
begin to doubt the traditional, moral
objections to laziness and idleness.
Opposition wanes and after a couple
of decades, society’s conventional
wisdom changes to the extent that
many people cannot remember a time
when slothfulness was considered
wrong or even what the objection to
sloth was.

THE CALL TO COMPROMISE

The powers behind today’s “gay-
rights” agenda have succeeded in
reversing the historical and nearly
universal denunciation by Americans
of the legality, social decorum, and
Christian ethics of homosexuality. A
politically active ““gay” community
emerged and social standards have
changed.

In 1973, the American Psychiatric
Association, and in 1975 the American
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Psychological Association, removed
homosexuality from its authorized
listing of mental disorders.

Homosexuals argued that the Bible
views homosexuality just as accept-
able morally as heterosexuality. They
reinterpreted several Scripture pas-
sages so that they reflected positively

— or at least not negatively — on
homosexuality.
Over the years, the Christian

Church has repeatedly been chal-
lenged from within and without to
re-evaluate its position on homosexu-
ality as sin. Proponents of homosexu-
ality argue in light of new approaches
to biblical studies, modern psycho-
logical and sociological data, that the
Church needs to abandon past convic-
tions as impractical, unjust, and un-
biblical.

Conflicting attitudes within the
Church regarding homosexuality are
often traced to opposing views of
Scripture. Nearly all disputes among
professing believers concerning the
morality of homosexuality turn on the
question of biblical authority. In a
world of doctrinal permissiveness and
the abandonment of the absolute au-
thority of God’s Word, it is no sur-
prise that many Evangelicals try to
synthesize Christian theology with
secular perspectives. The result is a
distortion of the Christian message.

Many in the Christian Church con-
sent to and accept a departure from
clear-cut biblical standards of moral-
ity. Christians “suppress the truth in
unrighteousness” (Romans 1:18)2 and
thereby make compromises on homo-
sexuality, either by expressing sympa-
thy or wholehearted approval. The
debate within the Church about
homosexuality demonstrates what
happens when biblical authority is
replaced by man’s wisdom. As in the
book of Judges, “everyone did what
was right in his own eyes” (21:25).

As we respond to the challenge to
re-evaluate homosexuality’s status as
sin, we must recognize that apart
from God’s Word we have nothing to
contribute. If we are not committed to
proclaiming God’s Word, then we are
just another opinion. The boundaries

are God’s, not ours. The voices that
call for acceptance of homosexuality
are based on beliefs contrary to Scrip-
ture. Their aversion to God’s Word
demonstrates they are not interested
in worshiping Him. It clearly shows
their intent to follow something less
than God as He has revealed Himself
in Scripture.

All religious controversies and hu-
man opinions must be examined in
light of Scripture and with the guid-
ance of the Holy Spirit. It is therefore
important to study specific passages
in the Bible that speak of homosexual-
ity.

The teaching of Scripture is offen-
sive to our post-modern relativist and
“pleasure or happiness is the sole
purpose in life” mentality. Those who
believe homosexuality is morally
equivalent to heterosexuality will
view themselves as victims of a
Church that has a distorted view of
God and His Word.

The carnal or fleshly man is “hostile
toward God”” (Romans 8:7). Therefore
this accusation is unavoidable. Con-
trary beliefs in morality will always
condemn one another as being incor-
rect; opposing views of homosexuality
are traced back to opposing moral
standards. The believer must faith-
fully adhere to Scripture despite the
ridicule of those who despise and
reject it.

The believer must resign himself to
the fact he cannot please all men and
the choice of different standards will
automatically and unavoidably gener-
ate hostility. Despite such tempta-
tions, distractions, and ridicule, the
believer must “stand firm” in God’s
truth (Ephesians 6:14).

Some “believers” recommend up-
dating biblical morality to reflect con-
clusions proposed by psychology and
sociology. They do not understand
the pseudo-scientific status of psy-
chology, speculative presuppositions,
and faulty methods of psychology
and sociology, nor do they account
for the lack of consensus in either
field regarding homosexuality.

Man’s thinking has been darkened
by sin and his fallen perspective on

life and the world cannot be a stan-
dard for morality (Romans 1:18-32).
The source of right and wrong is not
found in man’s research, but in God’s
Word. God has declared what is right
and wrong.

Scripture is the final arbiter of
morality. Nevertheless, there is a
widespread opinion that because
God’s ideal cannot be realized in a
fallen world, compromises must be
made. The practice of homosexuality
would be regarded as appropriate in
light of an individual’s situation and
desires. This attitude has become ac-
ceptable in some denominations. It is
argued that circumstances prevent a
person from achieving God’s ideal
and therefore an exception must be
made. The idea that man can make
exceptions to what God decrees dem-
onstrates a failure to understand the
nature of God.

SEX IN THE BIBLE

A word study of the word “‘sex” in
the Bible nearly always finds it used
in the context of sexual immorality.3
One might conclude — inaccurately
— that most of what the Bible says
about sex is negative and, therefore,
prohibitory. The Bible speaks about
“all things,” including all aspects of
sex; good or bad. Paul wrote in
Colossians that God created “all
things” (1:16); God created sex. What-
ever you do, “do all to the glory of
God” (1 Corinthians 10:31). Thus sex
in its proper context glorifies God.
Husbands and wives should never
““deprive one another” of their sexual
duties (1 Corinthians 7:3-5).4 Because
of the wickedness of man’s heart, sex
can be “pure” and good, or “defiled”
and wicked (Titus 1:15).

To rightly understand sex, one must
understand how sex and the practice
of sex relate to God. God made sex.
Sex is not something we should be
ashamed to talk about honestly —
albeit with discretion. Sex is God-
related in that the images and lan-
guage of sex point to our relationship
and intimacy with God. God’s cov-
enant is confirmed with the sacrifice
of Jesus Christ on the cross. The
relationship between God and His
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people is referred to as a marriage.
One day there will be a great celebra-
tion called the ‘“‘marriage supper of
the Lamb”” (Revelation 19:9).

The perversion of sex and sexuality
— adultery, fornication, bestiality,
homosexuality, and so on — distorts
its meaning and purpose: to point to
God and His covenant relationship
with His people.

THE CHURCH IN CRISIS

The fact that homosexuality is
believed by some and under consider-
ation by others to be morally equiva-
lent to heterosexuality is evidence that
our civilization is in moral crisis. The
handling of the issue by the Church
of Jesus Christ is evidence that the
Church is in crisis.

There has never been a time when
the Church has not been in a crisis
from within or without. Every crisis
has required a response from the
Church. However, we should not take
any consolation in the fact that this is
just another crisis. What we may learn
from past crises is whatever its par-
ticular teaching and behavior, at its
core was a denial of the inerrancy and
authority of Scripture.

The current crisis demonstrates the
downward spiral of biblical authority,
resulting in the Church being influ-
enced by the culture instead of the
other way around. Consequently,
many Christians and Christian de-
nominations have already surrendered
the most important ground: the
authority of Scripture.

Christians are confused and shaken
by the unceasing attacks on the au-
thority of the Bible. The cutting edge
of the Christian message is blunted.
“If the foundations are destroyed,
what can the righteous do?” (Psalm
11:3). The attack is coming not only
from the world, but from Ileaders
within the Church itself. They look at
man’s reason and philosophies as
being the lens through which we
should view the Bible, instead of the
other way around.

Many walls are being assaulted in
order to overturn the created order of
man, woman, marriage, and family to

include homosexuality. The walls that
must fall are centuries of biblical
teaching, doctrine, and practice. The
attacks reflect an attitude of moral
rebellion that biblical truth is mal-
leable and relativistic, confusion about
the order of creation, and revolt
against God’s design for sexuality.

THE HOMOSEXUAL’S
APOLOGETIC

According to the view espoused by
many homosexuals, the creation ac-
count (Genesis 1:27-28; 2:18-24) is not
the template for human sexuality. It is
said it does not forbid homosexuality;
it just does not mention it because the
emphasis is on procreation.

The creation account, they say, is
irrelevant. It is not an exposition on
human sexuality and marriage, but on
“human relationships all loving
heterosexual and homosexual human
relationships.”> The command to “be
fruitful and multiply”” can only refer
to male and female couples (1:28). The
creation account does not forbid
homosexuality or homosexuals marry-
ing, it just does not mention it
because it is referring to procreation
and same sex couples cannot have
children.

However, the biblical view of the
creation account is the template for
human sexuality and forbids homo-
sexuality. The emphasis is not on
procreation. Man was created by God.
Therefore the meaning of man’s life
transcends man. It is impossible for
man to interpret and understand him-
self and the universe apart from the
Creator. The creator of a thing creates
the thing with meaning and purpose
in mind. This repudiates the autono-
mous contention made by homo-
sexual advocates that man has the
right to self-definition. Consider these
five facts:

1) When God created, He created
two sexes; male and female. Adam’s
body was shaped male (zakar) and
Eve’s body female (negevah). The He-
brew words zakar and negevah refer
specifically to biological and sexual
distinction.

2) God did not create another
Adam, an exact reproduction. God

opened Adam’s side and took a rib
and made another, but corresponding,
person: Eve. This complementary as-
pect or compatibility of Eve is absent
in a same-sex relationship. Eve was
not “like” Adam as another male
would have been, but she was “taken
out of Adam.” From Adam came two
sexually different human beings that
were united by marriage and sexual
intercourse into ““one flesh” (2:24).
The “one flesh” principle is so great
that it takes precedence over the
biological bond to parents; Adam will
“cleave to his wife; and they shall
become one flesh” (2:24). The sexual
union between two males or two
females would not and could not
constitute “one flesh.”

3) To argue that homosexuality is
not mentioned because the creation
account’s focus is on procreation and
same-sex couples cannot have chil-
dren is to ignore the obvious. The
primary focus is on the creation of
man and woman, companionship, and
the way they serve to fill out or
complete the other. It is relational,
physical, and sexual. Companionship
was the main reason for God creating
woman (Genesis 2:18). Procreation is
not mentioned until later (Genesis
3:16). Procreation was certainly a
reason for marriage and sexual
intercourse in order to populate and
“fill the earth” (Genesis 1:28). How-
ever, marriage is recommended by
Paul not for the purpose of
procreation, but to avoid fornication
or sexual “immoralities” (1 Corin-
thians 7:2).

4) Homosexuality was not men-
tioned in the creation account of
mankind because human sexuality
consisted of a male and female. Pedo-
philia and bestiality were not men-
tioned either, but one cannot conclude
God condones sex with children and
animals. While homosexuality is not
mentioned, an honest reader can no
more miss the implied prohibition of
homosexuality than one can miss the
implied denunciation of bestiality.
After Adam named the animals,
“there was not found a helper suit-
able for him” (Genesis 2:20).

5) A monogamous relationship be-
tween a husband and wife is consis-
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tently commended in the Old and
New Testaments. While polygamy
and use of concubines is recorded in
the Bible, it does not mean God
approved of such behavior. Adultery
and divorce are in the Bible. How-
ever, God does not condone adultery
and divorce. God allowed divorce
because of the “hardness of heart ...
but from the beginning it has not been
this way” (Matthew 19:8).6

HOMOSEXUALS AND THE
DESTRUCTION OF SODOM

Homosexual theology presents a
variety of arguments in regard to the
destruction of Sodom (Genesis 19:4-9).
For example, it is repeatedly main-
tained that the sin of Sodom was not
homosexuality, but inhospitality.

We are told that the Middle Eastern
custom of showing hospitality to a
visitor was much different than our
custom of showing hospitality today.
In Lot's day hospitality was more
than simply being polite or friendly to
a stranger. It went beyond general
respect and courtesy to entertaining
travelers in your home. Hospitality
was a vital part of the culture and
people followed these customs as
codes of conduct.

The main issue is presented as the
strangers had entered the city and
only Lot had shown the customary
hospitality. When word spread to the
townsmen they went to Lot’s home to
correct the oversight by showing hos-
pitality to the travelers.

It is further argued that anti-homo-
sexual Christians misunderstand the
story of Sodom. The men of Sodom
demanded Lot bring the angelic visi-
tors outside that they may “know
them” (KJV). Their desire was to
meet, greet, and become acquainted
with the visitors. There was no sexual
implication.

We are also told that Jesus’ condem-
nation of Sodom supports the conten-
tion that the sin was inhospitality and
not homosexuality. The passage in
Luke 10 describes Jesus sending out
the 70 disciples into the cities to
preach the Gospel. Jesus instructed
the disciples to remain in the cities

that received them and showed them
hospitality. To the city that does not
show hospitality they were instructed
to say, “Even the dust of your city
which clings to our feet, we wipe off
in protest against you ... it will be
more tolerable in that day for Sodom,
than for that city” (vv. 11-12). Jesus’
reference to Sodom was a condemna-
tion of their inhospitality.

Finally, to further enhance the
homosexual view, it is maintained
that Isaiah, Jeremiah, and Ezekiel in
their description of the sins of Sodom
do not mention homosexuality. This,
it is suggested, is more proof that the
sin of Sodom was not homosexuality.

The prophets Isaiah (3:9), Jeremiah
(23:14), and Ezekiel (16:49) make ref-
erence to the sin of Sodom, but never
mention homosexuality. Ezekiel, for
example, specifically mentioned that
Sodom’s sins were pride, fullness of
bread, idleness, and failure to give aid
to the poor.

WHAT SAITH THE SCRIPTURE?

First, it must be stressed that the
men of Sodom undoubtedly desired
homosexual relations with Lot’s visi-
tors. This passage has been tradition-
ally viewed as a condemnation of
homosexuality. So common is this
view that the word ““sodomy” was
incorporated into the English ver-
nacular as referring to any sexual
intercourse believed to be unnatural,
including anal sex and bestiality.
However, it has received a “‘revision-
ist interpretation” in order to support
the contention that homosexuality is
equivalent to heterosexuality.

The pro-homosexual inhospitality
version does not stand up to scrutiny.
The argument is that the men sur-
rounding Lot’s house were there to
show hospitality; a sort of Sodom
Welcome Wagon. They wanted to
greet, meet, and get to know the
visitors. The references to the Hebrew
verb for “know” (yada) translated “‘to
become acquainted with” is said to
prove their intentions were not
sexual. However, the Hebrew verb
“know’’ (yada) can have a variety of
meanings including “to become ac-
quainted with” and as a euphemism

for sexual intercourse as in ““Adam
knew Eve his wife; and she con-
ceived, and bare Cain” (Genesis 4:1,
KJV). The word is found nearly 950
times in the Old Testament but trans-
lated to have “relations with” (as in
the NASB) only ten times. So how is
one to determine its meaning? It is the
context which must dictate the mean-
ing and not the fact that the word is
translated more one way in the Old
Testament than another.

Lot knew the immoral reputation of
the city and therefore invited the
strangers into his home rather than
allow them to spend the night on the
streets (vv. 2-3). When the men of the
city came and asked to ““know” the
visitors, Lot knew it was not a kindly
visit. Lot considered their intentions
wicked (v. 7) and for the safety of his
guests he closed the door.

Lot certainly would have been over-
reacting if the men’s only desire was
to get acquainted with the visitors.
Neither would Lot’'s appeal to them
not to do “wickedly”” make sense.

If the sin of inhospitality was the
main issue, the townsmen of Sodom
should have been praised. The city
should not have been destroyed be-
cause all they wanted to do is “get
acquainted”” and show hospitality. Lot
should have been condemned for not
allowing the Sodomites to welcome
the visitors.

Lot panicked and foolishly offered
his virgin daughters instead of the
visitors to the crowd. This is not the
action of a man responding to a
crowd’s friendly request to get ac-
quainted. Lot and his daughters were
residents of Sodom, it is said Lot sat
“in the gate/”” and therefore the
townsmen would have ‘“known”
(been acquainted with) Lot and his
daughters. Lot’s reference to his
daughters being virgins implies that
Lot knew their intent was to have
sexual intercourse.

It is unlikely the first use of the
word “know” referring to the men of
Sodom “knowing” the visitors (v. 5)
would be translated ““to get ac-
quainted with,” and the second (v. 8)
referring to the men having Lot’s
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daughters who have never “known” a
man ‘“‘to have sexual intercourse
with.” When Lot refused to send the
strangers out to the townsmen, they
threatened Lot. They said it will be
worse for Lot than it would be for the
visitors. The threat to deal harshly
with Lot and nearly breaking down
the door clearly shows their malicious
intent to sexually abuse the strangers.

Jesus” words (Luke 10) were not a
condemnation of the cities because
they were inhospitable, but because
they refused to believe the teachings
of the disciples. To hear the Gospel
message of Jesus Christ and to reject it
would be a far worse offense than any
known in the infamous city Sodom.
As repugnant as Sodom’s reputation
was, Jesus said of the cities that reject
Him, “It will be more tolerable in that
day for Sodom, than for that city” (v.
12).

Jude depicts Sodom and Gomorrah
as cities that “indulged in gross im-
morality and went after strange flesh”
(v. 7). Some believe “‘strange flesh”
refers to the visitors being angels;
angelic flesh. Others believe it to
mean strange in the sense of same-
sex: unnatural. The men of Sodom
were not aware the men were angels.
However, it still may refer to angelic
flesh.

In their wicked pursuit of homo-
sexual relations with the men, they
would have unwittingly had homo-
sexual relations with angels. Peter’s
second epistle referred to Sodom'’s
“sensual conduct of unprincipled
men”’ and “lawless” lifestyle (2:7, 8).

Neither Jude nor Peter specifically
used the word homosexuality. Never-
theless, in the context of the Old and
New Testaments’ references to
Sodom, homosexuality is what they
had in mind.

The argument that the sin of Sodom
was not homosexuality because the
prophets Isaiah (3:9), Jeremiah (23:14),
and Ezekiel (16:49) make no specific
reference to homosexuality is equally
flawed. Ezekiel specifically mentioned
that Sodom’s sins were pride, fullness
of bread, idleness, and failure to give
aid to the poor. In response, one

would not be surprised that a city
given to sexual perversion would also
be guilty of many other sins.

When considering the plain teach-
ing of Genesis 19, it is obvious the
prophets were not giving an exhaus-
tive list of the sins of Sodom. The fact
that the prophets did not include
homosexuality in the list does not
nullify the plain teachings in Genesis
19 and other Old and New Testament
references to the sin of homosexuality
and Sodom.

In addition, Isaiah, speaking of
Israel’s rebellion, compares their atti-
tude about their sins to the Sod-
omites. Isaiah does not refer to the
specific sin of Sodom, but only refers
to how blatant, shameless, and bold
the Sodomites were with their sinful
behavior. This description is very
fitting of the “in-your-face” attitude
of the homosexual movement today.

WHAT IS THE ABOMINATION?

Scripture is clear: ““You shall not lie
with a male as one lies with a female;
it is an abomination”’ (Leviticus 18:22;
see also 20:13).

Homosexuals, however, claim that
the laws in Leviticus against homo-
sexuality are not relevant today. They
maintain that the Levitical rules and
rituals were intended to ensure the
purity and preserve the distinctive
characteristics of the Israelites. The
Levitical rules were only applicable
within the historical and cultural con-
text of the Hebrew people. Conse-
quently, Paul clearly taught that
Christians are no longer under the
Law and therefore we are not bound
by Levitical regulations and practices.
The Law has been fulfilled in Christ.
If a prohibition of homosexuality is
still in effect today, then what about
the other directives? For example,
eating rabbit (11:6), pork (11:7), shell-
fish (11:9-12), forbidding sowing your
field with two different kinds of seed,
or wearing a garment made from two
kinds of fabric (19:19). It appears that
Christians pick and choose certain
parts of Leviticus to uphold, while
ignoring other parts.

Further presented is the idea that
the sin is idolatry and prostitution,

not homosexuality. The Canaanites
practiced idolatrous rituals involving
homosexuality and homosexual pros-
titution. The issue was not homosexu-
ality per se, but idolatry and prostitu-
tion. The pagan practice of combining
homosexuality with idolatrous rituals
and prostitution was the reason God
forbade homosexuality among the
Israelites.

Another homosexual view asserts
that Leviticus only condemns exploit-
ative, pederastic forms of homosexu-
ality (intercourse with a young boy).

However, the biblical view is under-
standable and relevant: the Levitical
passages on homosexuality speak to
same-sex intercourse as an abomina-
tion regardless of age or circumstance.

The book of Leviticus is relevant
today. The main purpose of the book
of Leviticus is to teach Israel how to
live as a holy nation in fellowship
with God. The key verse is: “You
shall be holy, for I the LORD your God
am holy” (19:2).

The word “holy” means to set
apart. Israel was set apart by God for
the high service of mediating God’s
redemptive plan to the world. This
could only be accomplished by sepa-
rating themselves from the beliefs and
practices of the surrounding nations.
It is important to keep in mind that
the Levitical laws were intended to
guarantee Israel’s separation.

Leviticus is divided into two parts.
Chapters 1-17 deal with non-moral
regulations including ceremonial,
physical defilement, or cleansing. The
five offerings point to man’s sinful-
ness and his approach to God through
a sacrifice. Each foreshadowed Jesus
Christ (1-7). The Priesthood mediated
and officiated in connection with the
sacrifices and typified Christ as the
Priest and Mediator of the New Cov-
enant (8-10). The regulations of diet
and clothing and so on are about the
physical and ceremonial cleansing of
the people, which again typifies the
work of Christ on behalf of His
people (11-16). The altar — the one
place a sacrifice is offered — foreshad-
owed Jesus Christ (17). Chapters 18-27
address conduct and character. It con-
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sists of moral regulations including
sex prohibitions, general admonitions,
and penal sanctions against offenders
(18-22). This section also includes
regulations for the priesthood (21-22),
feasts (23-24), and Canaan (25-27).

Leviticus logically follows Genesis
and Exodus. Genesis records the fall
of man (chapter 3). In Exodus we
learn that redemption is acquired by
means of a sacrifice (chapter 12). In
Leviticus we learn redemption leads
to holy living or sanctification (19:2).
The two-part message of Leviticus can
be illustrated by knowing that
chapters 1-17 reveal the way to God:
sacrifice. Chapters 18-27 point to the
walk with God: separation from sin
through the moral laws that point to
sanctification and holiness.

The commands against homosexual-
ity should not be dismissed as being
applicable only within the historical
and cultural context of Leviticus and
Israel. There are sections of Leviticus
that only apply to the Hebrew chil-
dren in their historical context. For
example, God said to Moses, “Speak
to the sons of Israel, saying...” (11:2).8
God told the Israelites that eating
certain foods and mixing fabrics and
so on was an “‘abomination’ (11:10,
11,12,13, 23, 41, 42, 43, KJV). God was
not speaking to other nations.

On the other hand, there are abomi-
nations that apply to Israel and other
nations at all times. For example,
Leviticus 18:22-30 clearly states how
the other nations were condemned for
practicing abominations.

Chapter 17 describes the blood
atonement procedures that are only to
be observed by the Israelites. Chapter
18 focuses on Israel and the other
nations. The injunctions that follow
apply to Israel and the other nations.
Egypt and Canaan had practiced
these abominations: adultery (v. 20),
homosexuality (v. 22), bestiality
(v. 23), and so on. The problem is that
when people do not keep the distinc-
tion in mind, they confuse commands
intended for Israel with those that
pertain to all nations.

People fail to understand there are
three main divisions of the Law: civil,

ceremonial, and moral. The civil and
ceremonial aspect of the Law is no
longer in effect. The «civil aspect
ended with the demise of the Jewish
civil government (6:1-7; 19:15, 17, 35;
24:17-23; 25) and the ceremonial
ended with Jesus’ priestly work (1-6;
7:1-37; 11:1-47; 14:33-57; 16:1-28; 17:1-
16; 21; 22; 23:1-25). The moral aspect
of the Law focuses on stealing, lying,
idolatry, adultery, incest, bestiality,
homosexuality, and so forth (19:11, 13,
18; 20:1-5, 9-21; 26:1-13).

Condemnation of homosexuality is
in the moral part of the Law not
abolished by Christ. Jesus referred to
the moral code of Leviticus as being
valid (Matthew 22:37-40). Other
verses found in Leviticus which are
quoted in the New Testament as
being valid include 2 Corinthians 6:16
and 1 Peter 1:16.

The continuity between the Old and
New Testaments” moral law and con-
demnation of homosexuality is appar-
ent in Paul’s words to the church at
Rome (1:26-27). To dismiss Leviticus’
condemnation of homosexuality be-
cause it is Old Testament Law per-
taining only to Israel would be to
dismiss the condemnation of lying
(19:11), stealing (19:13), sacrificing
children (20:1-5), adultery (20:10), in-
cest (20:11), and bestiality (20:15-16).

The sacrifices and offerings of the
ceremonial part of the Law foreshad-
owed Jesus Christ and are redemptive
in nature. The moral laws against
homosexuality and so on did not
foreshadow Christ; they are not re-
demptive in nature and therefore not
negated by Christ. Ceremonial laws
were relevant for Israel’s theocratic
period, including the time of the
kings. However, they are not binding
today.

Gay rights advocates argue that if
homosexuality is condemned in Lev-
iticus and binding today, then so is
wearing clothing that has a mixture of
linen and wool threads. Both are
denounced in Leviticus, but the ac-
tions are not morally equal. Each
represents a different facet of the Law.

Mixing fabrics is in the context of
other prohibitions against mixing dif-

ferent animals or seeds together (Lev-
iticus 19:19; Deuteronomy 22:9-11).
The reason God gives for not mixing
seeds is so the seed a person is
sowing is not defiled by the other
seed (Deuteronomy 22:9). It is a pic-
ture and a warning to Israel (God’s
seed) not to mingle with the inhabit-
ants of Canaan (pagan seed) or they
will become defiled.

It is the same pertaining to animals
and garments. God also prohibited
Israel from eating pork (Leviticus
11:7) and shellfish (Leviticus 11:12). It
was not because pork and shellfish
were bad, but the Law illustrated
symbolically the spiritual difference
between God’s people and pagans;
clean and unclean. It symbolized the
principle of separation and distinc-
tion.

These ceremonial laws of clean and
unclean were negated by Christ. For
example, Peter was commanded to eat
animals that were previously consid-
ered unclean, but that which God,
under the New Covenant, called clean
(Acts 10:14-15). Threads that could
not be mixed, animals that could not
be yoked together, and dietary restric-
tions all symbolized the same separa-
tion of God’s people from pagans.
While these practices found in Leviti-
cus have been annulled by Christ, the
principle that believers should be
separate is still in force today. Paul
wrote:

“Do not be bound together with
unbelievers; for what partnership
have righteousness and lawless-
ness, or what fellowship has light
with darkness? Therefore,
come out from their midst and
be separate, says the Lord. And
do not touch what is unclean;
and I will welcome you”
(2 Corinthians 6:14, 17).

The sound view of the Levitical
passages further stresses that idolatry
and prostitution are not the issues.
Homosexuality is the issue.

The degree of disgust and abhor-
rence same-sex intercourse is to God
is indicated by the explicit attachment
of the Hebrew word toeba. The word
refers to something abominable, dis-
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gusting, and abhorrent. In Leviticus it
refers to a sexual act that: 1) God
views as being abhorrent, 2) those
involved are subject to the death
penalty or are “cut off” from God’s
people, and 3) if ignored, tolerated,
and unpunished the entire nation will
be in peril of God’s judgment (18:22,
26-30).

The context in which the prohibi-
tions against homosexuality appear
(chapters 18 and 20) include other
sexual sins such as adultery, incest,
and bestiality. If homosexuality is an
abomination only in the context of
idolatry and/or prostitution, then
adultery, incest, and bestiality would
logically also be permissible as long
as they were not associated with
idolatry or prostitution.

The argument as to why male-male
intercourse is wrong is indicated by
the words “lie with mankind, as with
womankind.” Such behavior is an
abomination (foeba) and implies the
idea of “boundaries.” There were
gender boundaries set by God at
creation.

The laws in Leviticus 18:6-23; 20:2-
21 are decrees against forms of sexual
behavior that overturn the created
order. To cross those boundaries was
an abomination because it joined two
individuals (male and male or female
and female) who were never meant to
be joined.

The contention that Leviticus only
condemns exploitative, pederastic
forms of homosexuality is equally
fallacious. Leviticus does not limit its
condemnation to exploitative forms of
homosexuality. The most common
form in that time was adult males
having sexual intercourse with ado-
lescent boys. There are no exceptions
to the prohibitions in Leviticus 18:22
and 20:13. It is forbidden for any man
regardless of his age to “lie with a
male as one lies with a female; it is an
abomination.” The issue was not ex-
ploitation, but confusing genders and
violating the creation order of male
and female.

JESUS AND HOMOSEXUALITY

Homosexuals are often quick to
point out that Jesus never mentioned

homosexuality. Jesus, we are told,
always emphasized love. He em-
braced sinners and did not condemn
or criticize loving relationships
whether heterosexual or homosexual.

However, it is illogical to argue that
because Jesus did not mention homo-
sexuality He approved of it. The
argument assumes the Gospels carry
more authority than the other books
of the Bible that do condemn homo-
sexuality. Jesus never said that one
part of Scripture was superior to
another.

The fact that the Gospels do not
record Jesus making a direct comment
about homosexuality does not mean
Jesus never said anything about it.
The Apostle John said it would have
been impossible to record all the
works and words of Jesus Christ
(John 20:30; 21:25).

Jesus did not speak directly to the
issue of homosexuality, just as he
made no direct statements concerning
many other important topics. For
example, Jesus made no explicit
comments on incest or bestiality.
However, His silence should not lead
one to infer that He approved of these
practices.

There is implicit data that speaks
about Jesus’ attitude toward homo-
sexuality. The disciples would have
assumed Jesus’ view of homosexual-
ity was the same held by all Jews.
This would especially be the case in
light of Jesus’ attitude toward the
Law: “Do not think that I came to
abolish the Law but to fulfill”
(Matthew 5:17).

If Jesus’ view had been contrary to
first-century Judaism, He would have
had to explicitly say so.

Second, Jesus clearly affirmed His
acceptance of heterosexual monogamy
when He talked about God creating
man “male and female” and a man
shall leave his father and mother and
being joined to his wife (Matthew
19:4-5). God’s will was clearly ex-
pressed, so there would be no reason
for Jesus to comment on homosexual-
ity and whether His teachings on
divorce and remarriage applied to
homosexual couples too.

Finally, Jesus’ reference to the Ten
Commandments and particularly the
seventh commandment reveals His
attitude toward homosexuality. Jesus’
quoting of the seventh commandment,
“Do not commit adultery” points to
the safeguarding of the man and
woman’s marital union (Mark 10:19).
It goes without saying why Jesus did
not mention preserving a homosexual
marital union: “from the beginning of
creation, God made them male and
female” (Mark 10:6).

To argue that Jesus was more loving
and tolerant and therefore He did not
judge the conduct of others is ridicu-
lous. Jesus was more demanding than
the culture in which He lived. Jesus
said it was not only critical to limit
sexual intercourse to one’s wife, but
also to control one’s sexual thoughts:

““Ye have heard ... Thou shalt not
commit adultery: But I say unto
you, that whosoever looketh on a
woman to lust after her hath
committed adultery with her
already in his heart” (Matthew
5:27-28, KJV).

The narratives of the sinful woman
(Luke 7:36-50), the adulterous woman
(John 8:1-11), and the woman at the
well (John 4) are usually cited to
demonstrate Jesus’ lenient and non-
judgmental attitude pertaining to
sexual wrongdoing. For example,
when a group of men were going to
stone a woman for the capital offense
of adultery, Jesus said, “He who is
without sin among you, let him be the
first to throw a stone at her” (John
8:7).

To cast a stone is reinterpreted to
mean not a literal stone, but any
judgment and criticism of a person’s
behavior. Jesus removed the penalty
of Mosaic Law and showed mercy to
the woman. But it must be empha-
sized that Jesus” words “go”” and “sin
no more” indicate His attitude toward
adultery and His gesture of mercy is
to deter the woman from further acts
of adultery (John 8:11).

In each case, Jesus’ mercy and
forgiveness was with the expectation
of repentance and a change in behav-
ior. They were to sin no more.
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PAUL AND HOMOSEXUALITY

Not only are we told that Jesus’
silence is synonymous with accep-
tance, but that the Apostle Paul, even
with his direct statements (Romans 1;
1 Corinthians 6:9; 1 Timothy 1:10),
did not condemn homosexuality.

It is further argued that Paul did
not condemn true homosexuals, but
heterosexuals who practiced homo-
sexuality. For example, it is said, Paul
was not saying true homosexual be-
havior is “‘against nature” (Romans
1:26, KJV) or “unnatural” (NASB).
Paul supposedly was referring to a
person who was by nature hetero-
sexual, but was committing homo-
sexual acts. Homosexual acts by a
heterosexual person would be against
their true nature and therefore wrong.

Paul’s teaching is also contorted to
say his condemnation is directed
toward the exploitative, pederastic
form of homosexuality. Yet, the liter-
ary context of Paul’s statements does
not restrict his words to certain situa-
tions and circumstances.

The Old Testament ethic pertaining
to homosexuality is confirmed unam-
biguously in Paul’s letter to the
Romans. The context is the indictment
of man’s sin. The result is that when
man abandons God, God abandons
man.

Among the behaviors listed, Paul
singles out homosexuality in these
terms: “impurity” (1:24); “dishonored”
their own bodies (1:24); ““degrading
passions” (1:26); ““‘unnatural” (1:26);
“error”’ (1:27); and ““depraved mind”
(1:28). He lists homosexuality in three
of his epistles along with other behav-
iors commonly understood to be sin-
ful (Romans 1:18-32; 1 Corinthians
6:9-11; and 1 Timothy 1:8-11).

Some argue that homosexual behav-
ior that involves lust, promiscuity,
and idolatry is what Paul condemned.
If that were so, the same logic would
have to apply to other sins listed in
Romans 1:28-31. There is no accept-
able homosexuality. The context does
not restrict Paul’s words to certain
circumstances. God abandons man
because man suppresses his knowl-
edge of the truth and exchanges it for

a lie. When God removes His restrain-
ing grace, men freely pursue their sin,
with homosexuality being the leading
proof. Paul wrote:

“For this reason God gave them
over to degrading passions; for
their women exchanged the natu-
ral function for that which is
unnatural, and in the same way
also the men abandoned the
natural function of the woman
and burned in their desire to-
ward one another, men with men
committing indecent acts and re-
ceiving in their own persons the
due penalty of their error”
(Romans 1:26-27).

Paul condemned all homosexual
behaviors and said homosexuality
was against nature.

For Paul, the issue is not exploita-
tion, but women and men sexually
gratifying themselves with someone
of the same sex. The wording is
absolute: ““women exchanged the
natural function for that which is
unnatural” and “men abandoned the
natural function of the woman and
burned in their desire toward one
another, men with men.”” There are no
exceptions, excuses, or extenuating
circumstances. The reference to lesbi-
anism (1:26) indicates Paul’s denun-
ciation is not limited to pederasty,
which was a common and accepted
practice in his day. From lesbianism,
Paul shifts to male homosexual
behavior (1:27) with the words “and
in the same way also,” indicating that
he rejects both male and female
homosexual behavior.

In regard to 1 Corinthians 6:9 and
1 Timothy 1:10, the homosexual view
maintains that Paul is condemning
homosexual prostitution.

In 1 Corinthians 6:9, the words
malakoi translated “‘effeminate” and
arsenokoitai translated ““homosexuals”
are said by pro-homosexual advocates
to refer to men that prostitute them-
selves (malakoi) and practice prostitu-
tion or immoral behavior in general
(arsenokoitai). Paul, it is maintained, is
not condemning true homosexual be-
havior.

However, the word malakoi trans-
lated “‘effeminate’” or “‘soft”’? refers to

a male who plays the role of a female
sexual partner. The word arsenokoitai
refers to a male “who lies with a male
as with a female, sodomite, homo-
sexual.”’10

In his scholarly work, The Bible and
Homosexual Practice, Robert Gagnon
references the views of a first-century
Jew, Philo of Alexandria. Philo, in his
discussion of homosexual behavior,
uses the word malakia twice in con-
junction with the word anandria,
which means “unmanliness.” He
describes the person as one who
develops feminine features, braids his
hair, and uses makeup and perfumes.
They are men who feminize them-
selves with the objective of enticing
other men. Philo never brings up the
issue of male prostitution.

Philo’s “critique focuses not on
idolatrous associations or the ex-
change of money but rather on the
deliberate effacement of the masculine
stamp by these male-females, first by
allowing themselves to be penetrated
as women by other men, second by
taking the further step of feminizing
their appearance.”!1

Gagnon rightly concludes by stating
that the collective evidence from
1 Corinthians 6:9-11 and Philo
demonstrates malakoi does not refer to
just any effeminate male. It refers to a
male who conceals or removes his
masculine characteristics and plays
the submissive role in a homosexual
relationship. Gagnon says there is no
exploitation. Paul and Philo condemn
both male participants; the dominant
male as well as the passive male who
zealously works to remove his mascu-
line traits. Gagnon states:

“To argue that Philo or Paul
were only concerned with ex-
ploitative same-sex relationships
is to argue from an oxymoron,
because for both Philo and Paul
same-sex relationships were in-
herently exploitative. The mo-
ment a man takes another male
to bed he distorts and diminishes
the other male’s sexual identity
as created and ordained by God,
regardless of whether the rela-
tionship is fully consensual and
non-commercial.”’12
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Gagnon concludes:

“Therefore, in 1 Cor 6:9, malakoi
should be understood as the
passive partners in homosexual
intercourse, the most egregious
case of which are those who also
intentionally engage in a process
of feminization to erase further
their masculine appearance and
manner.”’13

Clearly Paul was thinking of the
Levitical Holiness Code (18:22 and
20:13), which prohibits a man from
lying with a man who plays the part
of a woman. Paul alludes to the Code
several times in 1 Corinthians 5-6 in
his discussion about the importance
of moral distinctions from unbeliev-
ers. He emphasizes those differences,
for example, by the words ““Gentiles”
(5:1), “the unrighteous” (6:1), and
“‘unbelievers” (6:6). There is the dis-
tinction of those who will and those
who will not inherit the kingdom of
God (6:9) and the nations God will
drive out of the land and Israel’s
inheritance of it (Leviticus 20:23-24).
Of the ten sins listed by Paul, only
drunkenness is not found in Leviticus.
The topic of incest (1 Corinthians
5:1-13), followed by homosexuality
(6:9-10) and prostitution (6:12-20), re-
flects the discussion of incest and
homosexuality in Leviticus 18 and 20.

Additional parallels are seen in
Paul’s call for disciplining the man
caught in sexual immorality with his
father’s wife (1 Corinthians 5). Paul
clearly implies the same procedure of
discipline on all who are unrepentant
of the sins listed (6:9-10). Paul com-
mands believers to disassociate them-
selves from the offender (1 Corin-
thians 2; 5; 6-9; and 11). In the Old
Testament, a person guilty of one of
the abominations listed, homosexual-
ity being one, is to be “cut off from
among their people” (Leviticus 18:29).

The word arsenokoitai is a combina-
tion of the words arsenos (male) and
koite (bed or lying). Strong’s Concor-
dance translates the word to mean “‘a
Sodomite,” referring to the wicked
men of the city of Sodom. All the
standard lexicons and dictionaries un-
derstand the word to be a reference to
homosexual behavior; a male lying
with a male.14

Paul’s repeated use of the word
“law” in 1 Timothy 1:7-10 confirms
that he has the Levitical Code in mind
when using the word arsenokoitai in
1:10. The Levitical prohibition against
homosexuality was not narrow, but
broadly defined and included all
forms of homosexuality. There was
not an acceptable form of homosexu-
ality any more than there was of
bestiality, adultery, and so on.

To understand what Paul meant by
the word arsenokoitai, one must view
it in the context of Romans 1:24-27. It
would seem logical that Paul’s words
in Romans would shed light on the
terms malakoi and arsenokoitai. Paul
obviously had in mind the term
arsenokoitai when talking about “men
with men” (1:27).

According to Paul, the dishonoring
of their bodies (1:24) occurred when-
ever a woman had sex with another
woman, or a man had sex with
another man. They exchanged the
natural use of the opposite sex for
same-sex intercourse; which is “un-
natural” (Romans 1:26). It was not a
question of whether the same-sex
relationship was consensual or ex-
ploitative. Same-sex intercourse, ac-
cording to Paul, is wrong.

Endnotes:

1. The idea for this analogy was taken
from Joe Dallas” book The Gay Gospel: How
Pro-Gay Advocates Misread the Bible. Eu-
gene, Ore.. Harvest House Publishers,
2009.

2. Unless otherwise noted, the Scripture
citations in this article are from the New
American Standard Bible (NASB).

3. The Greek word is porneia from which
the word pornography originates.

4. An excellent book on this subject is
Biblical Principles of Sex by Robert D.
Smith, M.D., published by Timeless Texts.
5. “Adam and Eve - Did God intend to
prohibit same sex marriage partner-
ships?,” Gay Christian 101 website, bold
emphasis in original. Document accessed
at: www.gaychristian101.com/adam-and-
eve.html.

6. The monogamous relationship of a man
and woman was pronounced by God as
being “very good” (Genesis 1:31). Other
key passages indicate God’s intent for
marriage to be one man and one woman.
God said He will make ““a helper” for
Adam, not helpers (Genesis 2:18). A man
will leave his father and mother and be
joined to his ‘“‘wife” not wives and

become ““one flesh” not two, three, or four
(Genesis 2:24). There are numerous ex-
amples of polygamous relationships
among the patriarchs of Israel (Abraham,
Jacob, David, and Solomon). Polygamous
relationships are never mentioned in a
positive way and were always associated
with problems. Abraham: There was bitter-
ness between Sarah and Hagar. Eventually
Hagar and Ishmael were sent away. The
consequences of Abraham’s relation with
Hagar is evident even to this very day.
Jacob: Rachel became very jealous of Leah.
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concluded the analogy saying, “each indi-
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that she respect her husband” (Ephesians
5:33). Paul consistently used the singular
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8. Other references include Leviticus 4:2;
7:23, 29; 12:2; 23:24, 34; 24:15.

9. The Blue Letter Bible website, lexicon
results for malakos. Document accessed at:
www.blueletterbible.org/lang/lexicon/
lexicon.cfm?Strongs=G3120&t=NASB.
10. The Blue Letter Bible website, lexicon
results for arsenokoites. Document accessed
at: www.blueletterbible.org/lang/lexicon/
lexicon.cfm?Strongs=G733&t=NASB.
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JESUS CALLING

(continued from page 1)

An advertisement at the end of Jesus
Today proclaims, “Jesus Calling is now
available for the iPhone, iPod Touch,
iPad, and all Android devices!” There
is a Jesus Calling page on Facebook.?
A video on the Christian Book Dis-
tributor website boasts that a million
people have been touched by the
small devotional book Jesus Calling
and that this is only the beginning!10

Jesus Calling was Young's first
book.ll From the standpoint of book
sales and popularity, it has been a
success for both its publisher, Thomas
Nelson, and for Young herself.

Young wrote all four of her adult
devotionals using the same proce-
dure, which is explained briefly in
Dear Jesus:

“My first devotional book, Jesus
Calling, grew out of writings
gleaned from my times of
focused concentration on Jesus:
waiting in His Presence, listening
in my mind for His communica-
tions. As I listened and wrote, I
continually asked for the Holy
Spirit’s help.””12

WHO IS SARAH YOUNG?

Young is the wife of a Presbyterian
Church in America (PCA) missionary,
Stephen Young.13 They currently
serve in Perth, Australia. The Youngs’
online prayer card states:

“The Youngs’ mission since 2001
has been to establish a ... Japa-
nese ministry in Perth, Western
Australia, by making contacts
with residents to eventually es-
tablish a church.”14

Their prayer card also says that
Stephen was born in Tokyo and Sarah
in Tennessee. They met while both
were students at Covenant Seminary
in St. Louis and after Sarah obtained a
counseling degree they married in
1977. Stephen obtained his Masters of
Divinity at Covenant Seminary. After
Stephen did missionary work in Japan
for a year, he served as a pastor for a
year in Indiana. They have two grown
children.15

Young reveals various things about
herself within the Introductions to her
books.16 A Christian Broadcasting
Network (CBN) report on her said:

““Sarah Young was born in Nash-
ville, Tennessee, and grew up in
the South. After graduating from
college she made four trips to
Europe in less than five years.
During her fourth trip, she be-
came a Christian at L’Abri Fel-
lowship in a tiny Alphine [sic]
village in France. With a degree
in philosophy from Wellesley
College, Sarah also holds gradu-
ate degrees in psychology/coun-
seling from Tufts University,
Covenant Theological Seminary,
and Georgia State University.’1”

In Jesus Calling, Young wrote as
“The daughter of a college professor,
I had been encouraged to read widely
and [to] think for myself.”1¥ Young
describes her conversion experience at
L’ Abri Fellowship: 19

“One night I found myself leav-
ing the warmth of our cozy
chalet to walk alone in the snowy
mountains. I went into a deeply
wooded area, feeling vulnerable
and awed by cold, moonlit
beauty. The air was crisp and
dry, piercing to inhale. Suddenly
I felt as if a warm mist enveloped
me. I became aware of a lovely
Presence, and my involuntary
response was to whisper, ‘Sweet
Jesus.” This utterance was totally
uncharacteristic of me, and I was
shocked to hear myself speaking
so tenderly to Jesus. As I pon-
dered this brief communication, I
realized it was the response of a
converted heart; at that moment I
knew I belonged to Him. This
was far more than the intellectual
answers for which I'd been
searching. This was a relation-
ship with the Creator of the
universe.”20

She noted that this was her first
experience with the Presence of
God.2! She stated, “The following
year, back in the United States, I had
another encounter with the Presence
of Jesus.”22 The occasion was the
break-up of a dating relationship. Her
job in Virginia sent her to a confer-

ence in Atlanta. While she was there,
she felt drawn to a book by Catherine
Marshall called Beyond Ourselves. She
wrote:

“That night as I read the book, I
no longer felt alone. I knelt be-
side the bed in that sterile room
and felt an overwhelming Pres-
ence of peace and love come over
me. I knew that Jesus was with
me and that He sympathized
with my heartache. This was
unquestionably the same ‘Sweet
Jesus’ I had met in the Alps.”23

The next sixteen years included the
earning of her master’'s degree in
counseling and biblical studies at
Covenant Seminary; her marriage to
Stephen; two four-year church-plant-
ing stints in Japan; the births of a girl
and a boy; and her earning another
degree in counseling at Georgia State
University in Atlanta, where her hus-
band worked with a Japanese church
and she worked at a Christian coun-
seling center.24

She observed that in that busy and
eventful time, “not once during those
sixteen years did I vividly experience
the Presence of Jesus.”?> This aspect
of Young’s story will be picked up
later. But first a prominent character-
istic will be noted in the portrait of
Young's life that she paints of herself
in the Introductions to her adult
devotional books: the theme of her
sufferings and, in particular, her
health problems.

YOUNG'’S SUFFERINGS
AND HEALTH PROBLEMS

At the beginning of Dear Jesus,
Young wrote:

“Dear Jesus emerged from my
personal struggles — with cir-
cumstances, with people, and
with God. Over the years I have
contended with numerous health
problems and surgeries. I've
lived in many situations and
places where my strengths were
largely irrelevant and my weak-
nesses were all too evident. Had
my life been easier, I could not
have written this book.”26

In the Introduction to the Jesus
Calling Devotional Bible, she wrote:
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““As I shared in the introduction
to my first book, Jesus Calling,
I've gone through prolonged pe-
riods of difficulty, struggle, and
waiting over the course of my
life. And I have been battling
Lyme disease, a debilitating ill-
ness, for nearly a decade.””?”

She also refers to debilitating health
problems in the Introduction to her
devotional book Jesus Lives.?8 In Jesus
Today she devotes the majority of the
book’s Introduction to describing
various health problems she has
battled over the years.2?

It is easy to sympathize with
Young's health struggles. What's trou-
bling is Young's procedure of listen-
ing for God’s voice, writing down
what she “hears” Him saying in her
mind, and conveying that to the
public.

AUTOMATIC WRITING
AND DICTATION

In the occult, transcriptions from
another realm can be received
through “automatic writing.” This has
been defined as:

“Scripts produced without the
control of the conscious self. It is
the most common form of medi-
umship, the source of innumer-
able cases of self-delusion, and at
the same time the source of some
of the most interesting and in-
triguing cases of mediumship.”30

This same source states:

“In conscious writing it is the
writer who moves the pencil; in
automatic writing it is the pencil
that moves the writer. In the
waking state, of course, the
writer is fully conscious of the
strange thing going on but must
remain passive.’31

Sometimes poems or even entire
books have been composed this way.
One contemporary “modification” of
automatic writing is communication
obtained through the Ouija board.32
Professor Edmond Gruss related the
following account given by a woman
who had used the Ouija board:

“Marion and I studied with the
Ouija board. ... We started by

getting sermons from the be-
yond. We have hundreds of
these sermons that we typewrote
and preserved. ... All of them
came from the Ouija board.
Marion did not believe in spirits.
I myself was doubtful. But after
the Ouija board had been talking
to us for days, we just had to
believe.””33

Sometimes communications from
another realm are received via inward
dictation.

Because there appears to be nothing
“automatic” about Young's writings
— in that she is consciously writing
what she believes she hears — it is
unfair to liken the communications
she receives to automatic writing.
However, less clear is whether or not
what she “hears” could be occultic
dictation.

THE ORIGIN OF YOUNG'’S
DEVOTIONAL BOOKS

In the story of Young's life, as
related in the Introduction to Jesus
Calling, we noted that despite having
had a very busy and accomplishment-
filled life, Young observed, ‘“‘How-
ever, not once during those sixteen
years did I vividly experience the
Presence of Jesus.””34

The Youngs later moved to Austra-
lia as missionaries. One morning in
1992 while she was praying, she had
another experience of God’s Pres-
ence.3 She writes:

“During that same year (1992), 1
began reading God Calling, a de-
votional book written by two
anonymous ‘listeners.” These
women practiced waiting quietly
in God’s Presence, pencils and
paper in hand, recording the
messages they received from
Him. ... [This book] dovetailed
remarkably well with my longing
to live in Jesus’ Presence. The
following year I began to wonder
if I, too, could receive messages
during my times of communing
with God. I had been writing in
prayer journals for years, but that
was one-way communication: I
did all the talking. I knew that
God communicated with me through

the Bible, but I yearned for more.
Increasingly, 1 wanted to hear what
God had to say to me personally on
a given day. 1 decided to listen to
God with pen in hand, writing down
whatever I believed He was saying. 1
felt awkward the first time I tried
this, but I received a message. It
was short, biblical, and appropri-
ate. It addressed topics that were
current in my life: trust, fear, and
closeness to God. I responded by
writing in my prayer journal. My
journaling had changed from
monologue to dialogue. Soon,
messages began to flow more
freely, and I bought a special
notebook to record these words.
This new way of communicating
with God became the high point
of my day. I knew these writings
were not inspired as Scripture is,
but they were helping me grow
closer to God. I have continued
to receive personal messages
from God as I meditate on
Him.”’36

Notice in the emphasized portion of
the above citation that Young —
whether she realizes it or not — is
saying that the Bible is not sufficient
for life and godliness; that it is not
enough for a person to make sound
and God-honoring decisions in life.
She desires personal subjective revela-
tion, because, for her, the Bible is not
enough.

WHERE DID YOUNG'’S
METHOD OF “LISTENING
AND WRITING”” COME FROM?

Because Young says that her proce-
dure of “listening to Jesus” and writ-
ing down what she believed He said
to her was taken, not from the Bible,
but from the book God Calling, an
examination of this book is in order.

God Calling3” was first published in
the 1930s.38 The back cover of its
sequel, God Calling 2: God At Even-
tide,3® announced that sales of both
the original book and its sequel total
“well over 10 million copies world-
wide.”40 The “two listeners,” who
chose to remain anonymous, com-
posed this book by daily “listening to
Jesus,”” and writing what they
“heard” Him saying to them.
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One of the two listeners wrote an
Introduction to God Calling called
“The Voice Divine.”4l Therein, she
notes that she was inspired to use this
method from reading a book titled For
Sinners Only, by AlJ. Russell, in the
latter part of 193242 This is the same
A.J. Russell who edited both the
original God Calling and God Calling 2
books, and who also wrote an Intro-
duction to each of them.

Russell learned this method of di-
rect divine guidance from a religious
(and political) movement founded by
an ordained Lutheran minister, Frank
Buchman (1876-1961). Buchman’s con-
troversial movement was first known
as First Century Fellowship; later as
the Oxford Group; and, finally, as
Moral Rearmament. Russell was a
proponent of Buchman’s Oxford
Group (now Moral Rearmament) and
his book, For Sinners Only* is a
positive portrayal of the movement.
Early in the book, Russell notes, “I
learned that it was a practice of the
[Oxford] Group to keep a guidance-
book and record in it those thoughts
which came in periods of quiet listen-
ing to God.”#* He earlier referred to
this practice as ‘“two-way prayer:
petitions and quiet listening for the
reply.”’45

Concerning the first book written by
the two anonymous listeners, God
Calling, Russell makes these com-
ments in his Introduction to the book:

“Not one woman but two have
written this book; and they seek
no praise. They have elected to
remain anonymous and to be
called ‘Two Listeners.” But the
claim which they make is an
astonishing one, that their mes-
sage has been given to them,
to-day, here in England, by The
Living Christ Himself. Having
read their book I believe them. I
do not of course believe that He
whispered to them all that He
intends to say to this generation.
But I am confident that He
opened their eyes to many things
which they and this generation
greatly need to know. I do not
believe in the verbal inspiration of
this or any book.# But I do believe
that these two women have been

led and that much of what is
written is very clear leading in-
deed.”4”

The “listener” who wrote her Intro-
duction to God Calling said, regarding
their receiving divine messages:

“But with my friend a very
wonderful thing happened. From
the first, beautiful messages were
given to her by our Lord Him-
self, and every day from then
these messages have never failed
us. We felt all unworthy and
overwhelmed by the wonder of
it, and could hardly realize that
we were being taught, trained
and encouraged day by day by
HIM personally, when millions
of souls, far worthier, had to be
content with guidance from the
Bible, sermons, their Churches,
books and other sources. Cer-
tainly we were not in any way
psychic or advanced in spiritual
growth, but just very ordinary
human beings, who had had
more suffering and worry than
the majority and who had known
tragedy after tragedy.”’48

Here we see a denigration of Scrip-
ture in comparison with a supposedly
higher and better form of guidance.

The “listener’” closes her Introduc-
tion:

“So to us this book, which we
believe has been guided by our
Lord Himself, is no ordinary
book. It is published, after much
prayer, to prove that a living
Christ speaks to-day, plans and
guides the humblest, that no
detail is too insignificant for His
attention, that He reveals Him-
self now as ever as a Humble
Servant and Majestic Creator.””4?

It appears that this listener regarded
their auditions from the Lord as being
as inspired as the Scriptures and
perhaps even superior.

Edmond Gruss wrote:

““What about the contents of God
Calling? Many have stated that
they have read it with benefit
and some have made reference to
its ministry to them. ... There is

no denying that many statements
in the book are inspiring. Scrip-
ture is often quoted in God Call-
ing. But cultic literature often
quotes Scripture. Reading Scrip-
ture wherever it may be found
and being blessed by it does not
automatically legitimize the pub-
lication in which it is included.””>0

After listing a number of problem-
atic or erroneous words from Jesus in
God Calling, Gruss concludes:

“Much more could have been
given to illustrate the errors and
problems in God Calling. One
need not question the sincerity of
the ‘two listeners,” but the
method of guidance they employ
is not Christian. The good
thoughts and inspiring state-
ments attributed to Christ in God
Calling often are combined with
faulty theology and the misinter-
pretation of Scripture. Communi-
cations from the ‘Living Christ’
would not have these defects.””>!

Much of what Gruss said in his
review of God Calling can be applied
to Young's Jesus Calling.

A BRIEF EXAMINATION
OF JESUS CALLING

In Jesus Calling, there is a one-page
devotional for each day of the year.
The book’s subtitle, “Enjoying Peace
in His Presence,” is appropriate. The
word “‘peace” is found 158 times in
the 366 devotional selections. The
word “‘presence” — referring to
God’s presence — is used 366 times.

Young’'s Jesus repeats several
thoughts, such as “spend time with
Me” and “relax in My Presence.”
Young’'s Jesus also repeats certain
topics, such as not worrying, being
aware of Jesus’ presence, gratitude,
and communicating with Him.

The devotions for September 2, 6, 7,
and 10 contained some good
thoughts. Other devotions were ques-
tionable or unusual. Her devotional
for January 10th says:

“Every time you affirm your
trust in Me, you put a coin into
My treasury. Thus you build up
equity in preparation for days of
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trouble. I keep safely in My heart
all trust invested in Me, with
interest compounded continu-
ously. The more you trust Me,
the more I empower you to do
so. Practice trusting Me during
quiet days, when nothing much
seems to be happening. Then
when storms come, your trust
balance will be sufficient to see
you through. Store up for yourself
treasure in heaven through placing
your trust in Me. This practice
will keep you in My peace.”52

This message points up a further
difficulty: It is sometimes difficult to
know whether or not the words she is
receiving are Scriptural or not. We
know that the Bible tells us to trust in
the Lord. However, it never compares
such trust to a bank account in Jesus’
heart where He compounds our trust
continuously.

Another example can be found in
the March 5th devotional:

“Make friends with the problems
in your life. Though many things
feel random and wrong, remem-
ber that I am sovereign over
everything. ... The best way to
befriend your problems is to
thank Me for them. This simple
act opens your mind to the
possibility of benefits flowing
from your difficulties. You can
even give persistent problems nick-
names, helping you to approach
them with familiarity rather than
with dread. The next step is to
introduce them to Me, enabling Me
to embrace them in My loving
Presence. 1 will not necessarily
remove your problems, but My
wisdom is sufficient to bring
good out of every one of them.””>3

The beginning and the end of what
Jesus tells Young here sounds similar
to certain Scripture passages (James
1:2-3; 1 Thessalonians 5:18;, Romans
8:28). However, the italicized portion
sounds odd. Giving problems nick-
names and “introducing them to
Jesus” so He can love on them seems
to take the “problems as friends”
metaphor to an extreme.

A third category is devotionals that
either appear wrong or definitely are

wrong. In the April 21st devotional,
Jesus instructs Young on the rebel-
liousness of man’s mind:

“Let me control your mind. The
mind is the most restless, unruly
part of mankind. Long after you
have learned the discipline of
holding your tongue, your
thoughts defy your will and set
themselves up against Me. Man
is the pinnacle of My creation,
and the human mind is won-
drously complex. I risked all by
granting you freedom to think
for yourself. This is godlike privi-
lege, forever setting you apart
from animals and robots. I made
you in My image, precariously
close to deity.””>*

So in the initial section of her
devotional, Young appears to be say-
ing that Jesus is telling her that it is
possible to control the tongue even
though the mind (and heart) are out
of control. The Scriptures, however,
would disagree with that premise.
Our minds and our speech are closely
tied together.

The words of Christ, recorded in
Scripture, tell us that “an evil man out
of the evil treasure of his heart brings
forth evil. For out of the abundance of
the heart his mouth speaks” (Luke 6:45,
emphasis added. Cf. Matthew 12:34).

Moreover, sanctification — the pro-
cess of spiritual growth — is realized
in a believer’s life by putting off “the
old man which grows corrupt”
(Ephesians 4:22) and putting on “the
new man which was created accord-
ing to God” (Ephesians 4:24). Paul
tells us the key to that transformation
in verse 23: “and be renewed in the
spirit of your mind.”

As John MacArthur and Wayne
Mack instruct, ““According to the
Word of God, sinful behavior is
merely an outward indication of prob-
lems in the heart.”¢ Thus the words
we speak, the things we do are root
issues found in our hearts. But the
good news is that the “restless, un-
ruly” mind can be transformed. It is
only when we are “transformed by
the renewing of your mind”” (Romans
12:2) that a person can truly possess a
disciplined tongue.

Jesus further tells Young, “I risked
all by granting you freedom to think
for yourself.” In fact, God knew all
along that mankind would give in to
temptation. There was no “risk”
whatsoever, because God knew the
outcome in advance, and had already
made preparation for it before man
ever sinned. Jesus is ““the Lamb slain
from the foundation of the world”
(Revelation 13:8). Again, the Bible
says of Jesus, “He indeed was foreor-
dained before the foundation of the
world” (1 Peter 1:20); and that “He
[God] chose us in Him before the
foundation of the world” (Ephesians
1:4).

While it is true that some Bible
translations render the beginning of
Psalm 8:5, ““Yet you [God] have made
him [or them; i.e., a reference to man]
a little lower than God,”’5” still other
versions translate it ““a little lower
than the angels.”8 And even the
three translations referred to which
translate the word as “God” in Psalm
8:5, translate it as ““the angels” in the
New Testament citation of this
passage in Hebrews 2:7 as do the two
translations cited that use “the an-
gels” in Psalm 8:5. But even if we
were to grant that Jesus correctly told
Young that God created man “close to
deity,” the word “‘precariously” is
unwarranted, because man is in no
danger of ever becoming God.

Other errors that Young's Jesus
makes when speaking to her include
His telling her in the January 28th
devotional: “I am with you always.
These were the last words I spoke
before ascending into heaven.”’5?
While these are the closing words of
Jesus in the Gospel of Matthew, Jesus’
final recorded words before ascending
to heaven are in Acts 1:8, where Jesus
told His disciples that after the Holy
Spirit came they would be His
witnesses to the world.

The devotional reading for April 6th
involves Jesus giving Young extrabib-
lical revelation about what caused Eve
to sin in the garden: Ingratitude.®

On May 14th, Jesus tells Young,
“Talk with Me, and listen while I talk
you through each challenging situa-
tion.””61 Nowhere does the Bible say
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we can expect Jesus to talk us through
all of our challenging situations.

Another example comes from the
July 25th devotional:

“As you listen to birds calling to
one another, hear also My Love-
call to you. I speak to you
continually: through sights,
sounds, thoughts, impressions,
Scriptures. There is no limit to
the variety of ways I can commu-
nicate with you. Your part is to
be attentive to My messages, in
whatever form they come. When
you set out to find Me in a day,
you discover that the world is
vibrantly alive with My Presence.
You can find Me not only in
beauty and birdcalls, but also in
tragedy and faces filled with
grief. 1 can take the deepest
sorrow and weave it into a pattern
for good. Search for Me and My
messages, as you go through this
day.”62

It's nice that Jesus included Scrip-
ture for honorable mention at the end
of the list as one of the various ways
that He can speak to Young. While
God’s glory is certainly revealed in
nature (Psalm 19:1-4; Romans 1:18-20),
this day’s devotional sounds almost
like pantheism (all is God and God is
all). And while God can speak to us
however He wants, Christians are not
to be like pagans looking for omens in
nature, like those who consult animal
livers or tea leaves to discern God’s
will for our lives. God has given us
the Bible to consult and to hear His
voice and to know His will (2 Timo-
thy 3:16-17), something that this devo-
tional denigrates.

PROBLEMS WITH
YOUNG’S METHODOLOGY

Young’s methodology of listening to
Jesus and writing down what He
supposedly says presents several
problems.

Her method doesn’t come from the
Bible. Indeed, it bears similarities to
occultists receiving messages from an-
other realm via inner dictation.

If this were simply Young's private
devotional practice, we might con-

sider it erroneous but hardly worthy
of a lengthy examination. However,
Young is actively promoting this un-
biblical practice as a normal means for
all Christians to draw closer to Jesus.
Young even says Jesus told her to
teach this practice to others:

“You are blessed to hear Me so
directly. Never take this privilege
for granted. The best response is
a heart overflowing with grati-
tude. I am training you to
cultivate a thankful mind-set.
This is like building your house on
a firm rock, where life’s storms
cannot shake you. As you learn
these lessons, you are to teach
them to others. I will open up the
way before you, one step at a
time.”’63

One might initially suppose that
Jesus is here instructing Young to
teach the lesson of having a thankful
mind-set to others. However, Jesus
here speaks of ““these lessons” (in the
plural, not the singular). Thus, it
appears that the “lessons” Jesus gives
Young to teach, include hearing from
Him directly.

Notice also that Young's Jesus is
commissioning her to teach these
lessons to others and that He says that
she is “blessed to hear Me so di-
rectly,” calling it a “‘privilege.” These
things all serve to point to Young as a
very important person in the Body of
Christ and, if the reader believes that
Jesus actually said these words to her,
then they serve to elevate Young to a
higher position than others in the
Body of Christ, and one from whom
other Christians should receive in-
struction. By printing these words in a
devotional book Young has caused
those who view these words as the
very words of Jesus to have an
exalted view of her status in God’s
kingdom.

In the devotional for August 21st,
we read:

“Wait with Me for a while. I
have much to tell you. You are
walking along the path I have
chosen for you. It is both a
privileged and a perilous way:
experiencing My glorious Pres-

ence and heralding that reality to
others. Sometimes you feel pre-
sumptuous to be carrying out
such an assignment.’64

Notice that Jesus is again commis-
sioning Young, this time to “herald”
His glorious Presence to others. Possi-
bly the closest Scriptural admonition
would be in 1 Peter, where collectively
believers are told:

“But you are a chosen gener-
ation, a royal priesthood, a holy
nation, His own special people,
that you may proclaim the
praises of Him who called you
out of darkness into His marvel-
ous light” (1 Peter 2:9).

We also again notice that by print-
ing the supposed words of Jesus for
mass consumption, Young has again
elevated her status in the eyes of
those who read these words and
believe that Jesus said them to her.

In the devotional for October 24th,
we read:

“I have called you to walk with
Me down paths of Peace. I want
you to blaze a trail for others
who desire to live in My peaceful
Presence.”’65

Here again, Jesus seems to be call-
ing Young to be a pioneer for other
Christians to look up to and emulate.
By writing this, Young again exalts
herself in the kingdom of God.

YOUNG’S ATTEMPTED
“QUALITY CONTROL"”

In all four of her adult devotional
books we have referenced, Young
assures her readers that she has exer-
cised “quality control” to ensure that
what she has “heard from Jesus”
matches up with Scripture:

“As with all my books, I relied
on the help of the Holy Spirit as I
worked — seeking to listen to
Jesus throughout the creative
process. When I write in this
way, I am always selective in my
listening. If anything is unbibli-
cal, I reject it. I believe the Bible
is the infallible Word of God,
and I strive to present to my
readers only what is consistent
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with that unchanging stan-
dard.”66

In Jesus Calling, Young states:

“The Bible is, of course, the only
inerrant Word of God; my writ-
ings must be consistent with that
unchanging standard.””¢”

In Dear Jesus, we read:

“T wrote Dear Jesus in the same
listening-to-God mode that I
used with Jesus Calling. I've con-
tinued to write with the help of
Christ’s Spirit, who guides my
thinking while I listen in His
Presence. I believe the Bible is
the only infallible Word of God.
My writings are based on that
absolute standard, and I try to
ensure they are consistent with
Scripture.”’68

In the citations above, Young's
comments necessitate three observa-
tions worthy of mention. First is her
attempt to square her “words from
Jesus” with the Bible. While this is a
commendable goal, it would be better
to simply base her devotionals on the
Scriptures themselves.

Second, by exposing herself to re-
ceiving messages from Jesus in this
manner, she leaves herself open to
believing that Jesus has said some-
thing to her that He has not said and
then passing that along to others as
““words from Jesus.”

Third, if the “words” Young
“hears” are truly from Jesus, she
wouldn’t need to employ the editing
process of comparing to Scripture
what she “heard,” because everything
received from Jesus would agree with
Scripture. At some level, based on
what she has stated in her Introduc-
tions, she must be aware that not all
of her “hearings” come from Jesus.

Her procedure of ““quality control”
mentioned above also assumes that
Young will invariably discern when
the content of what she writes devi-
ates from the Scriptures. But if she
makes a mistake or something slips
past her knowledge of the Bible, then
she is unknowingly passing on bad
information. If a reader who doesn’t
possess the same familiarity with the

content of Scripture that Young does
tries to use her method and doesn’t
catch the unbiblical content of the
message that they receive from Jesus,
the same problem can arise. Young
herself recognized this latter possibil-
ity. In a CBN interview, she was
asked: “What would you tell someone
who wants to begin ‘listening’ to
God?” Young responded:

“Let me begin with some cau-
tions. It's essential to remember
that the Bible is the only infal-
lible record of God’s speaking.
Always subordinate your per-
sonal listening to absolute bibli-
cal truth. If something you ‘hear’
is inconsistent with biblical
teaching, don’t write it down —
it’s not from God. New Christians,
especially, need to be cautious about
listening to God in this way. I had
been a Christian for 20 years before I
began this practice.”’®?

Indeed, not only has Young been a
Christian for many years, she has a
seminary education, is a missionary,
and has had a lot of life experience.
She also has a seminary-trained
husband from whom she can seek
advice if she wishes. Probably not
many Christians have as much going
for them in helping them distinguish
the “voice of the Lord” from other
influences.

An immature believer might receive
all kinds of unbiblical guidance in the
way Young teaches. Yet this is exactly
the sort of practice Young apparently
feels commissioned by Jesus to pro-
mote and does promote through her
writings.

Near the end of her Introduction to
Jesus Calling, Young issues this un-
qualified invitation to her readers,
making no distinctions between levels
of Christian maturity among them: I
invite you to keep a journal to record
any thoughts or impressions you
receive as you wait in His Presence.””70

HOW DO YOUNG'’S WRITINGS
DIFFER FROM SCRIPTURE?

In each of her adult devotionals,
Young states that she believes the
Bible is “the only inerrant Word of

God,”71 “’the infallible Word of
God,”72 “the only infallible Word of
God,”73 and she also says, “I knew
these writings [exemplified in Jesus
Calling] were not inspired as Scripture
is, but they helped me grow much
closer to God.”74

From these and other citations that
could be given, we see that Young
believes she has a high view of
Scripture. The question then is, “What
place does she assign her writings in
relationship to the Scriptures?”” If the
Bible is God’s only infallible word, if
it is inerrant, if it is “perfect,”7> then
her writings are less than infallible
and inerrant.

One statement of Young's that is
particularly troubling appears near
the end of her Introduction to the
Jesus Calling Devotional Bible,76  of
which she is the General Editor. (In
addition to containing the New King
James Version biblical text, this devo-
tional Bible also includes 260 devo-
tional selections taken from two of
Young’s devotional books: Jesus
Calling and Jesus Lives). Young writes:

“Since my writings are rooted in the
infallible, unchanging Word of God,
having them appear alongside the
biblical text would seem to be a
natural place for them. It is an
honor to have devotionals from
two of my books, Jesus Calling
and Jesus Lives, included in this
volume.”77

In place of the above words in
italics, one would have expected
Young to say something along the
lines of, “Although I consider my
writings to be rooted in the infallible
and unchanging Word of God, I feel
rather uncomfortable seeing them
placed alongside the biblical text;
which, after all is the infallible and
unchanging Word of God.”

Instead, her lack of discomfort with
seeing the words that she believed she
received from Jesus for her particular,
individualized situations placed be-
side the universally applicable, flaw-
less Word of God is very troublesome
and it gives rise to the question as to
whether or not she actually sees her
own writings as much different from
the Bible itself.

18 — The Quarterly Journal

October-December 2013




Also troubling are the following
two instructions on “How to Use the
Jesus Calling Devotional Bible:

“These intimate expressions are
written as prayers to Jesus, de-
scribing various life situations
men and women face every day.
Read the personalized prayer
first; then read the devotional on
the facing page, written by Sarah
Young, who uses the words of
Scripture to provide Jesus’ pos-
sible answer and guidance in
that situation.”’78

In fact, these prayers referred to
above, appearing at various places
within this devotional Bible, appar-
ently were crafted by professional
writers to accompany the devotionals
that Young had previously written in
her two books mentioned above. How
could they, then, reflect Jesus’ possible
answer to the fictional scenario pre-
sented?

The other troubling instruction ap-
pears on the facing page:

“These devotionals are specially
selected from Sarah Young's de-
votional books and placed in the
Bible text near a key verse or
reading that is related to the
topic. Read the prayer on the
previous page, describing a per-
sonalized scenario, and then read
this devotional thought as if Jesus
were speaking directly to you.”’7?

This isn’t using Scripture to speak
to people. This is using words that
Young believes Jesus spoke to her at a
particular point in time, which she
attempted to filter through her knowl-
edge of the Bible, and which she is
now attempting to apply to her read-
ers as the Word of God to them. She
is trying to use her personal auditions
from Jesus as if they are as universally
applicable to her readers as the Bible
itself.

Reformed theologian R.C. Sproul
serves as co-pastor of Saint Andrew’s
Chapel® and is an ordained PCA
minister. Ironically, this is the same
denomination in which Young and
her husband serve as missionaries.8!
Some years ago Sproul wrote regard-
ing Word-Faith teacher Robert Til-
ton’s extrabiblical revelations:

“If we are to believe Tilton’s
astonishing claims, there is no
reason we should not include his
writings in the next edition of the
New Testament.”’82

Sproul’s words are equally appli-
cable to Young's extrabiblical revela-
tions, which she promotes as the
words of Jesus.

SINCERITY DOES NOT
EQUAL ORTHODOXY

Young is an older woman and has
been a Christian for a number of
years. Her decision to be a counselor
evidences a desire to help people. She
is most likely sincere, warm-hearted,
and well-intentioned. In the latter
three of her four adult devotionals,
she assures her readers that she prays
for them,8 and her warmth and
affection for her readers can be felt in
these assurances.

Nevertheless, sincerity doesn’t guar-
antee orthodoxy or orthopraxy. One
erroneous concept that Young pro-
motes through her Jesus Calling is that
we should continually experience the
Presence of Jesus. The Bible doesn’t
teach us that we should continually
experience the manifest Presence of
God in this life. God is omnipresent.
We are to realize and know that He is
always with us, whether or not we
can “feel” or “sense” His Presence
with us. If God should choose to
manifest a sense of His Presence to
us, we should gratefully accept this,
even as Young herself did, prior to
concluding that she deserved to have
such an experience of the Lord’s
Presence continually.

One day — in heaven — Christians
will experience the Lord’s Presence
continually. At times, God may give
us a sense of His Presence during this
lifetime. However, the initiative is
always with Him, not with us. Chris-
tians are to realize that the Lord is
with us always, because He promised
us that He would be (Hebrews 13:5;
Psalm 139:7-12; Psalm 24:4;, Romans
8:38-39), regardless of whether or not
we “feel” or ““sense’”” that He is with
us. That’s called faith. And the Bible
says that, “For we walk by faith, not
by sight” (2 Corinthians 5:7). Jesus

knew that the Father was with Him
(John 8:29; 16:32).

James 4:8 tells us, “Draw near to
God and He will draw near to you.”
However, in context, this Scripture
says nothing specifically about feeling
or sensing God’s Presence, although it
may involve this. And James was
writing about Christians forsaking
worldliness and repenting of sin.

Jesus did give us one promise by
which we might experience His Pres-
ence. He said, “He who has My
commandments and keeps them, it is
he who loves Me. And he who loves
Me will be loved by My Father, and I
will love him and manifest Myself to
him’”” (John 14:21).

So, if a person really wants to
experience Jesus’ Presence, Jesus says
that the path to such an experience is
obedience to His commandments 84

ADDING TO THE
WORDS OF GOD

One risk of Young’'s devotionals is
that she is dangerously close to add-
ing to God’s Word.

Moses told Israel, ““You shall not
add to the word which I command
you, nor take from it, that you may
keep the commandments of the LORD
your God which I command you”
(Deuteronomy 4:2; see also 12:32).

In Proverbs, we read, “Every word
of God is pure; He is a shield to those
who put their trust in Him. Do not
add to His words, lest He rebuke you,
and you be found a liar” (Proverbs
30:5-6).

Revelation 22:18-19 says:

“For 1 testify to everyone who
hears the words of the prophecy
of this book: If anyone adds to
these things, God will add to him
the plagues that are written in
this book; and if anyone takes
away from the words of the book
of this prophecy, God shall take
away his part from the Book of
Life, from the holy city, and from
the things which are written in
this book.”85

We have seen that Young’s method
of receiving words from Jesus and
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transcribing them is questionable and
laden with potential hazards. We are
never instructed in Scripture to expect
a daily dialogue with God, much less
to use the method that Young advo-
cates.

Even in the biblical record, instances
of God and man having dialogue
appear to have been brief and limited
to specific situations. It also would
appear that prophets, apostles, and
evangelists may have experienced
these interventions more often than
the average believer. However, even
they don’t seem to have had a two-
way conversation with God on a daily
basis.
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EDITORIALS

(continued from page 2)

The methodology of papal election is done by the
College of Cardinals behind closed doors. These men
take an oath and are sworn to secrecy regarding the
proceedings and specific details of the election. While
everything on the “inside” must be sequestered, it is
curious and even humorous to learn that while the
deliberations were going on, there was a smartphone app
set up to watch the chimney of the Sistine Chapel. (The
chimney even had its own twitter accounts,
@papalsmokestack and @papalchimney.) If black smoke
rose from the chimney, it meant that a vote had been
taken but that the conclave of 115 Cardinals had failed to
come to the required two-thirds majority necessary to
elect a new pontiff.

Then on March 13, 2013, white smoke rose from the
chimney and at 8:10 p.m. came the words, Habemus
Papam — We have a Pope. When Cardinal Tauren made
the announcement, he referred to the newly elected Pope
as “The Most Eminent and Most Reverend Lord” (see
Pope Francis by Matthew Bunson, pg. 94). The newly
elected ““Lord” then led the crush of 150,000 people in
Vatican Square in reciting the “Our Father” and “Hail
Mary” prayers (ibid., pg. 95).

Jorge Mario Bergoglio, the newest pope — the 266th by
Rome’s count — was certainly a dark horse, largely
unknown and was not on the short list that the press was
producing at the time. He is 76 years old and was
ordained in 1973 as a Jesuit priest. That latter fact comes
with sinister connotations to many conspiracy theorists.
He is the first Jesuit to ever serve as pope. He was
installed as a Cardinal in 2001. His father, Mario Jose
Bergoglio, was born in Italy and became a permanent
immigrant worker in Argentina to escape Fascism. The
pontiff was born in Argentina, is a citizen there, and
speaks his native language Spanish.

Bergoglio actually emerged eight years earlier as a
serious papal candidate when Benedict XVI was elected
pope. However, in 2013 his election seemed quite
surprising.

Once the white smoke dissipated and the days long
with pomp and circumstance of the televised papal
installation subsided, we began to understand who this
new pope really is and where he is going.

Bergoglio served as an archbishop in Buenos Aires,
Argentina. As the new head of the Vatican, also known
as the Bishop of Rome, he was one of the few popes from
outside of Europe. He took the name Francis linking
himself to St. Francis of Assisi (from the 13th century)
and to the ideas of peace, poverty, and service to the
poor and downtrodden. The original Francis was the first
claimant of stigmata — purporting to have the wounds
of the crucified Savior appearing in his hands. St. Francis
is also known for his supposed abilities to communicate
with animals.

With all the incredible perks, adoration, and open
doors worldwide that a pope receives, it is somewhat
disingenuous to have him seek to identify himself among
the poor or downtrodden. Nevertheless, the newly
installed Francis quickly broke tradition to the shock and
dismay of traditional hard liners when on Maundy
Thursday he washed the feet of 12 young people in a
juvenile shelter. Among the recipients of the pope’s
actions were two females, one being Muslim. This was a
total breach of Code of Canon Law, which directs the
washing of only priest’s feet. It had the liberal wing
singing and all the others shaking their heads and
sighing. There is much debate going on over this swerve
from hard traditionalism.

While Evangelicals would merely discount a breach of
a small tradition, there are major systemic problems in
the Roman Catholic Church in need of addressing that
are far more serious. Although Francis has stated that he
wants child sex abuse rooted out of the church, he has
offered no specific plan for doing so. It is a wonderful
sentiment, but so far it is just words.

A few weeks later, Pope Francis ruffled even more
feathers when he proclaimed his social gospel during his
homily at a May 22 Mass in which he said that even
atheists who do good are redeemed. In the sermon,
Francis declared, ““The Lord has redeemed all of us, all of
us, with the Blood of Christ: all of us, not just Catholics.
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Everyone! ‘Father, the atheists?” Even the atheists.
Everyone! ... We must meet one another doing good.”
The Vatican quickly engaged in damage control, suggest-
ing that people simply misunderstood what the pope
was saying. A Vatican spokesman further emphasized
Catholic teaching which says that all salvation comes
from Christ through the Roman Catholic Church. People
cannot be saved who refuse to enter or remain in this
church.

The actions and statements of Francis during the first
few months of his papacy draws the immediate and
pressing concern of where this new pope will take the
Roman Catholic Church, and by extension non-discern-
ing, gullible Protestants and Evangelicals. By looking at
his track record and what he says, how he says it, and
what he does not say, we can suggest where he might be
going.

Another thing which is known about the fledgling Pope
Francis is his devotion to Mary. The morning following
the election, Francis went to the Basilica of Saint Mary
Major to pray before an icon of the “Virgin” Mary. He
left a bouquet of flowers before the image. The following
day he addressed some of the Cardinals saying, “I
commit my ministry, and your ministry, to the powerful
intercession of Mary, our Mother, Mother of the Church.
Beneath her maternal gaze, may each one of us walk and
listen to the voice of her divine Son” (ibid., pg. 106).

His commitment to Mary has a long history. In his
home country of Argentina there is a Marian cult,
transported from Germany, known for devotion to Mary
the Undoer of Knots. There is even a famous painting
with her holding a small rope. Its teaching casts Mary as
the one who undid the knot of Eve’s disobedience by her
special obedience. It has evolved into seeing Mary as the
one able to undo difficult circumstances for the person
devoted to her. This is certainly something a Bible
believer could not even slightly embrace. There is
nothing anywhere in the New Testament even remotely
connecting Eve to Mary in any way. An Internet search
of the term ““Mary Untier of Knots” will yield numerous
articles. The centrality of Christ as the Second Adam and
the content of the Gospel (along with the primacy of the
Bible) is eclipsed and lost in this aberration.

Another interesting piece of misdirection is the use of
conditional language by Pope Francis. He holds tightly to
continuance of priestly celibacy, but when speaking of it
he uses the phrase that he believes in it “for the
moment.” It is as if to say, for now but maybe not
always. Or it may convey the idea of “for the present
circumstances.” In doing this he may be getting the
hopes of the liberal wing soaring. But is it really honest?
Is it just word-play and double speak? Though some may
love ambiguity, holding out conditional language that
something is fine “for the moment” seems more like a
ploy than a plan.

So this then is the danger. Because someone wants
child sexual abuse rooted out of the church, washes

another’s feet (and kisses lepers and babies), says the
right things about the poor and downtrodden, extends
salvation to all who do good, and uses conditional
language about practices that are already condemned by
Scripture (that is, the forbidding of marriage — 1 Timo-
thy 4:1-6), we may wrongly assume he is one of us. Piety
that is constantly observed, recorded, and reported on is
suspect. Only a massive change in Catholic dogma, along
with a dismissal of false teachings and extrabiblical
practices would show real change. We cannot assume
anything short of that kind of move really means
anything at all. In most cases, even the worst of cultists
can care about the poor, use conditional and deceptive
language, and parade good works. It means nothing
without dramatic corresponding biblical change in theol-
ogy, practice, and living.

Social work is fine and perhaps more churches ought
to do more of it. But doing good without a clear Gospel
is an eternal waste. We often think that if someone agrees
with us on certain issues — let’s say abortion — they are
completely in our camp. Not so! The idea that we can
cooperate and cohabit on social issues has its limits and
should not lull us into unreality.

Catholicism today is the product of traditional religious
evolution. It was finally cast in cement in what is called
the Council of Trent and the Counter Reformation of the
1500s. The Roman church vilified others with eternal
“anathemas” cast upon all who disagreed with her
unbiblical beliefs. Despite its call to secrecy, it was
publicly known that the conclave which elected the new
pope was looking for a man who would conserve and
teach what Catholicism has believed and taught in past
years. This, to them, is the faith and it is unalterable.

Consider the following that no amount of cooperative
effort can wish away: Confession of sins to a priest; grace
and works mixed into salvation; the adoration of Mary,
including a belief in her sinlessness, perpetual virginity,
and assumption into heaven; purgatory; prayers to dead
saints; indulgences; unbiblical traditions; mandated and
enforced fast days; Jesus Christ continually being sacri-
ficed in the Mass; the supposed eating of Christ’s literal
flesh and blood in communion; and the infallibility of the
Pope. There is an unbridgeable chasm between biblical
doctrine and these things. It is totally unrealistic to think
any pope will ever change any of these to any degree. If
he did, Catholicism would not be Catholicism.

Any radical upheaval on these points would negate the
office of the pope which is fundamental and foundational
to Catholicism. If major tenets of the Roman church are
tossed out, what then is the eternal fate of dead Catholics
who were condemned because they had committed
mortal sins by not accepting these beliefs? The questions
become troubling because the system is flawed.

Nothing substantial and foundational will change
within the Roman Catholic Church. There may be some
changes in emphasis and window dressing. There may
be more attention paid to the poor and a ratcheting up of
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social concerns. However, the foundation and structure
of Catholicism, which is built largely on traditions of
men, will remain the same. The actors change and the
dialogue changes, but the basic plot is still the same.
Time will tell. Watch and see.

—GRF

NEWS UPDATES

(continued from page 3)

sponsors that the BSA’s new policy welcoming gay
Scouts ‘is not in conflict with Catholic teaching” and they
should continue to support scouting programs.” In a
letter sent to ““fellow Catholic Scouters,”” Edward P.
Martin, the chairman of the National Catholic Committee
on Scouting, further urged that ““Catholic Scouters and
chartered organization heads not rush to judgment.” The
Catholic Church is the third-largest sponsor of the BSA.

The United Methodists, the denomination which ranks
second in Scout sponsorship, has not formally accepted
or opposed the BSA shift in policy. Individual churches
within the denomination appear to fall on both sides of
the debate.

Yet not all are sympathetic toward the BSA’s move to
be tolerant and politically correct. The Southern Baptist
Convention, at its annual meeting in June, overwhelm-
ingly opposed the BSA decision and authorized help to

those members who want to leave the Scout organiza-
tion. Baptist churches, which sponsor more than
100,000 Scouts in almost 4,000 troops, are preparing
for a mass exodus resulting in a major expansion of
its own Royal Ambassadors program.

Human Rights Campaign president Chad Griffin
responded to the SBC resolution saying, ““This move
by the Southern Baptist Convention will cause deeper
divisions within families, and will harm young people
who seek church as a place of love and acceptance.
The last thing that kids need — especially LGBT kids
— is one more voice telling them they’re not good
enough.” Griffin said he was raised in the Southern
Baptist Church.

George O. Wood, General Superintendent of the
Assemblies of God, said that his church’s “leadership
regrets that the Boy Scouts of America (BSA) has voted
to change its policy regarding inclusion of homo-
sexual youth members. We believe — as do a majority
of Boy Scout volunteer leaders and parents — that
this is not the best policy for BSA, nor for the young
men it serves.” Woods further stated, ““We agree with
the BSA that we need to demonstrate compassion and
welcome those who are struggling with sexuality
issues, but not in a way that condones such behavior,
which is what the new BSA policy does.”

Similar to Southern Baptists, the Assemblies of God
has its own youth program, the Royal Rangers, which
is being offered as a more safe and biblical alternative.

—MKG
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Books in Review

101 ANSWERS TO
QUESTIONS ABOUT THE

BOOK OF REVELATION
by Mark Hitchcock
Harvest House Publishers, 253 pages, $13.99

Revelation is a fascinating and enigmatic book. Some
would likely nod their heads in agreement with Mark
Hitchcock when he states, “There are many excellent
commentaries and studies on Revelation, but many
people find them too intimidating, too in-depth, or too
irrelevant” (pg. 13). This reviewer has, over the years,
collected many books about the last book of the Bible,
and they sit, for the most part, unread.

Hitchcock understands and he’s here to help! Further-
more, he is well-equipped for the task, having earned his
Ph.D. from Dallas Theological Seminary, where he wrote
his dissertation on a particular question about the book
of Revelation and having written numerous books about
Bible prophecy and the end times. Additionally, as he
states in the book’s Preface:

“At Faith Bible Church in Edmond, Oklahoma,
where I serve as pastor, we took a full year to
complete a verse-by-verse study of Revelation. As
an adjunct professor at Dallas Theological Seminary
in the Department of Bible Exposition, I've had the
privilege on several occasions to teach through
Revelation. Even after having done these studies, I
don’t claim to have all the answers about the book
of Revelation. But I do believe I've become familiar
with the kinds of questions people are asking. I've
compiled 101 of those questions in this book, and
my hope is that this resource will help you
understand Revelation better, and that it will also
deepen your love for God’s Word and our Lord,
who is the subject of Revelation” (pg. 14).

Part 1 of the book briefly deals with questions on the
interpretation of Revelation. Because Hitchcock studied
at a seminary widely known for championing a view of
the end times known as dispensational premillennialism
(popularly known as “‘the pretribulation rapture” of the

Church), the fact that Hitchcock’s book promotes this
interpretation of Revelation should come as no surprise.

Part 2 deals briefly with questions regarding the
background of Revelation (author, date, place of writing,
etc.). The rest of the book deals with questions the reader
might have about the 22 chapters of the book of
Revelation.

The book closes by answering the question, “How can I
be sure that I'm going to heaven,” followed by a short
list of suggestions for further reading on Revelation, and
the book’s endnotes.

Hitchcock’s skill as a teaching pastor is evident in that
this book is both scholarly and readable. Some of the
many questions he addresses are: “Who were the
Nicolaitans?” “Who are the 24 elders?” “What's the
relationship between the seven seals, seven trumpets,
and seven bowls?”” “Who are the 144,000 in 7:1-8?"" “Who
is the great multitude in 7:9-17?" “Why is there silence in
heaven for about 30 minutes (8:1)?” He also examines
five questions about the beast of Revelation 13.

One of the great features of this book is that it gives
answers that other Bible teachers, commentators, and
scholars have given to the questions he addresses.
Additionally, he tells which answer to the questions
posed he considers best and why. In cases where the
evidence for one view over another seems uncertain, he
seeks to point to what we can say with relative certainty
about the answer, regardless of which of the answers is
correct.

The volume also provides an occasional chart which
offers added understanding to the specific question being
discussed. For example, the one on page 120 shows how
the events in the successive chapters of Revelation take
place back and forth between heaven and earth. Another,
on page 215, presents timelines of Premillennialism,
Amillennialism, and Postmillennialism.

The reader may not find all of Hitchcock’s answers
equally convincing. Nevertheless he has done a great
service to those who have questions about the Bible’s
final book.

If you have questions about the book of Revelation and
want some solid, well-thought-out answers (from a
pretribulational rapture point-of-view), this is the book
you need to get. If you are limited to only one book on
understanding the Bible’s last book, it should be this one.

—JGS

Editor’s Note: The publications featured in PFO’s Books in Review section are available from Personal Freedom Outreach (P.O. Box 26062, Saint
Louis, Missouri 63136). Please add $2.50 to the price listed for shipping and handling. Due to occasional price changes by the publishers, the

retail amounts listed are subject to change without notice. These publications are also available to those who help to financially support the work

of PFO. Please see our funds appeal flyer for details.
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