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Introduction 
 
Today's times bear witness to unparalleled challenges to foundational religious values –  

a rejection of what apologists refer to as “objective truth,”1 also simply known as ‘core biblical 
beliefs.’ There is no greater issue manifesting this post-modern shift than the legitimization of 
same-sex marriage.  The pressure is intense, with stunning success evidenced on both state and 
national levels, across varied institutions and communities.   
 

Same-sex marriage, when reviewed from a theological perspective, represents a sweeping 
assault on cornerstone doctrines of Scripture.  Yet only in recent months, same-sex marriage has 
become the new standard for equality – a new ‘truth’ – by which social and political policy is 
seemingly formulated.  While regard for biblical values has been on a downward trajectory for 
some long time,2 in this movement, Christians face a test unlike any other in recent memory: 
defend God’s institution of marriage, but be prepared to be labelled a ‘bigot,’ ‘hateful, etc.  
 

This presentation addresses the “age of same-sex marriage” and the theological issues 
involved – issues which ultimately impact our understanding of the person and character of the 
Triune God of Scripture.  Same-sex marriage is rapidly advancing under the banner of a new 
philosophical truth – or “paradigm”3 – justified on the basis of an evolved meaning of equality.   
The paradigm shift is extraordinary, on-going, and poised to impact the religious landscape across 
churches and generations to come.   
 

‘Revolution’ in a Pluralistic Society  
 

The effects of postmodern relativism in the sphere of religious beliefs have been well 
evidenced for some time.4  Yet same-sex marriage is advancing at breakneck speed – even to the 
surprise of its many advocates.  On a daily basis, various news stories and editorials appear on the 
internet, TV, or in newspapers highlighting same-sex marriage (as well as portraying opponents 
in a sinister light).  The speed of this advance is remarkable, as demonstrated in the following: 

 
• In 2003, Massachusetts become the first state in the nation to allow for same-sex 

marriage – by 2011, there were five (5) states, and today (at the time of this writing), 
there are 17 states and the District of Columbia.5  

1Peter Kreeft and Ronald K. Tacelli, Handbook of Christian Apologetics (Downers Grove: 
InterVarsity Press, 1994) 363. Their definition: 'objective truth' is "independent of the knower and his 
consciousness." Objective truth derives from a divine standard – the perfect and unchanging Holy God. 

2On October 9, 2012, page 1 of the “USA Today,” the Pew Research Center reported dramatic 
shifts in religious faith affiliations: one in five Americans (1 in 5) now claim no religious identity at all – an 
increase from 15.3% in 2007 to 19.3% today. This group, called the “Nones,” is the second largest category 
after Catholics and outnumbers the largest US Protestant denomination, Southern Baptists. The article 
observes, “nones believe nothing in particular,” and even quote a ‘none’: “I prefer to stress the importance 
of acting with compassion rather than choosing a predetermined system of beliefs.”  

3Thomas S. Kuhn, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (4th ed., Chicago: The University of 
Chicago Press, 2012). The term paradigm will be examined in later portions of this paper.     

4Much is written on postmodernism, with effects cited in numerous surveys, such FN No. 2, 
above, and others.  Thom S. Rainer describes “Millennials” (those born between 1980 and 2000) as a “a 
less religious generation…only 13 percent…said that spirituality of any type was important to them….Most 
Millennials don’t even think about religious matters at all…but rather (are) agnostic toward all aspects of 
religion”; http://thomrainer.com/2011/01/13/millennials_snapshot/. 

5Various sources; “Survey: Support for Gay Marriage Up to 53%,” The Baltimore Sun, February 
27, 2014, p. 8.  
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• Public support for same-sex marriage is increasing: 53% Americans now support gay 
marriage (compared to 32% in 2003).6  

• “Today, nearly 7-in-10 (69%) Millennials (ages 18 to 33) favor same-sex marriage, 
compared to 37% of Americans who are part of the Silent Generation (ages 68 and 
older).”7  

• This same survey indicates that “73% of the religiously unaffiliated support it,” whereas 
“69% of white evangelical Protestants oppose same-sex marriage” [meaning, 31%, or a 
1/3, favor it (a substantial number in itself)].8   

• On July 26, 2013, in a 5 to 4 ruling, the US Supreme Court (United States v Windsor) 
struck down a key provision in the “Defense of Marriage Act” (DOMA) which had 
directed the federal government not to recognize same-sex marriages approved in other 
states (in the case at hand, New York).9  

• Federal judges have struck down bans on same-sex marriage in Utah, Oklahoma, 
Virginia, Kentucky, and most recently, Texas.10  

• Oregon and Nevada officials have indicated they will not defend their bans, and in total, 
there are some 47 lawsuits challenging bans across 25 states.11 

 
Of particular interest is the recent Supreme Court decision, United States v Windsor, cited 

above, which gives insight to the rationale for legitimizing same-sex marriage.  The basis for the 
decision is equality, and its evolving nature, so recorded in the official opinion:  

 
• “DOMA is unconstitutional as a deprivation of the equal liberty of persons that is 

protected by the Fifth Amendment”;12  
• “New York’s actions were a proper exercise of its sovereign authority. They reflect both 

the community’s considered perspective on the…roots of the institution of marriage and 
its evolving understanding…of equality”;13  

• “DOMA’s history of enactment and its own text demonstrate interference with the equal 
dignity of same-sex marriages…It frustrates New York’s objective of eliminating 
inequality by writing inequality into the entire United States Code….DOMA’s principal 
effect is to identify and make unequal a subset of state-sanctioned marriages”;14 

• “DOMA writes inequality into the entire United States Code…..Under DOMA, same-sex 
married couples have their lives burdened….. By its great reach, DOMA touches many 
aspects of married and family life, from the mundane to the profound”;15 

     
It his dissenting opinion, Justice Alito speaks to the “newness” of the issue:  
 
 
 
 

6“Survey | A Shifting Landscape: A Decade of Change in American Attitudes about Same-Sex 
Marriage and LGBT Issues,” Public Religion Research Institute, from November 12-December 18, 2013, 
http://publicreligion.org/research/2014/02/2014-lgbt-survey/.  See also FN. No. 2. 

7Ibid.  
8Ibid.  
9Supreme Court, United States v Windsor; Argued March 27, 2013—Decided June 26, 2013; 

http://www.supremecourt.gov/opinions/12pdf/12-307_6j37.pdf. 
10“Court Strikes Texas Ban on Gay Marriage,” The Washington Post, February 27, 2014, p. A5.    
11Ibid.  
12Supreme Court, United States v Windsor; Syllabus, p. 2. (Italics mine.) 
13Ibid., Syllabus, p. 3. (Italics mine). 
14Ibid., Syllabus, p. 4. (Italics mine). 
15Ibid., Majority Opinion of the Court, Justice Kennedy, p. 22-23. (Italics mine.) 
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It is beyond dispute that the right to same-sex marriage is not deeply rooted in this 
Nation’s history and tradition. In this country, no State permitted same-sex marriage until 
the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court held in 2003 that limiting marriage to 
opposite-sex couples violated the State Constitution…..Nor is the right to same-sex 
marriage deeply rooted in the traditions of other nations. No country allowed same-sex 
couples to marry until the Netherlands did so in 2000.16 

 
Justice Scalia offers a critical warning regarding the philosophical dangers at hand:   
 
But to defend traditional marriage is not to condemn, demean, or humiliate those who 
would prefer other arrangements, any more than to defend the Constitution of the United 
States is to condemn, demean, or humiliate other constitutions. To hurl such accusations 
so casually demeans this institution…..It is one thing for a society to elect change; it is 
another for a court of law to impose change by adjudging those who oppose it hostes 
humani generis, enemies of the human race…..I promise you this: The only thing that 
will “confine” the Court’s holding is its sense of what it can get away with.17   
 
And, in the aftermath of United States v Windsor, immediate fall-out was reflected in the 

decision to overturn Kentucky’s ban on same sex marriage (Bourke v Beshear, February 12, 
2014).  District Court Judge John G. Heyburn, citing Windsor, concluded: “Indeed, to date, all 
federal courts that have considered same-sex marriage rights post-Windsor have ruled in favor of 
same-sex marriage rights. This Court joins in general agreement with their analyses.”18  

 
The judge’s decision, which builds on Windsor, is remarkable in a variety of ways.  His 

legal rationale was based on equality-inequality in his decision.  The judge referenced key Bible 
passages that defined traditional marriage, and even used the biblical argument to support his 
legal decision: “The legislative history of Kentucky’s laws clearly demonstrates the intent to 
permanently prevent the recognition of same-sex marriage in Kentucky.”19   

 
• “Many Kentuckians believe in ‘traditional marriage.’ Many believe what their ministers 

and scriptures tell them: that a marriage is a sacrament instituted between God and a man 
and a woman for society’s benefit.”20 

16Supreme Court, United States v Windsor; Dissenting Opinion, Justice Alito, p. 7.  (Italics mine). 
17Ibid., pp. 21-22. (Italics Judge Scalia’s). 
18United States District Court, Western District of Kentucky at Louisville, No. 3:13-CV-750-H, 

Bourke v Beshear, February 12, 2014, John G. Heyburn, p. 18. 
19Ibid., p. 12. The original Senate Bill 245 was cited in the decision: “Marriage is a divine 

institution designed to form a permanent union between man and woman. . . . [T]he scriptures make it the 
most sacred relationship of life, and nothing could be more contrary to the spirit than the notion that a 
personal agreement ratified in a human court satisfies the obligation of this ordinance. . . . [I]n First 
Corinthians 7:2, if you notice the pronouns that are used in this scripture, it says, ‘Let every man have his 
own wife, and let every woman have her own husband.’ The Defense of Marriage Act, passed in 1996 by 
Congress, defined marriage for the purpose of federal law as the legal union between one man and one 
woman….. There are similar laws across 38 states that express an overwhelming agreement in our country 
that we should be protecting the institute [sic] of marriage. Nevertheless this institution of marriage is under 
attack by judges and elected officials who would legislate social policy that has already been in place for us 
for many, many years. . . . In May of this year, Massachusetts will begin issuing marriage licenses to same-
sex couples. . . . We in the legislature, I think, have no other choice but to protect our communities from the 
desecration of these traditional values. . . . Once this amendment passes, no activist judge, no legislature or 
county clerk whether in the Commonwealth or outside of it will be able to change this fundamental fact: the 
sacred institution of marriage joins together a man and a woman for the stability of society and for the 
greater glory of God.”  

20Ibid., p. 19.   
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•  “The State’s sole justification for the challenged provisions is ‘preserving the state’s 
institution of traditional marriage.’…..That Kentucky’s laws are rooted in tradition, 
however, cannot alone justify their infringement on individual liberties.”21 

• “The tradition…began at a time when most people did not fully appreciate…the 
individual rights in question.”22 

• “Indeed, Justice Kennedy’s analysis would seem to command that a law refusing to 
recognize valid out-of-state same-sex marriages has only one effect: to impose 
inequality…..From this analysis, it is clear that Kentucky’s laws treat gay and lesbian 
persons differently in a way that demeans them.”23  

• In his words, the ruling “will make real the promise of equal protection under the law.”24  
• The judge articulated the evolving nature of truth, comparing the same-sex ban to 

segregation and women’s rights, even predicting a future acceptance: 
 

For years, many states had a tradition of segregation and even articulated reasons 
why it created a better, more stable society. Similarly, many states deprived 
women of their equal rights under the law, believing this to properly preserve our 
traditions. In time, even the most strident supporters of these views understood 
that they could not enforce their particular moral views to the detriment of 
another’s constitutional rights. Here as well, sometime in the not too distant 
future, the same understanding will come to pass.25  

 
Finally, the Court defined specific boundaries to be placed on Scripture in the matter: 
 

• “religious beliefs and societal traditions are vital to the fabric of society,” but “assigning 
a religious or traditional rationale for a law, does not make it constitutional when that law 
discriminates against a class of people”…..religious beliefs, “however sincerely held, 
cannot alone justify denying a selected group their constitutional rights.”26 

• Religion is intended purely for church, for “no court can require churches or other 
religious institutions to marry same-sex couples…..That decision will always be based on 
religious doctrine. What this opinion does, however, is make real the promise of equal 
protection under the law. It will profoundly affect validly married same-sex couples’ 
experience of living…elevate their marriage to an equal status.”27 

 
Finally, and most importantly, Judge Heyburn offers insight into the “evolving” nature of 

biblical truth vis-à-vis Constitutional law and same-sex marriage:   
 
For others, this decision could raise basic questions about our Constitution…are courts 
creating new rights?...Why is all this happening so suddenly? The answer is that the right 
to equal protection of the laws is not new. History has already shown us that, while the 
Constitution itself does not change, our understanding of the meaning of its protections 
and structure evolves.”28   

 
Based on the court’s determinations, given the evolving nature of equality, there is an 

underlying message at hand: ‘religious truths have evolved – so get with it.’ The implications for 

21Ibid., p. 14.  
22Ibid.  
23Ibid., p. 12.  
24Ibid., p. 19. (Italics mine).   
25Ibid., pp. 14-15. (Italics mine). 
26Ibid., pp. 18-19.  
27Ibid., p. 19.  
28Ibid., p. 21. (Italics mine.)  
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religion – closely linked to Windsor – are likewise reflected in other cases before the Supreme 
Court.29   

In conclusion, same-sex marriage has evidenced a rapid explosion in its legal 
authorization and social acceptance.  The court system has provided the justification basis: an 
evolved “equality.” The basis for this equality is rooted in the evolutionary nature of man’s 
understanding, i.e., human wisdom and experience.  Finally, differing religious and faith attitudes 
towards same-sex marriage are accepted by the courts, but they are limited to the church and as 
long as no one is discriminated against (as determined by the courts).    

 
Same-Sex Marriage – A New Paradigm 

 
The advance of same-sex marriage is remarkable, by any standard.  Almost overnight, 

“hearty approval” has been given (Romans 1:32).30  First allowed in 2003 (Massachusetts), the 
pivotal moment occurred in 2010-2011 with the official end to the military’s policy of “Don’t 
Ask – Don’t Tell.”31 The push for same-sex marriages has only intensified.    

 
This rapid advance offers some interesting parallels to historical revolutions in science, 

especially as articulated in Thomas Kuhn’s classic work, The Structure of Scientific 
Revolutions.32  Kuhn believed that major breakthroughs in science, such as Einstein’s theory of 
relativity or Max Plank’s quantum theory were epochal, historical revolutions – they did not 
follow the normal science “puzzle solving” approaches.33   Kuhn rejected the “classic view of 
science,” noting “that science did not advance merely by a step by step inductive method.”34  

 
[As a point of reference, Kuhn’s work is well recognized and has been applied to areas 

beyond science. Vern Poythress, for example, positively considers Kuhn in several instances 
relating to church history and biblical interpretation, e.g., the works of Augustine, the 
Reformation, the historical-critical method, to name a few.35]   

 

29In Sebelius v Hobby Lobby Stores, No. 13-354,  regarding the “Patient Protection and Affordable 
Care Act” requirement that employers, contrary to their religious beliefs, must provide insurance coverage 
for certain drugs and devices that can cause abortions, an amicus brief was submitted by the Freedom from 
Religion Foundation (FFRF, representing nearly 20,000 atheists and agnostics), stating, “FFRF’s interest in 
this case arises from its position that the radical redefinition of ‘religious freedom’ to include a right to 
impose one’s religious beliefs on others is arguably the greatest threat to individual freedom of 
conscience…..The contraceptive mandate cases are prime examples of this new argument that believers 
have a right to force their religious beliefs on others….Thus, FFRF was organized in part to fight what it 
believes to be some of the root causes of women's oppression — patriarchal religion and its incursions upon 
our secular laws.” 

30Rom 1:32, “and although they know the ordinance of God…they not only do the same, but also 
give hearty approval to those who practice them” (NASB). 

31A summary is found on http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Don't_ask,_don't_tell.   The key dates and 
events: “A congressional bill to repeal DADT was enacted in December 2010, specifying that the policy 
would remain in place until the President, the Secretary of Defense, and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff certified that repeal would not harm military readiness, followed by a 60-day waiting period. A July 6, 
2011, ruling from a federal appeals court barred further enforcement of the U.S. military's ban on openly 
gay service members. President Barack Obama, Secretary of Defense Leon Panetta, and Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff Admiral Mike Mullen sent that certification to Congress on July 22, 2011, which set 
the end of DADT to September 20, 2011.”   

32Thomas S. Kuhn (with an Introductory Essay by Ian Hacking), The Structure of Scientific 
Revolutions (4th ed.; Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2012).   

33Ibid., pp 36-42.  
34Vern Poythress, Science and Hermeneutics: Implications of Scientific Method for Biblical 

Interpretation (Zondervan: 1988) p. 20; Online: http://www.frame-poythress.org/ebooks/science-and-
hermeneutics/.  

35Ibid., pp. 24-31.  
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Kuhn himself did not believe in “one full, objective, true account of nature.”36 But he 
acknowledged the existence of parallels between political and scientific revolutions, noting such 
parallels “should no longer be open to doubt.”37  Kuhn comments, “Political revolutions were 
inaugurated by a growing sense, often restricted to a segment of the political community, that 
existing institutions have ceased adequately to meet the problems posed by an environment that 
they have in part created.” 38  Regarding scientific revolutions, Kuhn concludes:  
 

In much the same way, scientific revolutions are inaugurated by a growing sense…that an 
existing paradigm has ceased to function adequately in the exploration of an aspect of 
nature to which that paradigm itself had previously led the way.  In both political and 
scientific development the sense of malfunction that can lead to a crisis is a prerequisite 
to revolution.39  
 
To understand this parallelism and its connection to same-sex marriages, consider Kuhn’s 

view of scientific history and the life-cycle stages involved, reflected in the categories, below:40  
 

1. Normal Science & Paradigms; 
2. Anomalies;  
3. Crisis (in the affected community);  
4. Emergence of New Scientific Theories; 
5. Response to Crisis – Emergence of a New Paradigm;  
6. Revolutions – Nature and Necessity; 
7. Revolutions – Changes of World View; 
8. Resolution and Progress through Revolutions.   

 
A brief summary of Kuhn’s classification stages provides interesting insights into the 

development same-sex marriage:  
 
Normal Science & Paradigms: 

• Normal science is “research firmly based upon scientific achievements that some 
particular community acknowledges for a time as supplying the foundation for 
its further practice.”41  

• The one engaged on a project seeks to “solve a puzzle that no one before has 
solved or solved so well.”42 [Thus, normal science is “puzzle science 
activity.”43]   

• A paradigm is “an accepted model or pattern…paradigms gain their status 
because they are more successful than their competitors in solving a few 
problems that the group has come to recognize as acute.”44 

• Paradigms are viewed as “accepted examples of scientific practice…the 
traditions…..men whose research is based on shared paradigms are committed to 
the same rules and standards for scientific practice.  That commitment and the 
apparent consensus it produces are prerequisites.”45  

36Kuhn, Structure, p. 170.  
37Ibid., p. 92-93.  
38Ibid.   
39Ibid.  
40 Kuhn, Structure, pp. 23, 43, 52, 66, 77, 92, 111, 143, 159. Specific words used throughout book 

and in chapter headings. This cycle applies to  
41Ibid., p. 10.  
42Ibid., p. 38.  
43Ibid., p. 50.  
44Ibid., pp. 23-24.  
45Ibid., p. 11.  
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• When new paradigms emerge, “the older schools gradually disappear…..there are 
some men who cling to one or another of the older views, and they are simply 
read out of the profession, which thereafter ignores their work. The new 
paradigm implies a new and more rigid definition of the field.”46  

• There is a “strong network of commitments – conceptual, theoretical, 
instrumental, and methodological” – that aid in the puzzle solving.47 

• “Rules derive from the paradigms, but paradigms can guide research even in the 
absence of rules.”48  

   
Anomalies: 

• Anomalies act “contrary to law-like regularities, more generally, contrary to 
expectations.”49 

• “Discovery commences with the awareness of an anomaly, i.e., with the 
recognition that nature has violated the paradigm induced expectations that 
govern normal science.”50  

• An anomaly leads to a new paradigm, and discovery “closes only when the 
paradigm theory has been adjusted so that the anomalous has become the 
expected.”51 

• Anomalies generally do not arise as a surprise, but “awareness of the anomaly 
had lasted so long and penetrated so deep” as to describe the “fields affected by 
as in a state of growing crisis.”52   
 

Crisis, Response, New Paradigms 
• “Anomalies become intractable. No amount of tinkering will fit them into the 

established science.”53 
• “The decision to reject one paradigm is always simultaneously the decision to 

accept another, and the judgment leading to that decision involves the 
comparison of both paradigms with nature and each other.”54 

• An original paradigm must be rejected, for failure “To reject one paradigm 
without simultaneously substituting another is to reject science itself.”55  

 
Nature and Necessity for Revolutions 

• Occurs when “an existing paradigm has ceased to function adequately.”56 
• Differences between successive “paradigms are both necessary and 

irreconcilable.”57 
• The reception of “a new paradigm often necessitates a redefinition of the 

corresponding science.”58 
• The new tradition to emerge “is not only incompatible but often actually 

incommensurable with that which has gone before.”59 

46Ibid., p. 19.  
47Ibid., p. 42.  
48Ibid.  
49Ibid., Introductory Essay, p. xxvi. 
50Ibid., pp. 52-53. (Italics mine.) 
51Ibid., p. 53.  
52Iibd., p. 68.  
53Ibid, Introductory Essay, p. xxvii.  
54Ibid., p. 78.  
55Ibid., p. 79.  
56Ibid., p. 92.  
57Ibid., p. 103  
58Ibid.,    
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• “When paradigms change, there are usually significant shifts in the criteria 
determining the legitimacy both of the problems and of solutions.”60 

 
Changes in World View 

• “Led by a new paradigm, scientists…look in new places.  Even more important, 
during revolutions scientists see new and different things.”61 

• Paradigm changes cause scientists to see the world of their research-engagement 
differently…..after a revolution scientists are responding to a different world.”62 

• Theories are “man-made interpretations of data” – the “epistemological 
viewpoint that has most often guided Western philosophy for centuries.”63   

 
Invisibility, Resolution, and Progress of Revolutions 

• Regarding heroes of a past paradigm, “scientists have been able to forget or 
revise their works.” 64 

• “Reconstruction of history is completed by postrevolutionary texts” and become 
the “basis for a new tradition of normal science.”65 

• There exists an “incommensurability of competing paradigms…..proponents of 
competing paradigms practice their trades in different worlds”….the transition 
between “competing paradigms cannot be made a step at a time, forced by logic 
or neutral experience…it must occur all at once or not at all.”66  

• Finally, and most significantly, revolutions end with a “total victory for one of 
the two opposing camps…..the outcome of revolution must be progress, and 
they (winners) are in an excellent position to make certain that future members 
of their community will see past history in the same way.”67  

 
In conclusion, given the unfolding and rapid acceptance of same-sex marriage, as 

evidenced in recent court rulings, state laws enacted, moral arguments articulated, etc., a 
parallelism between same-sex marriage and Kuhn’s scientific revolutions is demonstrated.  This 
is best illustrated in the following table:  

 
         Kuhn’s Structure               Biblical Marriage  

Normal Science Scripture 
Paradigm (Existing) Traditional Marriage 
Anomaly Homosexuality, Historical Activism (State 

Approvals of Same-Sex Marriage)  
Crisis & Emerging Discovery Recent Court Decisions/DOMA, BSA, DADT 

Lifting, etc. 
New Paradigm Approval of Same-Sex Marriages (Equality) 
Resolution and Progress Movement to Nation-wide Approval  
(New) Normal Science ??? – [Evangelicalism Further Weakened-

Divided-Indifferent] 
 
 

59Ibid.  
60Ibid., p. 109.  
61Ibid., p. 111.  
62Ibid.,   
63Ibid., p. 125.  
64Ibid., p. 138.   
65Ibid., pp. 139, 142.  
66Ibid., p. 149.  
67Ibid., p. 165-166.  
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Same-Sex Marriage – Theological Considerations 

 
Although a paradigm shift is in progress, the Christian draws comfort from knowing that 

God is sovereign and totally in control.  However, the same Christian should understand the 
nature of same-sex marriage from a total theological perspective – not solely from a Bible verse 
quoted or an emotional outburst from the pulpit.   

 
Same-sex marriage represents the formal alteration-negation of key doctrines of doctrine.  

Impacted are God’s character; God’s "perfections" (e.g., immutability, simplicity); the names of 
God; the theological unity-harmony between the Son and the Father in Christ’s earthly mission; 
the biblical meaning of God’s love; the biblical significance of communion in celebrating the 
atonement of Christ; the inerrancy of Scripture; and the family unit.  The following is 
summarized:  

 
Distinctions: Same-Sex Marriage vs. Other Controversies 

Same-sex marriage, in its motivations and intentions, diverges from other church 
controversies, e.g., abortion, contraception, divorce, etc.  As will be shown, it uniquely stands 
in opposition to core pre-suppositions regarding the nature of God and the unity of Scripture.68   

 
God’s Plan 

Scripture is clear and compelling regarding God’s stated plan – design – for marriage 
between a man and a woman.  This plan is affirmed from the beginning (Gen 2:23-24) and 
later affirmed by Christ Himself (Matthew 19: 4-6 (Citing Genesis 2:24, 5:2)).   

 
God’s design involving heterosexual marriage is integral to God’s dispensing His 

blessings and promises to mankind.  Procreation is commanded, for “be fruitful and multiply” 
is the means by which mankind shares in God’s blessings (Genesis 1:26-28).  After the flood, it 
was necessary to rebuild the world, and thus, the command is given (Genesis 9:1).  In 
affirming His covenant with Abraham (during Abraham’s offering of Isaac), God’s sovereign 
plans are revealed in a blessing, “I will greatly bless you, and I will greatly multiply your seed 
as the stars of the heavens and as the sand which is on the seashore” (Genesis 22:17). 

 
God’s plans are revealed in a blessing, and an exhortation, to Israel: “In that I command 

you today to love the LORD your God, to walk in His ways and to keep His commandments 
and His statutes and His judgments, that you may live and multiply, and that the LORD your 
God may bless you in the land where you are entering to possess it” (Deuteronomy 30:16).   
 

Finally, the NT affirms God’s plans and the certainty of His promises: “Saying: ‘I 
WILL SURELY BLESS YOU AND I WILL SURELY MULTIPLY YOU.’” (Hebrews 6:14, 
citing Genesis 22:17). 
 

In conclusion, Scripture is abundantly clear: God’s stated intentions, from OT through 
the NT, are that man and woman constitute biblical marriage (one-flesh). Further, only through 
this union and procreation are God’s purposes and blessings of God made manifest. 
Propagation of the human race is essential.  Same-sex marriage violates God’s plan and 
prevents God’s blessings from being shared. 

68As reflected in explicit court decisions, man ultimately determines what is morally acceptable 
(good and evil), in the public arena.  Unlike other controversies, same-sex marriage is a continuation of the 
explicit dialogue in the Garden, whereby Satan tempted Eve, “in the day you eat from the tree your eyes 
will be opened, and you will be like God, knowing good and evil” (Genesis 3:5).   
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God’s Character—The Argument of “God’s Love” 

 
The very nature of God’s character is one of enduring, eternal consistency, and 

commitment to His plans and His Holy nature. His unchanging nature is reflected in numerous 
passages throughout Scripture.69 The nature of God involves His attributes (characteristics), or 
“perfections,” typically classified as Incommunicable Perfections or Communicable 
Perfections.70 

Of key importance is unity, or simplicity. Bavinck described “divine simplicity” as 
follows: God is “free from composition. God is identical with each of his attributes; he is what 
he possesses.…. All God’s attributes are identical to His essence.”71 All of God’s perfections 
are said to be equal and identical in essence, none is greater or more important than the others. 

“Simplicity” has important implications in the debate. Since God is not layered or 
composite, and since His perfections are equal in essence, then no single perfection is more 
weighty or important than another. God is not more love than righteous, nor does His mercy 
outweigh His holiness. God cannot embrace something which violates His other perfections. 

In the current political debate on same-sex marriage, many would believe that God is 
love, and since marriage is love between two people, then God must embrace same-sex 
marriage, etc. The problem, of course, with this line of reasoning is that God is love, yet He is 
also holy and wrathful and immutable, as well as all of His other perfections. He cannot be less 
than what He is. God’s love does not out-weigh or override His other perfections.  It is true to 
state that God’s love is a function of His wrath and holiness, for His love was expressed in His 
wrath through the propitiation of Christ on the Cross (“But God demonstrated His own love 
toward us, in that we were yet sinners, Christ died for us” (Romans 5:8)). 

 

In conclusion, God’s character, perfections, and essence prevent the establishment of a 
double-standard or contradiction. God cannot condone that which He has declared to be in 
opposition or in conflict with His nature. Same-sex marriage runs counter to God’s plans, and 
violates God’s character and the unity-simplicity of His divine essence. 

 
God’s Names 

Often over-looked in the same-sex marriage discussion are the names of God and their 
significance (see below). The names of God bear testimony to His enduring commitment to His 
Sovereign plans, His divine essence, and His unchanging character.  God’s names have meaning 

69Examples: The grass withers, the flower fades, But the Word of our God stands forever (Isaiah 
40:8); It is He who reduces rulers to nothing, Who makes the judges of the earth meaningless (Isaiah 40: 
22-23); For I am God, and there is no other; I am God, and there is no one like Me (Isaiah 46:9); For as 
the heavens are higher than the earth, So are My ways higher than your ways And My thoughts than your 
thoughts (Isaiah 55:9); I will not let My holy name be profaned…I will be jealous for My holy name 
(Ezekiel 39:7,25) 

70Various theologians classify God’s perfections in slightly different ways.  This presenter’s 
classification is as follows: Incommunicable Perfections -- Independence (including self- existence); 
Immutability; Infinity (Eternity; Immensity, Omnipresence); and Unity (Numerical Oneness; Simplicity); 
and Communicable Perfections -- Spirituality and Invisibility (some classify as incommunicable); 
Omniscience; Wisdom; Truth and Faithfulness; Goodness, Love, Grace, Mercy; Longsuffering; Holiness, 
Justice; Jealousy; Will; Omnipotence; Perfection; Blessedness; Glory; Righteousness and Wrath (with 
Holiness). 

71Herman Bavinck, Reformed Dogmatics – Abridged in One Volume (ed. John Bolt; Grand 
Rapids: Baker, 2011), p. 175.   
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and communicate His perfections.72 In contrast to the recent court decisions on the evolving 
understanding of moral truths, God’s names – particularly Yahweh and the various compounds – 
speak to God’s unchanging character and standards of righteousness. 

 
Theology of the Family 

The institution of marriage (Genesis 2:23-24; Matthew 19:4) and the nature of the 
family are shown to be ‘organically’ conjoined. By organically conjoined, we say that 
marriage and the family are unified, integrated, interrelated, interdependent. A biblical 
household is based on a female-mother and a male-father, with distinct roles for the parents 
and children. There is no other frame of reference from which to assert a same-sex family 
constitutes a biblical family.73 
  
The Atonement of Christ and Communion 
 

Churches celebrate communion and reflect upon the death of Christ at Calvary.  This is a 
sacred time in a church setting, but often overlooked during communion is the unity and 
obedience of the Son in doing the will of God the Father.74 Christ’s atonement did not nullify 
or alter the divine character of God, and in all ways, Christ was, is, and always will be in full 
harmony with the Father. A church policy of administering communion to a professing same-
sex married couple (who, by definition, in the context of marriage, are in an active, 
participating, lifestyle rejected by God) is biblically improper and poses significant theological 
problems.  The unity and obedience in the Father-Son relationship is brought into question.  
Overtime, efforts will be made to rationalize this. (This applies to believer’s baptism.)  
 

The Civil Rights-Equality Argument 

The argument is made that same-sex marriage should be justified the basis of civil rights 
and equality, especially so in light of the historic sins and evils of slavery, prejudice, and 

72The names of God: El – “The True God” (Gen 46:3; Ps 68:20; 77:14; 43:4; 136:26); Faithful 
God (Deut 7:9); Eternal God (Gen 21:33); Living God (Ps 42:2; 84:2); Merciful God (Exod 34:6); Elohim 
(used 2,550 times in OT; plural of El) – Plural of intensity used to indicate intensity, fullness, richness (Gen 
1:26; 3:22; 11:7); Eloah – derivative of El or Elohim (Ps 18:32; 50:22; 114:7; 139:19); El Shaddai – “God 
Almighty”; Provider of fruitfulness (Genesis 17:1); Protector (Ps 91:1); Chastener (Ruth 1: 20-21; Job 
5:17; 6:4; 21:20); Destroyer (Ps 68:14); God of the Patriarchs (Exod 6:3); El Elyon – “The Most High God” 
or “God as Supreme Authority” (Ps 91: 1, 9; 92:1; 97:9; Dan 3:26; 4:2, 17, 24, 25, 34; 5:18, 21); El Olam – 
“God Eternal” or “God Everlasting” (Psa 90:2; 93:2; 103:17); Yahweh (YHWH) – proper name of God of 
Israel (6,828 times in OT); from Hebrew verb, “to be, become, exist, happen,” (Exod 3:14-15); Masoretes 
invented vowel system to protect the name, and “pointed¨ Yahweh to read “adonai”or “Lord”; Meaning: 
self-existence; existing, ever-living; the one who is; the absolute & unchangeable one; Usage: Redemptive 
Presence (Gen 9:26-27); Eternal (Isa 41:4); Life-Giver (Ezek 37:13); Judgment (Ezek 6:13).  The Yahweh 
compounds express God’s perfections: a. Yahweh - Sabbaoth – “Lord of Hosts” (1 Sam 4:3; Isa 6:1-5; Ps 
33:6; 24:8); b. Yahweh - Yireh – “The Lord will Provide” (Gen 22:14); c. Yahweh - Rophe – “The Lord 
who Heals” (Exod 15:26); d. Yahweh - Nissi – “The Lord my Banner” (Exod 17:15); e. Yahweh - 
Meqaddishkem – “The Lord who Sanctifies” (Exod 31:13; Lev 20:7); f. Yahweh - Shalom – “The Lord is 
Peace” (Judg 6:24); g. Yahweh - Rohi – “The Lord My Shepard”(Psa 23:1); h. Yahweh - Tsidkenu – “The 
Lord our Righteousness” (Jere 23:6);  
i. Yahweh - Shammah – “The Lord is There” (Ezek 48:35). 

73 This is evidenced in numerous NT passages (Ephesians 5:22- 6:4), as well as innumerable OT 
passages, e.g., Proverbs 31 (the godly woman); Proverbs 3:21 (admonitions to the son), etc. 

74This unity is seen throughout the NT, most notably in the ‘Bread of Life’ passages of John 6; the 
High Priestly prayer of intercession recorded in John 17; numerous passages in Hebrews; and, specifically 
regarding marriage as an institution of God, in the words of Jesus himself in Matt 19: 4-6 (citing Genesis 
2:24, 5:2).    
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bigotry.75 Indeed, slavery, prejudice, and bigotry are innately wrong and should be condemned. 
Such actions violate the biblical principle that all men and women are created in God's image 
and are to be treated without partiality (Jas 2:1-13).76 Within God’s sovereign plans, God 
created nations, their boundaries, and the peoples of the earth who dwell therein, and thus, all 
peoples hold an essential, undeniable dignity and respect to be afforded to them.77  
 

At the same time, equating same-sex marriage with the civil rights movement is invalid, 
and the proof is very straightforward: (1) God clearly defined marriage to be between a man and 
a woman (one flesh); (2) God does not contradict Himself – His plans and character are consistent 
in every way, and all His perfections are equal and identical in essence; (3) God’s establishment 
of nations and peoples reveal His sovereign purposes; and (4) under the normative principle of 
fairness and impartially, we are to show love and respect towards all people. 

 
Thus, to justify same-sex marriage on the basis of civil rights-equality imports numerous 

contradictions in the character of God. One would have to manipulate/reinvent numerous 
doctrinal teachings (or as Kuhn states regarding past heroes, “forget or revise their works”78), 
ranging on the institution of marriage itself (Genesis 2:23-24), to the roles of husband, wife, and 
family (Ephesians 5:22-6:4), to God’s moral decrees given to Israel (Lev 18:22; 20:13), and to 
pronouncements on specific sins (Romans 1:24-27; 1 Corinthians 6:9-11; Jude 7). As stated, 
God defined marriage; God established nations and peoples of the earth; and God is unity and 
simplistic in His character and perfections.  There are no contradictions in God. 

 
Evangelicalism 

 

The evangelical landscape is well-entrenched within a worldview culture of historic 
change in values.  Much is written on this subject, and thus, it is safe to posit that evangelical 
theology has, and is being, impacted.  Although there have always been historical divisions on 
various theological issues (e.g., Calvinism, etc.), new divides are emerging constantly.79   

 

McDermott cites, for example, growing divides regarding the role of tradition in biblical 
interpretation; the tension between “Meliorists” vs. “Traditionalists”; and the growing acceptance 
of Neo-Darwinism by evangelicals “who have quietly started to embrace it,” to name a few.80 
Others have written on the subject and hold a more pessimistic perspective.  

 

 Ross Douthat posits that America’s basic problem and moral decline result not “from too 
much religion, or too little of it.  Its bad religion.”81  His views are eerily similar to the themes 
articulated in Kuhn’s life cycle sequence on revolutions.  Consider Douthat’s observations 
regarding bad religion:82 

75See FN No. 24.  
76The Epistle of James condemns prejudice and favoritism (1:9-11; 2:1-13). God has revealed 

Himself in nature (Romans 1), conscience (Romans 2), and in formation of nations and peoples (Acts 17). 
77 “And He has made from one blood every nation of men to dwell on all the face of the earth, and 

has determined their pre-appointed times and the boundaries of their dwellings, so that they should seek the 
Lord, in the hope that they might grope for Him and find Him, though He is not far from each one of us.” 
(Acts 17:26-27) 

78Kuhn, Structure, p. 138.   
79Gerald R. McDermont, “The Emerging Divide in Evangelical Theology,” JETS 56/2 (2013), 

355–77. 
80Ibid., p. 363-365, 369.  
81Ross Douthat, Bad Religion – How We Became a Nation of Heretics (New York: Simon & 

Schuster: 2012) pp. 3.   
82Ibid., pp. 3-4, 14.  
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• “the slow motion collapse of traditional Christianity and the rise of a variety of 
destructive pseudo-Christianities in its place”; 

• “a growing number (of Christians) are inventing their own versions of what 
Christianity means, abandoning the nuances of traditional theology”; 

• Preachers “are increasingly offering distortions of traditional Christianity”; 
• Today’s 21st century Christianity is one “in which orthodoxy slowly withers and 

only heresies endure.” 
  
In conclusion, it is clear, at least to this presenter, that evangelical theology has now 

officially entered the “age of same-sex marriage.”  A new paradigm is the rule of law, and a full-
scale theological revolution is now in progress – but yet not completed.  Serious questions loom 
before all Christians: how will this play out…what processes are involved…what will replace 
the “???” that appear in the summary table in the previous section...how should the church 
respond and how should seminary professors, pastors, and the ordinary faithful respond? 

 

It is indeed a good thing that God is sovereign and totally in control, for Kuhn provides 
some insights as to the outcomes: “total victory for one of the two opposing camps…..the 
outcome of revolution must be progress, and they (the winners) are in an excellent position to 
make certain that future members of their community will see past history in the same way.”83 
 

Conclusion 
Today’s worldview culture bears witness to the unfolding of a new paradigm. Just as 

scientific revolutions occurred with Copernicus, Newton, Einstein, and others, the church today 
is in the midst of a theological revolution of epoch proportions – and it is not yet finished.  In this 
paradigmatic shift – acceptance of same-sex marriage – a new view of God is emerging:  His 
character, plans, perfections, nature – all that He is – is being reinvented.  

 
We are called to confront the undeniable truth: theologically, same-sex marriage is 

man’s attempt to redefine – misrepresent – God in a manner wholly inconsistent with the 
doctrines of Scripture.  Redefine the institution of marriage, and one necessarily redefines 
Scripture, God, and the role and function of the church. 

 
The church must speak to the theological issues involved, holding firm to the faith 

delivered to us. The church must recognize the issues at stake, and embrace the possibility that 
in God’s Sovereignty, He is judging churches, pastors, seminaries, and even the ETS. 

 
Therefore, let us resolve to follow the words of the Apostle Paul: “for you are all sons 

of light and sons of the day...so then, let us not sleep as others do, but let us be alert and 
sober” (1 Thessalonians 5: 5-6). 

 

In closing, history does repeat itself. Today, America is re-living the times of the Judges, 
where, “In those days...everyone did what was right in his own eyes” (Judges 21:25). 
 

83 Kuhn, Structure, p. 165-166. (Italics mine.) 
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