Is Heterosexuality the only viable lifestyle from God?
By Johnny Outing Jr.

As the polarization between men and women widens, the church must face the issue of communicating the bible’s stance on sexuality with truthfulness and with gracefulness to this generation of Christians.  Gender hermeneutics, gender roles in marriage and the culture, and sexual orientation are just a few of the issues that the Church must face as this gender gap widens.  The growing distrust that men and women have for one another and society’s growing acceptance towards unrestrained sexual exploration has encouraged a culture to develop more alternatives towards human sexuality.   What does scripture say about viable sexuality?  How should the Church respond to this controversial issue?  Has the stoic and repressive value system of the Victorian Age impacted the theology of the Church when it comes to sexuality? Has Postmodernism caused this paradigm shift in our society and most importantly the Church.
This era is considered as the information age, an age that requires more brains than brawn and thus has created a deceptive sense of functional equality between men and women, although men and women are ontologically equal.  This phenomenon has produced ‘an equal playing field’ between men and women resulting in the rise of feminine affluence that is much more prominent than any other time in history.  This age has shaped our paradigm in several ways.  First, it has caused women to become less dependent on men for their financial security.  Secondly, it has caused severe insecurity in men resulting in gender role confusion and timidity towards women.  These two polarizing adverse effects have caused a stalemate between the sexes and thus relational interaction has been minimized revealed by the growing frustration that men and women have towards the other.  As a result, this polarization has caused men and women to seek for other alternatives in their quest for fulfillment in their sexuality.  Our hedonistic culture no longer regards sexual orientation bound solely to heterosexuality.  It is now acceptable to explore bi-sexuality, homosexuality, and even self-sexuality or whatever suits ones fancy.  
To undertake this issue from a biblical perspective, one must go to the beginning where God first instituted gender distinction, the Garden of Eden.  During the Edenic period, the term male was never mentioned without female.  When gender instructions are given throughout the Bible you never see these instructions’ isolating the sexes as though male is independent of the female.  In Leviticus 18, God addresses both men and women of proper sexual behavior between one another.   In Genesis 3, God addresses both men and women in their defiance to his command in the Garden of Eden.  In 1 Corinthians 7,  the Apostle Paul addresses both sexes in a guide to proper gender etiquette.  In 1 Timothy 2, the Apostle again addresses both sexes in proper conduct during public worship.  These few scriptural examples demonstrates that it is safe to say that God in his creation of humanity wanted men and women to function distinctly, wholesome, and yet mutual with one another.  It is God’s edict to Adam, ‘it is not good for man to be alone’ that is the philosophical and ethical foundation of the church and family.   It is this edict that Satan has tried undermining since the fall of man.   During the Old Testament, oppressive male dominance created a perversion of God’s original order, a system where women were second-class citizens.  On the other hand, the New Testament has brought liberation to women and the perversion is male inferiority.  God’s original design for both sexes is to exist and interact distinctly and mutual with one another and it has been Satan’s mandate to counteract God’s design by perverting its original order. 
The Impact of the Victorian Age

The 19th Century Victorian Age has impacted the way of life of western civilization.  This age was defined by strict morality and discipline for social achievement.  Individualism and self-expression was frowned upon because it would hinder materialistic and social growth.  This age wanted to create a perfect society without misfits, drunks, and sexual immorality but in its quest it reduced humans to automatons.   Strict guidelines, such as extravagant dress codes, social etiquette, and sexual morays were given to men and women to ensure this morality succeeds within the culture.  Even today’s culture is affected by the stoic value system of the Victorian Age.  Business suits worn by men and extravagant dresses worn by women are just a few characteristics resulting from this age of optimism.  The Victorian Age impacted our culture, especially the Christian community on sexual behavior.  Sexuality was reduced to an act without emotions and thus created a more emotionally and sexually repressive society.  To women sex was simply a duty and often without fulfillment and with men it was an emotionless act and a right that was not meant to be refused.  Primarily, sex was purposed for procreation and to satisfy the strong sexual urge in men to ensure that they would perform at an optimum level for social achievement and hopefully this satisfaction would void the destructive forces that sexual immorality could bring to society.  Unwittingly, the church often eisegetes or reads Victorianism into scripture to define its theology toward sexual behavior.  This theology has produced an ill-conceived perception in many Christians and non-Christians that sexual fulfillment is not part of God’s agenda.  Thus they conclude that God does not want men and women to be fulfilled sexually.   The topic of sex is often taboo and very uncomfortable for the church to deal with.  It is this social and theological repressive attitude that caused the sexual revolution of the 1960s causing many people to rebel against the Victorian standards of the culture.  The extreme of Victorianism gave way to the extreme of hedonism as demonstrated in today’s culture.   The repressing sexuality of the Victorian Age has now given the way to the extreme of unrestrained sexual exploration of the present Post-Modern Age.  
Postmodernism

The Post-Modern Age, or Postmodernism, is the present age that is defined as one without objective truth.  Relativism, Pragmatism, Utilitarianism, and Pluralism are some of the characteristics of this era.  Living in some semblance of harmony takes precedence over objective truth.   What is truth in one instance may not be truth in another instance.  It all depends upon the situation and if it works.  If causes disharmony it is considered untrue.   Because this is the age where the pen is mightier than the sword, intolerance has been redefined as one who not only disagrees with the consensus of a group but expresses verbal opposition as well.  As long as one maintains silence of an opposing view it is considered tolerant but as soon it is verbalized it is considered intolerance.  This new extreme has resulted in either the extreme of hyper-heterosexuality or severe repressive gender and sexual confusion by many, including professing Christians.   Postmodernism has defined sexuality as a means to satisfy sexual appetites. Sexuality, according to the Postmodern paradigm, is no longer seen to have social and religious responsibility but a means for maximum emotional and physical fulfillment.  This paradigm has opened the door of sexual exploration without any boundaries.  Heterosexuality is no longer considered the only viable lifestyle in our culture, thus making way to present homosexuality, a lifestyle not approved by the Bible, as another viable alternative.   Is there another choice besides the heterosexual stance that the Church can provide to Christians that is approved by God via his Holy word, namely the Bible?  

The secular world has at least given a choice for one to choose.  It is often overlooked that the Bible always gives people a choice along with the consequence.  For instance, the Garden of Eden provided a choice to Adam and Eve of choosing either the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil or the Tree of Life and the consequence of choosing the two.   Joshua provided the people of Israel a choice of either choosing God to worship or another.  Jesus gives a choice of accepting him as Savior and receiving eternal life or we can reject him and face the consequence of eternal damnation.   In Matthew 19:9-12, Jesus gives mankind the only viable alternative in the handling of sexual behavior between men and women and that is asexuality.  Scripturally, Asexuality can be defined in three ways.  First, it could be defined as one that is born without having sexual desire.  Secondly, it could be defined as one has had their sexual organs physically altered by unnatural or natural means in a way that voids them of sexual stimulation (e.g. Eunuchs).  Thirdly, it could be defined as one who has sexual desire but has full control of their desire and chooses to refrain from marriage to be free to do the will of God without the obligations that marriage imposes.  At first glance, this notion is rejected due to the hyper-sexual agenda of sexual exploration, without restraint, in today’s culture.  After the disciples discloses that marriage is not a viable option after Jesus gives stringent marital guidelines, Jesus response does not provide another institution that is recognized by God for mankind to engage in any sexual practice.  However, Jesus gives the option if heterosexuality is not preferred within the context of marriage then the other viable solution is for men to choose the asexual lifestyle.  He even discloses that some men are born asexual.  Critics, especially unbelievers, may exclaim that this form of sexuality is repressive and may cause more psychological harm than good.  Biblical Asexuality is not repressive but a choice given to men as an alternative with less obligations and dynamics that married sexual relationships present.  It is important to see that Christ presents this stance as a choice for those individuals that see this as viable for their lifestyle.  The key operative word is choice.  Roman Catholicism presents this as the only lifestyle for Priest but it removed the choice factor.  This is not how Christ presents this lifestyle.  He presents it as a choice and as another liberating viable option from its counterpart, heterosexuality.  From mere observation, it appears that the Church usually presents this form either as a last resort to a healthy marital heterosexual relationship or a temporary state until one finds a mate.  Is this sexual repression or is it sexual freedom?  In Matthew 19:9-12 passage of scripture, it is quite obvious that there is much responsibility that is attached to maintaining biblically approved sexual relationships and Jesus presents this asexual stance as another choice.  This choice provides freedom to serve God without hindrance and a Godly viable solution to our sexuality when heterosexuality, within the context of marriage, appears not an option.  Why doesn’t the Church offer this option as something viable and only present it as an option when there is a lack of choice within the heterosexual context of dating or marriage?  In essence, the asexual option is usually presented only as a lack of heterosexual choice.  We have ‘Single Ministries’ in today’s church as though being single is abnormal.  This is not an attack on any church that has Single Ministries, in fact, it has been a countless blessing to many singles and now married individuals.  However, with the growing number of people postponing marriage either by choice or lack of choice, the church must be sensitive towards single Christians by not presenting singleness as abnormal.  How often do you see Christians, especially women, communicate to single women the urgency to get married or if not they are considered incomplete as a person?   In 1 Corinthians 7, the Apostle Paul presents both options equally as viable choices.  In fact, he does not give any hint that being single and living the asexual lifestyle is some sort of malfunction in our society, in particular the Church, but a rewarding and equally viable alternative to the married heterosexual lifestyle.  He gives pros and cons to both stances and allows Christians to make a choice of how to act out their sexuality within the context that is approve by God.  When he presents the asexual stance, there is no hint of implying that the goal is to repress sexual desires to the extent that they are non-existent.  On the contrary, he presents it as a choice to those believers who have the ability to maintain full control over normal sexual desire.  Christians often make the mistake into believing that if one is single, the goal is to remove all sense of sexual desire to the point of practicing extreme sexual ascetism: a belief and practice of brutally impairing our bodies sexually, physically, and emotionally, to the point that it is void of any sense of desire.  On the contrary, the goal is to acknowledge our sexuality and determine which option is appropriate.  That option could either mean to express our sexuality within the context of a biblical heterosexual marriage or to control the desires and keep our sexual instruments dedicated to God.   Asexuality is not repressing the desire but the discipline of the behavior that is birth from the desire.  The primary focus of biblical asexuality is doing the will of God by a consecrated life of reading the Bible, frequently attending a healthy well-balanced church, and expressing our faith, verbally and by lifestyle, to an unbelieving world.  God in turns does not take away our sexuality but he provides the power to control it in order for one to be even a greater witness for him.  From God’s perspective, asexuality is not repressive of our sexuality but expressive of his power to control our sexuality.
In sum, Christ makes it clear if biblical Heterosexuality is not an option for one, asexuality is a viable one, especially to be effective for the Kingdom of Heaven.  God has always given mankind the ability to choose; however, when it concerns the choice of sexual orientation, man has often presented unbiblical and often immoral options.  However, if we present marital heterosexuality and asexuality as equally viable options for Christians to choose, Godly sexual lifestyles would be promoted and the ungodly sexual ones could lose its ‘forbidden fruit’ appeal.  This is not a cure all for sexual immorality but it reduces us from being automatons to creatures of having the ability to choose viable alternatives for our lives.  
