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A Review of the Arehart-Asher Debate on Homosexuali
by Keith Sharp
Conclusion

Fourth Argument: It is specifically condemnedtlie New Testament (Rom. 1:26-27). Brother Ashegreff an
exegesis of Romans 1:18-27 in which he showedhkadver-all problem of the Gentiles was the réjecof the
authority of God, the same sin of which Charligudity. He pointed out that Paul taught that hoexeslity is self-
abusive (v. 24), disgraceful (v. 26), unnatural. @&-27), vulgar (v. 27), error (v. 27), forbiddgn 24), and condemned
(vv. 18, 29). He charged that homosexuals recdivedery “recompense” of which the apostle spak7) in their
own bodies. Asher argued that homosexuality wgaitest nature” (v. 26) in that it violates God’'sated order.

Fifth Argument: Homosexuality has always beelfiusinThere was never a time when men were wittaut
from God (Rom. 4:14; 5:13). A survey of biblicastory shows this is certainly true with respecséxual behavior; the
marriage law was universal from the beginning (&Gp4-25; Matt. 19:8), the sinfulness of homoseityigd exemplified
in every age (Gen. 19; Judg. 19; Rom. 1:18-31¢tl B:9), it was condemned under the Mosaic coded&14; Lev.
18:22; 20:13), and was specifically condemned bgsChAnd his apostles (Matt. 19:1-9; | Cor. 7:1H&b. 13:4; Rom.
1:26-27).

Arehart’'s Affirmative

Dr. Arehart’s strongest argument in audience dppas his own personal testimony. He asserteddsebern
gay and could not change. He told of being rass&tkthodist, accepting Christ at a Billy Graham<ade, and being
called to preach. He concluded, “God called atggyreach” and offered John 15:16 as a text togtbis calling was a
divine approval of his sexual orientation. Arehatbld with pathos his several attempts to overbring gay —
including “praying through to victory,” an exorcisend counseling by a “Christian psychologist,eaagnized Baptist
scholar. He recalled that the psychologist fingdlg him, “You are homosexual; you are Christi&od doesn’t give a
damn.” From that point on Charlie Arehart has ptee his gay orientation and the homosexual lifestyle described
his basic theology as the four pillars of Methodisine Scriptures, tradition, reason and personadesnce.

Reliability of Scriptures: Charlie contended we cannot take the Bible a®oly source of authority. He asserted
that one third of the Hebrew words in the Old Temat need to be redefined as the result of reabidttfinds in Syria,
emphasizing changes in vowel markings. Dr. Areabst argued that there are a great many Greek fraxthe New
Testament and that widespread and important difterexist between them. He also contended thay bibhcal words
are mistranslated. Charlie asserted that the Bisdeerrors in it. As examples, he asserted tieabéeptuagint text
doesn’t match the Massoretic text, and describedidhivel markings below Hebrew vowels, contendireytivere
uncertain and that the disputed differences corddtty affect the meaning of Scriptures. He demtieddictation theory



of inspiration. He said the church once condentalieo, and, as it was forced to change from tiwchn earth
centered universe, it would be forced to changbamosexuality.

Cultural Relevance: Dr. Arehart also argued that many passagesal@nger culturally relevant and offered
| Cor. 11:2-16 as one example. He called himsé&Glaistian evolutionist” and a “process theologiaile said the
world is maturing, while God always remains the sabut that God is actively involved in human affaiHe asserted
that the human race quickly became non-monoganamasthat marriage in the Old Testament was simplsoperty
rights issue. He asserted the Hebrew Scripturkaati condemn as adultery a Jewish man having gbxawother
woman than his wife unless that woman was the @rifargin daughter of another Hebrew. He descrithedBible as a
“patriarchal book” which has been used to opprésskis, gays, and lesbians, but, more than any gtieeip, women. He
charged that the Scriptures have been employeéaovwiomen down to chattel and to keep them sulesdrvHe
predicted the day will come when female images @d @ Scripture will be universal language. Heograzed that God
is neither male nor female and concluded that sickulanguage is in order when describing God. righstated that the
purpose of Matt. 19:3-9 was to elevate the statugomen, and that Jesus did not intend for hishiegcon marriage to
be applicable to all. He contended that divorce the “most Christian approach” for 50% of the ni@ayes in Colorado.

Stuation Ethics: He called himself a “situational ethicist” antdersed the statement by Norman Pittinger: “Sex
is good; sex with someone you know is better; sifx someone you love is best.”

Wholly of Grace: Arehart contended we are saved by grace thréaitthalone (John 3:16). He accused Asher of
creating a “works righteousness dynamic” in whicle éias to be good enough to be saved.

Bias Against Gays: Dr. Arehart charged that New Testament passabet seem to condemn homosexuality
were mistranslated as the result of the prejudi¢beochurch against gays, a prejudice, he assextddh resulted from
the widespread acceptance by early Christianseoéiocryphal book, “The Epistle of Barnabas,” &titbus work
which explains Old Testament prohibitions agairsing unclean animals on the basis of the suppseedal activities of
the animals.

Positive Mention of Gays: Charlie produced several biblical examples hdamds are positive mention of gays.
He is absolutely positive the relationship betwBeawid and Jonathan was homosexual (I Sam. 18:ZxM. 1:25-26).
He also presented Ruth and Naomi as likely lesloieers. He argued that eunuchs are passive palitmbomosexual
intercourse and offered Matt. 19:10-12 as Jesudoemement of homosexuality and the Ethiopian eurasch positive
example of a gay person (Acts 8:26-39). He corgdritat the word “servant” in Matt. 8:5-13 meansuyg male lover
and that, when Jesus healed him, he tacitly enddiisehomosexuality.

Conclusion

Brother Jeff Asher defended his position admiratiy crushed the arguments presented by Dr. Atehbeve
never seen a debater better prepared for his oppsrmegumentation. Dr. Arehart is an able deferddis position. He
relies heavily on the bodkocial Tolerance of Homosexuality by Yale professor Dr. John Boswell, himself homasd.

American disapproval of gays and lesbians is ensthne. This is now the point issue in the hunt&ragtack on
biblical morals. | recommend that we join thisioaal debate by writing letters to the editors efwspapers, refuting the
articles and letters defending homosexuality, antebching Christians, especially our teenagersyandg adults, the
truth. If we do not prepare and act, our youngpteavho are under heavy pressure on college casposaccept and
even participate in homosexuality, will be loshiamanistic amorality.

News and Notes:

Remember to check the prayer list for those with ongoing spiritual weaknesses and physical illnesses.

“..Pray for one another...The effectual fervent prayer of a righteous man availeth much.” James 5:16

The Messenger — June 28, 2009 Page 2



