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 What’s happening America? How is it that in 23 short years, we have seen a 

seismic shift in the dynamics and beliefs to which we used to hold fast? In 1982, there 

were 34% of Americans who believed that homosexuality was simply an alternative 

lifestyle. Today, as we sit and watch the world go by, 57% of Americans believe it is 

such. (Gallup Poll, CA Ruling on Same-Sex Marriage Bucks Majority View, May 2008) 

When young people, mainly “Christian”, were asked to either affirm or reject the 

statement: “I believe a homosexual couple should be allowed to marry and be recognized 

as such” an astonishing 41% said “Yes”. 

(http://www.quibblo.com/quiz/1oDANCE/Ethics-Survey-for-Teens) In a culture which 

reports that we are locked in dead-heat at 48% when it comes to the idea of whether or 

not homosexuality is morally acceptable (see Gallup Poll, Americans Evenly Divided on 

Morality of Homosexuality, June 2008), we should not be shocked to find our Christian 

young people professing similar beliefs to the ones they spend the most time with – the 

media, their schools, and their peers.  

 We live in a society where Rosie O’Donnell and Ellen Degeneres can parade 

around on TV and in the tabloids championing their pro-homosexual cause. McDonalds 

is unashamedly sending money to support the homosexual agenda. Our young people are 

digesting the shows that come across their favorite channels, the foremost being MTV, 

such as A Shot at Love with Tila Tequila, where the star tries to decide between boys and 

girls as far as her love life goes. Our society wants to take our children and indoctrinate 

them with this concept that homosexuality is just “a different form of love.” They are 

repeatedly told that to not accept it as such is intolerant and not compassionate. 

 In an October 6, 2008 interview with People magazine, American Idol phenom 

Clay Aiken decided to “come clean” on his homosexual lifestyle. As he introduced his 

son, Parker Foster Aiken, to the world, Aiken is quoted as having said concerning his 

announcement, “It was the first decision I made as a father, I cannot raise a child to lie or 

to hide things. I wasn’t raised that way, and I’m not going to raise a child to do that.” 

Aiken would go on to say when asked about his hopes for Parker, “I want to raise him in 

an environment that is accepting and allowing him to be happy. I have no idea if he’ll be 

gay or straight. It’s not something I’ll have anything to do with, or that he’ll have 

anything to do with. It’s already probably up inside the code there, you know what I 

mean?” Do you know what he means? Aiken chimed-in on the long standing debate over 

whether or not homosexuals are “born that way” or if their environment influenced them 

as they grew through childhood, adolescence and into adulthood. His answer – “it’s up in 

the code there”.  

 Is it really, or is that simply a decoy used by some who want to push the 

homosexual agenda and legitimize that lifestyle? After all, if they are born with a genetic 

predisposition, then how can they help it? If there really is a “gay gene” then they are 

only reacting to how they were made. Will God really eternally punish someone who is 

merely responding to his genetic make-up, which is ultimately out of his control? There 

is a lot in our current culture (marriage, adoption, benefits, etc…) riding on the answers 

to the above questions; however, before we answer the last, let’s answer the first by 



looking at real studies and real evidences.  

 In the August 1991 issue of Science, Dr. Simon LeVay, at the time, a scientist 

with the Salk Institute for Biological Studies in San Diego, CA, reported that his studies 

had shown a significant difference between the brains of homosexual and heterosexual 

men. His results were based upon his studies of 41 cadavers (consisting of homosexual 

men, heterosexual men, and women) and the size of the hypothalamus, the area of the 

brain that governs sexual activity. His results showed the size of this area of the brain was 

similar in homosexual men and in women. As a result of this, LeVay concluded that the 

homosexual drive was biological. 

 Numerous problems and objections exist with this study. First and foremost was 

the possible bias LeVay would have had as he studied due to his homosexual activity and 

the death of his homosexual lover to AIDS. Also, causing damage to his results, was the 

fact that in some of the homosexual men, the size of the hypothalamus was the same as 

some of the heterosexual men. If homosexual behavior is linked to the size of the 

hypothalamus, then LeVay needed to explain why some men with the same size of this 

section of the brain were heterosexual. He failed to account for this variability. 

 Another problem with the results of this study is the dilemma of what came first, 

the size of the hypothalamus causing the homosexual behavior, or the homosexual 

behavior causing a change in the brain. Studies have shown that the brain can be altered 

over time and through experience. An example of this is shown in those who become 

blind and begin to learn Braille. Research has shown an increase in the size of the brain 

used to control the reading finger. This should have been considered in the report offered 

by LeVay and his associates; however, it was casually left out as well. 

 Another significant study conducted was in December 1991 by Michael Bailey 

and Richard Pillard as they studied homosexuality in twins. They surveyed 56 pairs of 

identical twins, 54 pairs of fraternal twins, 142 non-twin brothers of twins, and 57 pairs 

of adoptive brothers. This study showed that 52% of identical twins of homosexual men 

were also homosexuals. Twenty-two percent of those who had fraternal male twins said 

their twin was also homosexual. Of those who were adoptive brothers of homosexuals, 

11% claimed also to be homosexual. Their conclusion was that homosexuality is 

genetically determined. 

 However, there are some major problems with the conclusions this study reaches. 

The obvious question must address the issue of why some of the identical twins, same 

genetic makeup, were not homosexuals. In 48% of the cases, those homosexuals with 

identical twins had a twin that was not homosexual. If genetics is to blame, then why 

were they not all homosexuals? Most published reports failed to announce that only 9% 

of the non-twin brothers of homosexuals were also homosexual. Fraternal twins share as 

much genetic material with each other as they do with their non-twin brothers. When 

comparing the 9% with the 11% of adoptive brothers, one can’t help but see the 

inconsistency with the claim that homosexuality is genetics based. How is it that adoptive 

brothers, those who share absolutely no genetic similarities, are more likely to be 

homosexuals than non-twin brothers? Genetics can’t be the reason. 

 A team of researchers led by Dean Hamer of the National Cancer Institute 

released the results of their study in 1993 announcing the connection of homosexuality 

amongst men to a gene, q28, on the X chromosome. His team collected information from 

76 homosexual men finding a high level of these men having homosexual male relatives 



on their mother’s side of the family. A follow-up study of 40 pairs of homosexual 

brothers showed that in 33 of the pairs there was a distinct variation that occurred on a 

portion of the X chromosome known as q28. Their conclusion then was that 

homosexuality was linked to this gene and passed through the maternal line.  

 While this study was trumpeted as the discovery of a “gay-gene”, some major 

concerns have been raised with the reliability of the conclusions. First, one of the most 

significant concerns was raised because Hamer neglected to study whether any of the 

heterosexual men in the same families also had the variation on Xq28. If it did occur, this 

fact would definitely call into question the conclusions. Also, what about the other 7 pairs 

of homosexual brothers that did not show the same variation or “gay-gene”? If the “gay-

gene” had been discovered, why was there not a 100% similarity amongst all 

homosexuals in the study?  

 While over and over again scientific studies fall short on locating a “gay-gene”, 

some psychiatrists and counselors have noticed some consistent trends such as 

homosexuals reporting having an unsatisfactory relationship with the parent of the same 

sex (ranging from a distant, non-interacting relationship to a very hostile one) and 

reporting having been sexually abused or having sexual experiences early in childhood. 

Are these simply coincidence or trends that must be taken seriously? 

 This issue is addressed very plainly in Romans 1: 26 when Paul is addressing the 

Gentile refusal to honor God – exchanging the natural relations for unnatural ones. What 

was Paul’s measure for what is natural and what is not? If we will simply remember 

when God said, “It is not good that the man should be alone; I will make him a helper fit 

for him,” (Genesis 2:18, ESV) and the creation of the helper in the form of woman 

(Genesis 2:21-25), we can understand what is considered natural by the One on whom all 

nature depends. The Creator and Designer of all created as the standard one man and one 

woman  coming together to live as husband and wife. It is this relationship that Paul uses 

as the “natural” and describes any sexual relationship other than this as having 

“dishonorable passions” and “shameless acts” worthy of death (Romans 1: 26-32). 

 So what’s happening America? How did we get here today? By replacing the 

simplicity of the Word of God with the desire for everyone to be happy and comfortable. 

We have become a nation full of tolerance and one filled with individuals who are afraid 

to stand on the Word of God. The reality is that science has not produced a study yet to 

show that there is a “gay-gene,” and that it’s completely natural for some men to be in a 

sexual relationship with other men or women with women. The truth is that it’s still 

unnatural and still dishonoring to God for someone to engage in this lifestyle.  

 

 


