
   
	

Non-tradit ional Interpretation of the Bible on Homosexuali ty 
(Précis of “What the Bible teaches on covenanted monogamous same-sex relat ionships”) 

 
Note: 
Hermeneutics is the study of the principles of interpreting the Bible.  There are different 
ways of interpreting Scripture.  The writers of this paper use a hermeneutic based on 
Living Faith 5.1 

The Bible has been given to us by the inspiration of God to be the rule of faith 
and life.  It is the standard of all doctrine by which we must test any word that 
comes to us from church, world, or inner experience. We subject to its 
judgment all we believe and do. Through the Scriptures the church is bound 
only to Jesus Christ its King and Head. He is the living Word of God to whom 
the written word bears witness.   

In addition to this hermeneutic are two guides.   

1. The all-encompassing logic of the “love commandment” from Jesus – love the 
Lord your God and love your neighbour as yourself.   

2. A careful consideration of the different cultural context from which biblical 
material arises and how the patriarchal social systems and values of ancient 
Israel and the Roman Empire where Paul ministered are unlike our cultural 
contexts. 

The key considerations:  
1. To discern the place of those who engage in committed monogamous intimate 

same-sex relationships within the church. 
2. To apply the rightful rejection of patriarchal and hierarchical biases in the 

biblical text. 
3. To be keenly aware of personal bias as we read the Bible. 

 
The Biblical Study 

1. What does the Bible, through its witness to Jesus Christ, teach us about the nature, 
meaning and purpose of us as human beings in God’s creation? 

1.1 We are all in need of redemption and grace in Christ.  All have sinned and fall 
short of the glory of God.  Jesus’ redemption is focused widely on evil, suffering 
and personal sin and in a special way on those who suffer most in our society – the 
poor, marginalized and excluded (seen most clearly in Luke).  The emphasis is on 
the power of Jesus’ work to bring full and meaningful redemption.  All this shows 
that the human being is considered by Jesus to carry dignity and worth. 

1.2 There are no distinct classes of people before God – we are all equal in God’s 
sight.  Paul writes in Galatians that there is no difference between Jews and 
Gentiles, between slaves and free people, between men and women.  Paul’s 
intention is to make a general statement about the nature, meaning and purpose of 
the baptized members in the Christian community. 
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1.3 Jesus redefines the meaning of gender difference.  In Matthew 19 Jesus spoke 
about divorce and pushed past the cultural practices and biases of the time in 
declaring justice between the male and female genders in the community of faith.  
Where men could easily divorce their wives leaving them destitute Jesus brought 
justice for women.  Then Jesus spoke about eunuchs – those born eunuchs, those 
made eunuchs by others and those who make themselves eunuchs for the sake of 
the kingdom of heaven.  Eunuchs were reviled and ridiculed in similar ways that 
LGBTQI people are often treated today.  M Keufler writes, “The bodies of eunuchs 
served as visible and tangible reminders of their gender ambiguity.” 

Jesus expects a level of just accountability in covenanted married relationships that 
surpasses the cultural norms of our context in ethical excellence.  We can also 
conclude that Jesus introduced an ambiguous gender category – that of the 
eunuch. 

1.4 Jesus illuminates what it means to be creatures of God.  The great arc of 
biblical teaching is that God’s story with the world and its people is a story of 
creation, fall and redemption.  As Walter Breuggemann writes, “When the facts 
warrant death, God insists on life for his creatures.”  The opening chapters of 
Genesis contain seminal pieces of the great story of redemption but they are poetry 
telling a poetic story.  We must be careful not to literalize these metaphors and 
make metaphors into fact.  We need to reject the influence of patriarchy when we 
read these biblical texts.  All humankind is created in the image of God – our 
interpretation of that phrase has to begin with Jesus Christ.  

Christ illuminates the stories of Genesis 1 and 2 that human beings are created to 
live in profound loving relationships and not to be autonomous individuals.  So we 
do not elevate “fruitfulness” to the level of a biological rule.  It would be 
inconsistent for us to insist that the beautiful metaphorical teaching of Genesis 1 
and 2 on human fruitfulness must become a normative biological rule of gender 
complementarity in sexual expressions for people whose gender identity varies from 
the majority.  

1.5 Jesus demonstrates the relational moral logic of the law in the “love 
commandment.”  To be human is to be on a journey with and in Jesus towards 
becoming like him.  This is demonstrated in relationships of respectful love of God 
and others.  Any teaching of the law, any Christian moral insight, has to be 
subjected to the logic of the “love commandment” because it is the sum of the law 
and the prophets. 

 

2.How does our biblical understanding of the nature, meaning and purpose of the 
human being inform our understanding of appropriate human sexual intimacy with the 
church? 

New Testament (NT) Christians and the words of Jesus embrace covenanted 
monogamous relationships.  The NT does not make completely clear why marriage 
covenants constitute the rightful context for sexual intimacy.  It simply speaks of it in 
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terms of the good example monogamy sets within Christian leadership.  But 
marriage in first century Palestine was not at all like marriage in our time.  The Bible 
bears witness to a slow reformation of marriage practices toward more equality 
within early Christian communities.  The seeming support for patriarchal power 
captured by the instruction for female submission in Ephesians becomes radically 
reframed by male self-giving love rather than domination in Galatians 

We must read biblical texts in the light of Jesus Christ and his teaching.  The love 
commandment and the logic of Jesus’s teaching and example as witnessed in the 
Bible lead us to set slaves free and to treat women with just equality.  The Bible 
tends to be very matter of fact about sexual intimacy.  In 1 Corinthians 7 it is not 
the desire that is the problem, but an excess of it and its misdirection in exploitation 
and promiscuity. 

3. How do we understand such a biblical moral logic for people who experience 
same-sex sexual attraction and intimate same-sex relations as Christians and wish to 
recognize covenanted monogamous relationships? 

The NT teaching about marriage does not speak of same-sex intimate 
relationships.  It is uncertain if same-sex covenants existed in the Roman culture of 
the time.  We do know that same-sex intimate relationships existed in Christian 
community because Chrysostom preached against such relationships.  When we 
consider LGBTQI people in relationships today how does the greater moral logic 
on covenant monogamy and love help us discern how intimacy should be 
considered?  How does the teaching, example and “love commandment” of Jesus 
illuminate our discernment with such sisters and brothers? 

David and Jonathan, Ruth and Naomi, and Jesus and the disciples he loved are 
examples of tender loving same-sex relationships though not of a sexual nature.   

4. How do texts traditionally associated with a prohibition against same-sex intimacy 
relate to the larger biblical teaching on the human being and appropriate sexual 
morality with the Christian Church? 

The 1994 Statement on Human Sexuality concludes that homosexual practice is not 
a Christian option.  This has far reaching pastoral care implications and does harm 
to LGBTQI teens and adults who are vulnerable in non-affirming churches.  The 
1994 statement does not consider Jesus’ teaching on the status of the eunuch, it 
diverges from Paul’s teaching on sexual desire (“It is better to marry than to burn 
with desire.” 1 Cor 7:9) and is not in keeping with Jesus’ love commandment. 

Genesis 1 and 2 
If one approaches the biblical text with the assumption that God rejects same-sex 
sexual intimacy it might lead to an argument for a normative male or female 
requirement for sexual relations. However, if one considers the poetic and narrative 
styles of the Genesis 1 and 2 texts, the influence of patriarchy and cultural norms of 
the time, the teaching of Jesus and the “love commandment”, reaching such a 
conclusion is not biblically supported.  
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Genesis 19 
Where this passage is referenced in the OT it is done so with the following themes: 
severity of judgment, pride and arrogance, apostasy and idolatry as well as 
corruption and oppression.  The passage is also referenced in Jude and 1 Peter but 
the immorality addressed is not same-sex activity but heterosexual excess.  The sin 
of sodomy is not the same thing as homosexuality.  This passage speaks of violent 
rape with wicked and abusive intent. 

Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13 
The set of sexual prohibitions in the Holiness Code in Leviticus deals with the 
patriarchal system of marriage and kinship bonds.  It may plausibly be suggested 
that, even if these verses are still applicable today, taken in their context and 
considering the sentence structure as prohibitions against same-sex incest.  Taken 
in their biblical and cultural context these texts cannot simply be interpreted as a 
clear and unequivocal normative prohibition against covenanted intimate same-sex 
relationships as we know them today. 

Romans 1 
If the above OT passages were understood as prohibiting all forms of same-sex 
intimacy one would naturally be biased towards reading Romans 1 through the 
same lens.  But what does it really say?  The passage must be read in its biblical 
context and the gender biased and misogynistic Roman culture of the day.  One 
claim is that Paul only rejected the actions of heterosexual people who became so 
erotically wicked that they indulged in unbridled sexual orgies.  The early church 
understood the statement about women in Romans 1:26 as a form of heterosexual 
excess and not lesbianism.   

Some interpret Paul’s reference to “natural and unnatural” as being against their 
gender identity but if so it reflects a patriarchal and misogynistic cultural bias.  The 
“natural” here seems to mean what Romans considered naturally good.  The 
biblical context says the intention of the text is not to teach about homosexuality but 
rather, to demonstrate forms of commonly understood undesirable behaviour.  We 
understand these texts as condemning excessive and destructive sexual behaviour of 
all kinds. 

To read this passage as an unequivocal rejection of covenanted intimate same-sex 
relationships is to stretch the text beyond its contextual intent.   

1 Corinthians 6:9 and 1 Timothy 1:10 
These two verses contain “vice lists” and use specific Greek words that are 
translated into English.  Malakos literally means “soft” or “soft ones.”  It could 
mean effeminate, unmanly, womanish, feeble or weak but it is variously translated 
as homosexual or temple prostitute but is also translated as “self-indulgent” (New 
Jerusalem Bible).   

Arsenokoitai(s) is not used outside of the NT other than to reference the NT.  It is 
made up of two words that together mean “male-liers” or “male-bedders).  Clearly 
this word has something to do with illicit sexual behaviour of men in beds.  The best 
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we can do is to deduce the word refers to some kind of abusive or exploitative male 
sexual activity.  Following the translation of Rom 13:13 we could say with some 
confidence that this word refers to promiscuous exploitative males. 

 

5. Do our conclusions on covenanted monogamous same-sex relationships bring well-
being or harm to one another within the church? 

We are required, as we read the Bible and teach the gospel, to examine the impact 
of our teaching on one another.  Does our teaching reflect Jesus Christ?  Does our 
teaching bring wholeness and flourishing life and harmony with God or does it 
cause harm?  The body of social research shows that our present teaching may be 
harmful because churches that are not affirming to homosexual members raise 
significant mental health risks. 

Conclusions 

The Bible offers us a strong and inspiring picture of who we are as human beings – 
created to give glory to God as we love God and our neighbours and live in loving 
community.  The Bible teaches us that our ability to live in Christ and his “love 
commandment” is marred by sin and we all stand in need of God’s grace in Christ.  
The Bible teaches us that we are called as sexual, relational beings to express our 
sexual desire in ways that glorify God.  Sexual immorality is where we live in ways 
that fracture relationships and seek our own selfish gratification at the detriment of 
another. 

In the very few places the Bible seems to speak negatively of same-sex intimacy, it is 
always in contexts of strong patriarchal bias, marriage infidelity, harm to others in 
community and unbridled sexual excess.  It speaks more often and strongly against 
the same kind of behaviour in heterosexual contexts.   

After reading the Bible carefully following the interpretive guidance of, and with a 
sense of accountability to our LGBTQI sisters and brothers, we cannot now reach 
the conclusion of the 1994 Human Sexuality Statement.  A careful reading of the 
Bible, and prayerful consideration of the teaching and example of Jesus Christ 
under the guidance of the Holy Spirit should lead us towards repentance from 
harmful condemnation of our LGBTQI sisters and brothers who seek to follow 
Christ in covenanted relationships.  

 

 


