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CHua’s CHRISTIAN PERSPECTIVES
Helping you understand the different Christian perspectives, opinions and facts on an issue
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2013

Alternate Sexualities - LGBTI  [Lesbian Gay Bisexual Transgendered Intersex] 

What is LGBTI?  What is normal? 
What are the related Bible verses and how do we make sense of them?
What are the different denominations views?
What are their impact on society? What is societies impact on them?
What does alternate sexualities contribute to experiencing God?
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Alternate Sexualities
— people of sexual difference to what most 
people see as the majority: heterosexuals 
(people romantically, emotionally, 
psychologically and biologically sexually 
attracted to their ‘opposite sex’). Consider 
your own attraction preferences and your 
own relationship patterns. Who we are 
Attracted to isn’t always straight forward. 
Not everyone is attracted by the same people, 
nor do we always want a relationship with 
those that attract us.

About Identity
At the core being Lesbian, Gay or Bisexual is 
about identity, not just about the gender of 
who a person wants to or has engaged in sex 
with. It is about how they see themselves - 
something they feel is ingrained and doesn’t 
change - just like their cultural background. 
Some believe these attractions are more 
of a continuum, with each person having 
different degrees of attraction to each 
gender. 
Transgendered refers to those who 
see their biological gender identity as 
not matching the gender they feel inside, 
with some of these undergoing medical 
procedures to ‘correct’ their body. 
Intersex are those that have biological 
sexual features of both males and females. 
In some cultures, such as India, there are 
those that identify as a third sex (eg hijras). 
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Clarifying ‘normal’
In arguments about alternate 
sexualities, people often say it is 
‘Abnormal’ or ‘unnatural’. Judging 
what is normal and abnormal can be 
done through statistical, biological, 
sociocultural and moral approaches. 
Statistical normality is about how 
common or rare something is. The logic is the more 
common something is, the more everyone should 
think it is ‘normal’ and accepted by all.
Using statistics is useful for many arguments. However 
just because something is common, doesn’t mean we 
should celebrate it (eg obesity), or, if it is rare, we should 
reject it (eg high intelligence). 
The actual numbers of LGBTI people is unclear. For 
example, there are varying estimates of the number 
of male homosexuals: the highest quoted figure of 
10% by the sex researcher Kinsey, although still used, 
is considered inaccurate and a figure of 2% is more 
generally accepted as the percentage of men who have 
had same-sex sexual experiences. 

Biological normality looks at how 
common it is, and how it affects functioning and 
survival. The biological world actually values variation, 
the more difference a particular species has within its 
population, the more likely it will survive when changes 
happen. Some variation gives individuals advantages (eg 
more resistance to a disease), while others give them a 
disadvantage (eg deafness), or just something different 
(eg eye colour). Increasingly society is recognising that 
although some of the biological disadvantages are 
worth preventing (eg being more likely to get cancer), 
others can still live fulfilling lives (eg deaf adults can be 
fully independent and successful). 
Homosexuality is sometimes argued to be unnatural, 
as it goes against the ‘normal ways of nature’ as 
well as homosexual sex leading to more unhealthy 
consequences (eg AIDS). Arguments that homosexuality 
is ‘unnatural’ is usually countered with how common 
same-sex sexual behaviour is among other animals. 
Again just because a trait is found in many other animals 
does not mean it should it be embraced (eg rape) or 
shunned if it is rarely found in animals (eg monogamy).
The points made regarding higher health risks can apply 
also to heterosexuals engaged in active sexual activities 
with more than one partner. Other attempts to claim 
alternate sexualities as ‘natural’ is to show that it has a 
biological cause, however, studies into different brain 
part sizes, hormone issues, genes etc, have found no 
clear evidence this. 

Despite this, there is a general acceptance now that 
people are born, or at least been determined early 
in their lives, as LGBTI. Practically all science, health 
and mental organisations recognise homosexuality 
as a normal and positive variation of human sexual 
orientation. There is still some debate over how much 
‘choice one has to be gay’ with some fluidity observed in 
a proportion of the gay community, and the majority of 
those identified as lesbians claiming to have decided for 
themselves to be lesbian. 

Sociocultural normality is about how 
accepting of something a particular society or 
culture is at a particular point in time (eg the Israel 
city of Tel Aviv is currently regarded as one of the most 
gay friendly cities in the world). 
Our current ideas of homosexuality as being a fixed 
identity orientation are very recent (since the 19th 
century). In Jesus’ time there wasn’t the idea that people 
were gay or straight , but rather that people chose to 
engage in relationships and sex with differing people – 
some which may be of their same gender. The Ancient 
Spartans trained young men through an apprenticeship 
with older men that covered all areas of life including 
engaging with them in sex. After training they were free 
to pursue relationships with women. These types of 
relationships exist in other cultures, in the past and more 
recently (eg the PNG Sambian tribe). 
Marriage hasn’t always had the same meaning in other 
times and cultures (eg many key heroes of the faith, like 
Abraham and David, had many wives at the same time). 
Marriage was often more about political power, property 
rights, reputation or producing offspring with your name 
rather than monogamous, lasting emotional bonds or 
love. As a result, sex outside of marriage was far more 
tolerated. The nuclear family ideal is even newer than the 
idea of the fixed heterosexual identity. Additionally, with 
how widespread porn is, heterosexuals are increasingly 
doing sexual practices previously judged as deviant.
It’s clear that sociocultural ideas of normality shift over 
time and cultures, with vastly different acceptance of 
issues such as divorce, inter-racial relationships, arranged 
marriages, living arrangements and sexual practices.

Moral ‘right’ or ‘wrong’ is generally 
based on the authority of a group of people deciding 
or the interpretation of a sacred text. Is any ‘action’ 
inherently morally wrong? (eg Jesus gets accused of 
breaking some of the 10 commandments). Do we judge 
what is moral by the principle, intent or by the 
very act itself? Can an inherently ‘wrong’ action ever be 
committed for the ‘right’ reasons or outcomes? Should 
all sins or wrong actions be judged the same? And even 
if someone commits ‘wrong’ actions, can they still be 
judged by God still as a righteous man (eg Abraham)? 
Raising these ideas of what is normal is not about 
clouding or confusing the issue, but to help understand 
the different ideas different people bring to this issue.
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Clarifying your ideas on Bible and God
Before considering anything from a ‘Christian’ point of view, it is vital to be 
clear how you approach the Bible and God yourself.
How literal is the Bible? One extreme view is to believe everything should be understood exactly as it is written. 
This view mistakenly believes every word is directly from God and means the same for all time and all people, 
regardless of the context in the Bible. Most people today recognise the Bible as a collection of different 
types of ideas: poetry, songs, stories with a purpose, philosophy, and instructions. Like in movies, the 
context is important – because who it is that is talking, who they are talking to, and the way they 
say it all makes a difference to the message they are delivering. 
Some parts of the Bible are only directed at a few people at a particular time and aren’t 
meant to be followed by all (eg Jesus’ fishing tips in John 21:6). Some parts of the 
Bible are meant to be humorous, using sarcasm or exaggeration to make a point 
(eg Jesus mocking the Pharisees, Matthew 23:23-24), while others are meant 
to be poetic to help us expand our thinking (eg Jesus telling a man he 
must be born again, John 3:3). 
Also as the Bible wasn’t originally written in English, it is 
important to look at the context of words used.
As a result, the majority of biblical scholars try to 
take into account the whole Biblical story, 
the Bible’s main themes and the context 
of a particular passage rather than 
adopting a literal reading of every 
section of the Bible.

How much did human authors influence the Bible? The Catholic and 
Orthodox Churches, and most Protestant movements, agree the Bible was not dictated 

directly by God but instead was inspired by God through human authors reflecting their 
individual personalities, beliefs, biases and feelings. Arguments can arise about the amount of wrong 

thinking God allowed to creep into the work (eg when Paul says he wishes everyone should be single and not marry 
unless they don’t have self-control, 1 Corinthians 7:1-8). There are some general areas of the Bible everyone can 
agree on, and some areas where more personal biases affects the interpretation.
Most of those arguments tend to be addressed by considering the overall themes of the Bible: is it consistent with 
the big ideas that God continually repeats and acts out? Are we allowing our own socio-cultural ideas of normality 
affect our judgment? Is it a trivial issue (mentioned rarely) or a major issue? If it wasn’t an issue that existed then, 
what other principles can we use to apply to it? 

What is your view of God? Distant or personal? Judgement or grace? How far does that grace extends? Does 
God make mistakes in creating humans of diversity? Is God more interested in morality or love? How much free 
will does God actually give humans - does he expect us to always change ourselves to achieve his plans, or 
does he allow us to change his plans (eg Exodus 32:14)? Our personal individual view of God filters how we 
understand ourselves and each other. We often forget that others don’t see God in exactly the same way, 
so we end up arguing over particular issues, when our biggest difference is actually how we each see God. 
Thankfully the Bible continually gives us story after story of a God that wants a real relationship with people 
more than wanting them to think or do the right things (John 3:16-17). Much as often we want a God of 
anger and judgment, instead He repeatedly forgives humanity’s mistakes and seems to delight in our 
creativity with how we choose to live (Matthew 15:22-28, Luke 9:49-50). 
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Genesis 1:26-28 Creation of humans in his image, with 
male and female clearly identified.

Genesis 2 A more intimate account of the creation of 
humans, with a statement about man eventually leaving 
his parents to be united with a woman to become one 
flesh, and not having shame about their nakedness 
together. Some argue over whether the term ‘helper’ 
used for females here indicates female are lesser.

Genesis 3 The fall of humanity and its consequences. 
Again some argue over the different consequences for 
the genders indicates that females are lesser. 

Genesis 18 & 19 Accounts of God’s destruction of 
Sodom and Gomorrah for wickedness. Some argue it 
was for their sexual practices (Genesis 18,19, Jude 7), but 
this is challenged with Jesus’ condemnation of those 
cities for their inhospitality (Matthew 10-11, Luke 10 as 
well as Ezekiel 16). 

Leviticus 18, 22 & 20:13 condemns sexual activities 
between men and men, and women with women. 
Some argue these are timeless condemnations, whereas 
their opponents point out how modern Christianity 
selectively ignore and don’t follow the other instructions 
in this book (eg wearing clothes of two fibres, getting 
tattoos) or judge as harshly other acts condemned using 
the same terms (eg eating shellfish, Leviticus 11:12).

Romans 1, 1 Timothy 1:10 and 1 Corinthians 6:9 
condemns homosexual practices. The Greek words 
used here (ie arsenokoitai and malakoi) were rarely used 
outside the Bible and so their definitions are unclear, 
possibly referring more to male rape than consensual 
loving forms of alternate sexualities today. 

1 Corinthians 6:11 goes on to offer hope of redemption 
for any who has practised sexual immorality (including 
homosexuality), emphasising a person’s past should not 
be judged. Some may alternatively use this passage to 
suggest that although their past might not be relevant, if 
individuals chose to be active in their alternate sexuality 
that they are therefore disqualified from Christian 
acceptance. Although he does speak out against 
adultery and divorce, Jesus never publicly condemns an 
individual person for sexual immorality. 
Sex outside marriage is also condemned in many other 
passages (eg Exodus 20, Mark 10), but this can be a 
circular argument for alternate sexualities. Many are keen 
to be committed in marriage, however as they aren’t 
legally allowed to marry their partners of choice, the 
only option available to them to be sexual is outside of 
marriage. 

1 Timothy 3 and Titus 1 are used by some to 
emphasise the requirement of heterosexuality of church 
leaders, though some would take it further again to 
emphasise these passages support only males for 
leadership roles. 

The highlighting of how many of these same passages 
(and a few others) are used to justify heterosexuality 
as the only acceptable form of existence are also used 
to justify the unequal treatment of females. This can 
be linked to how patriarchal (or male-dominated) the 
culture was when the Bible emerged, as well as deny 
how gender progressive and counter-cultural 
so much of God’s interactions with humanity 
throughout the Bible actually is. There are many 
examples of females going against their ‘traditional’ 
cultural roles (eg Deborah the warrior judge, the female 
financial breadwinners of Jesus and his disciples, to the 
many female church community leaders acknowledged 
in the personal greetings of Paul’s letters). Biblical male 
heroes also aren’t one-dimensional examples of macho 
masculinity, with many showing ‘traditional’ feminine 
and masculine attributes. Additionally, in traditional 
Jewish and ancient cultures, those that were incapable 
of reproductive sex (eg women unable to get pregnant, 
male eunuchs) or known only for their sexuality (eg sex 
workers) were judged to be cursed by God, and socially 
and sexually wrong, whereas God often esteemed and 
used them to achieve his purposes (eg Abraham’s wife 
Sarah, Judah’s daughter-in-law Tamar, and eunuchs 
mentioned in Isaiah 56:3 and Matthew 19:12). 

Some LGB advocates claim certain Biblical characters had 
homosexual relationships: Ruth and her mother-in-law 
Naomi; Daniel and the court official Ashpenaz; David and 
King Saul’s son Jonathan; the Centurion and the servant 
his asks Jesus to heal; and Jesus and John (the self-
described ‘disciple that Jesus loved). Of course, there are 
many who dispute these claims. 

Compared to other Western European countries with 
equally strong Christian heritages, attitudes about sex 
and sexuality in US, UK and Australia are regarded as 
quite prudish, yet  most vocal contemporary ‘Christian’ 
views on these topics tend to come from these more 
restrained countries. And although many of active 
alternate sexualities have faced condemnation and 
rejection by some churches, countless LGBTI have 
found and continue to still find abundant comfort and 
identification in the Bible of a God that recognises their 
difference and even their practices but still embraces 
and uses them for his Kingdom work (eg Rahab in 
Joshua 6, Ethiopian eunuch in Acts 8 or the possible 
transgendered man doing female duties in Mark 14:13). 

Bible verses related to alternate sexualities
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Christian  
denominational positions
The Eastern Orthodox Church, the Roman 
Catholic Church, Seventh-day Adventist Church 
and many other mainline Protestant churches 
have publicly said they do not condemn same-
sex sexual attraction in itself, however those 
engaging in any homosexual activity is often 
still regarded as less than ideal for their well-
being or still sinful as it is outside the bounds of 
heterosexual marriage. 

There are some LGBTI-affirming denominations 
that not only see all forms of sexual identities as 
normal but also a gift from God and part of 
the marvellous diversity of creation. These 
can and do have openly active gay and lesbian 
church leaders. 

On an extreme opposite, the US Westboro 
Baptist Church (a very small group mostly made 
up by one family that gets way too much media 
exposure and generally regarded as uninformed 
for their selective reading of the Bible) is well 
known for publicly proclaiming “God hates 
America” and “God hates Gays”. This is a ‘church’ 
that is generally disavowed by all other Christian 
churches, as an example of people who might call 
themselves ‘Christian’, but do not show any of the 
character of God (Matthew 7:21-23). 

Whether a church embraces LGBTI activities as 
divine gifts or sin, the starting point is to see all 
the same way God does – made in His image with 
no one more righteous than another due to their 
behaviour, with God being the sole judge of what 
he determines each is to be like (Romans 9:15-21).

Discrimination, 
prejudice and 
violence
In line with the Biblical view that all individuals are 
worthy of respect, essentially all Christian denominations 
and leaders have publicly stated they condemn and 
are against the abuse suffered by people who 
are, accused of, or mistaken to be LGBTI. 

Homophobia can be understood as external 
homophobia (people that fear others’ homosexuality 
and hold misguided ideas about it) or internalised 
homophobia (people that hate themselves for being 
homosexual because of how much others fear it). 

Anti-gay campaigners will often cite the higher rates 
of mental illness (especially depression and suicide), 
drug use and risky sexual behaviours among gays even 
in countries with legalised same sex marriage and 
presumably greater social acceptance as indications 
that these problems are unavoidable parts of being gay. 
However, the counter argument is that the high rates of 
mental illness experienced by LGBTI youth is arguably 
caused by external and internalised homophobia. 

A large proportion of bullying and violence is often 
motivated by perceived sexual orientation. There is 
research that some of those most against gays have 
themselves repressed homosexual desires, with a few 
public anti-gay campaigners (mainly Christian leaders) 
later outed for secret homosexual relationships. 
On the other hand, there are many outspoken anti-gay 
marriage and adoption campaigners that advocate for 
greater social acceptance of love relationships between 
homosexuals and more legal rights to their civil pacts. 
This would allow homosexuals to have the same legal 
and social standing as married heterosexual couples, but 
allow marriage to remain legally defined as just “between 
a man and a woman”. Most gay marriage campaigners 
agree essentially that social and legal acceptance is what 
they are after. 

Some critics point out that vocal Christians often rally 
about homosexuality and abortion, because these are 
generally issues and people external to the church, 
allowing them to avoid putting effort into bringing 
change internally to the church and its members to 
be more like Jesus. When actual personal ongoing 
relationships are formed and continued with LGBTI 
people, attitudes and actions tend to change. Keeping 
in mind WWJD (What Would Jesus Do), practically no 
one can imagine that Jesus would approach any LGBTI 
person with anything other than acceptance and love. 

6 > c 2013 andrewchua.com



c 2013 andrewchua.com > 7

Many anti-gay marriage and adoption 
campaigners publicly claim that the 
biological tie of both parents to each 
child ensures that the family unit stays 
intact so the child will be adequately 
cared for to adulthood. Without that 
biological tie, one or both of the parents 
will see the child not as a human being 
produced through a loving lasting 
commitment but more as an object 
of ownership. These campaigners also 
highlight that some single people are 
demanding to be parents, not because 
of a commitment to the well-being of 
the child (as they are not prepared to 
commit to a long-term relationship to 
ensuring the child has two parents to be 
nurtured by and have examples of how 
to best operate in society and with both 
genders), but for the selfish desire of 
wanting to have a child in their lives. ‘As 
blood is thicker than water’, the nuclear 
family structure is considered the stable 
foundation stones of society. Without 
these ties and sense of commitment, 
people will care less for each other, and 
society will eventually fall apart. 

However, studies of same-sex and 
opposite-couples have been found to be 
equivalent when measuring satisfaction 
and commitment in relationship, with 
age and gender more predictive of 
satisfaction and commitment rather than 
sexual orientation. The recent changes in 
some US state laws allowing marriages 
has seen many older long-term lesbian 
and gay couples come out publicly to 
marry.

Although the numbers are still relatively 
small (due to how accepting the 
surrounding community is), research 
shows that lesbian and gay parents 
are as fit and capable as heterosexual 
parents, with their children as 
psychologically healthy and 
well-adjusted as those raised by 
heterosexual parents. Just as not all 
children raised by single parents are 
scarred psychologically forever, not all 
children raised with two heterosexual 
parents report psychological wellness. 

Interestingly, the Bible and Jesus doesn’t place such 
a focus on the nuclear family as the basis of a stable 
society. A Biblical reading of Jesus’ teachings (Mark 3, 10; 
Luke 8, 12, 14, John 19) promotes a more bigger picture 
definition of family (where we get the idea of ‘church’ as 
‘family’ from), where all: widows, orphans, and singles 
are embraced and supported as much as any biological 
ties. If you substitute the word ‘family’ whenever most 
Christians talk about ‘church’, you’ll get a sense of how 
‘church as family’ a particular church is actually thinking. 
It is this idea of Church as the extended family that will 
ensure all children and relationships are supported well. 

This is particularly relevant if a church wants to impose 
celibacy on single heterosexuals and non-active 
homosexuals. Already there is a widespread sense among 
single heterosexual Christian adults that the majority 
of Western churches, intentionally or unintentionally, 
marginalise single people or give them a sense of 
inadequacy with their constant large focus on and 
celebration of the nuclear family. There is so much 
opportunity of churches to be more creative in providing 
and promoting acceptance, support, esteem, as well 
as emotional and physical intimacy for those not in a 
nuclear family setup so all can experience lives full of 
celebration and love in their current states. 

Clarifying LGBTI & Families
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Deep reflection of the Bible and personal life 
experiences, particularly of minority groups, has 
continually produced throughout history reminders of 
forgotten or new perspectives on what God and the 
Bible has to offer and say to humanity. It has been said 
that the voice of the prophet is the voice of the ‘other’ 
– the one outside the majority, the one often without 
power. After all, throughout the Bible God reminds 
people about the priority of the ‘other’, the unexpected 
ones, the oppressed and disabled, the ones with no 
voice (eg Luke 4:18-19). 

Building on Liberation Theology (originally from Latin 
America, it’s about understanding the Bible, God 
and his goals from the perspective of the poor and 
oppressed), Queer theologians also highlight the 
artificial social constructed ideas especially within 
church circles of how we understand and experience:
• ourselves and our relationships (eg roles and 

ideas of what it means to be ‘real’ men and women, 
and how we as community provide love and 
intimacy) 

• the importance of bodily experiences 
(reminding us that the church is full of sexual 
beings and of a God who became ‘flesh’, valuing our 
senses and used a human body to communicate 
and relate to others); and

• sexual relations as reflections of God’s 
character and central to the divine-human 
experience that God wants humanity to reconnect 
with and enjoy.

Rather than being the ultimate model of 
heterosexuality, Jesus was instead the perfect 
model of one who embraced and loved all, 
regardless of their gender or social standing, 
encouraging all to engage with God’s goal of bringing 
freedom and wholeness to all.

closing note for ourselves
Judging for God who is suitable as his people is a common argument repeated throughout 
history. Acts 15 lays the foundation for how the early church decided, based on whether God 
conducts signs and wonders (changed lives and signs of his blessings), and whether the people 
reflect God in grace and love. Interestingly after recognising the importance of not putting up 
barriers to entry they name three requirements, of which two we no longer follow. 

Finally, in debating any issue within the church, it is vital to keep in perspective how much focus 
the Bible places on the issue. Are we fighting over something that the Bible talks very rarely 
about, when there is much more we have in common and should be united and focused on? In 
all that we do, are we showing love and unity with other believers? (John 17). And above all, in all 
that we are, are we reflecting our God in character and actions (Ephesians 4:29-32)?

andrew@andrewchua.com

disclaimer:
For any complex issue, it is unlikely that 
all relevant points will be mentioned and 
adequately covered in sufficient detail. This 
is more of an introduction to the issues. 
Additionally, like the research that currently 
exists, more attention is given to male 
homosexuality than the other sexualities. 
Below are further readings that will expand 
as well as cover more points not mentioned 
in these series of articles.
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