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The Church and Homosexuality: 

A Ministry Engagement Paper 

 

Introduction 

The issue of homosexuality has, over the past decade, generated much interest and 

controversy in Singapore.1 While we have been described as a “conservative Asian society” 

which at present is not comfortable with normalizing a homosexual lifestyle, the growing 

presence and influence of the gay and lesbian community (and those sympathetic to it) has 

begun to challenge these traditional societal values.  

In 2014 alone, several events caused the issue of homosexuality to come to the fore: 

 On 28 June, Pink Dot, an event which aims to promote greater acceptance and 

inclusivity for the LGBT community, recorded an unprecedented 26000 people in 

attendance (more than ten times the number at the inaugural 2009 event).  

 In July, it was reported that the National Library Board had removed three children’s 

books which explore alternative family structures (e.g. children with gay or lesbian 

parents) from its shelves.  

 And in October, the Court of Appeal upheld Section 377A of the Penal Code, which 

criminalizes sexual acts between two males, after a lengthy case was brought against 

this provision for supposedly contravening the Constitution. 

In the latter two events, various members of the public responded negatively, citing these 

as evidences that Singapore still remained close-minded and discriminatory in its treatment 

of homosexual persons. 

The local church has not been spared from being implicated in this issue. After Pastor 

Lawrence Khong, Chairman of “LoveSingapore”, a network involving a large number of local 

churches, issued several statements calling for the government to retain a pro-family 

outlook and retain Section 377A, netizens responded with much fervor. Some praised him 

for his courage to speak up on such a sensitive issue, but many attacked him (and Christians 

in general) for being unenlightened, judgmental and prejudiced.2  

                                                           
1 This paper focuses on the topic of “homosexuality” rather than the more current issue of “LGBT”, even 

though these terms are related. Homosexuality is a clinical definition which describes a person’s attraction to 
members of the same gender, whereas “LGBT” is a general umbrella term for different groups of people who 
do not identify with heterosexuality. In more recent times, “LGBT” has also been used to describe a movement 
pressing for certain social, political and economic reforms. See Annex 1 for a definition of key terms relevant to 
this paper. 

2 Such attacks stem, in part, from the fact that homosexual relationships are now accepted and seen as 
normal in many parts of the world. In June 2015, the U.S. Supreme Court issued a ruling that legalized same-
sex marriages nationwide. In so doing, the U.S. joined a list of 21 other countries that have already allowed 
same-sex marriages (e.g. The Netherlands, Canada, Sweden, England and Wales, Brazil, France, New Zealand). 
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In such a climate, it is clear that we as Christians and as a church cannot ignore the issue of 

homosexuality and choose to remain disengaged from it. This paper thus aims to articulate a 

Biblical position we can take on this issue, and some practical ways we can engage with it at 

both an individual and collective level.  

 

The Biblical View 

To form a position regarding this issue, we start by first examining what Scripture says 

concerning homosexuality. In all, there are four clusters of passages which address the 

subject of homosexuality. Traditionally, these passages have been understood to view 

homosexual acts as sins, until more recent times when revisionist interpretations to these 

passages have arisen. This paper upholds the traditional view as having the more accurate 

and reasonable interpretation of these passages. However, so as to help the church be 

better equipped to handle the controversy that has surrounded this subject Biblically, the 

revisionist interpretations to each of these passages will also be explored, as will the 

traditional response to these revisionist views. 

Genesis 19:1-29 

Traditional View 

The story of Sodom and Gomorrah is an indictment against homosexuality because in 

Genesis 19:5, the men of Sodom demand to have sex with Lot’s guests (whom they believe 

to be men) and this desire for homosexual sex is one reason why “the outcry to the Lord 

against its people was so great” (Genesis 19:13). 

Revisionist View 

Nowhere in the Bible is the sin of Sodom and Gomorrah explicitly stated as 

“homosexuality”. Rather, what is apparent is that the sin of Sodom and Gomorrah is pride 

and inhospitality – Ezekiel 16:49 describes the sin of Sodom as arrogance and a lack of 

concern for the poor and needy. Thus, it is presumptuous to conclude that Sodom and 

Gomorrah was punished because of the sin of homosexuality. 

Moreover, in the Genesis 19, the English phrase “to have sex” (Genesis 19:5) is translated 

from the Hebrew yada, which can be understood more plainly as “to know”. Thus, rather 

than wanting sex with Lot’s guests, it could be interpreted that the men of Sodom simply 

wanted to be better acquainted with the guests. Finally, even if the sin of the men of Sodom 

and Gomorrah was sexual in nature, it is a particular form of homosexual sex (i.e. violent 

gang rape) that is being condemned, not loving monogamous homosexual relationships, 

which many aspire to have today. 

Traditional Response to the Revisionist View 
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Prior to Genesis 19, the people of Sodom and Gomorrah were already judged by God to be 

“wicked and sinning greatly” (Genesis 13:13) and having sins that were grievous (Genesis 

18:20). Thus, it is likely that Sodom and Gomorrah were being judged by God because of a 

multitude of sins, rather than one particular sin. While two of these sins are known to be 

inhospitality and pride (c.f. Ezekiel 16:49), this does not exclude homosexual sex from being 

another one of their sins too. It is important to point out that Ezekiel 16:50 (which follows 

16:49) adds that the people of Sodom did “detestable things” (to’evah) before God – a term 

that is also used in Leviticus 18:22 in reference to sex between men.   

Regarding the Genesis 19 account, the context of the passage clearly implies that yada is 

used in reference to sexual intercourse (i.e. the men of Sodom wanted to have sex – not just 

be acquainted – with Lot’s guests) because in Genesis 19:8, the same word is used by Lot to 

speak of his daughters who had never slept (yada) with any men. And while it is true that 

violent gang rape was the particular form of homosexual sex being expressed by the men of 

Sodom, that does not mean that this narrative justifies other forms of homosexual sex. Jude 

7 mentions that the people of Sodom and Gomorrah were judged simply because they 

“went after different flesh” (not because they went after “different flesh” in a particularly 

violent way). Thus, it is not only violent forms of homosexual sex that are erroneous, but 

other forms of homosexual sex as well.   

Leviticus 18:22, 20:13 

Traditional View 

Leviticus 18 and 20 are part of the “Holiness Code” (Leviticus 17-26), which prescribes laws 

by which an Israelite is to keep him/herself holy. Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13 quite explicitly 

and unequivocally state that the act of a man lying with another man as with a woman is an 

abomination (to’evah), punishable by death. 

Revisionist View 

While there is no doubt that these verses plainly oppose the act of a man lying with another 

man as with a woman, the applicability of these verses for our times may be in question. 

The Holiness Code’s overriding concern was Israel’s purity – purity in the sense of 

(something or someone) being unblemished and unmixed. Purity was particularly important 

to Israel because she was set apart to be different from the surrounding nations of her time, 

and the ritual laws of the Holiness Code helped to define what these differences should look 

like. So for example, the Holiness Code prohibits mating different kinds of animals, planting 

different kinds of seeds in a field, and wearing clothing woven from different materials (c.f. 

Leviticus 19:19). To mix different breeds of animals or different materials in a garment 

would compromise the “purity” of that thing. It is in this religious-cultural context that the 

law prohibiting “a man lying with another as with a woman” must be read.  
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Since the present-day context has changed from the time of ancient Israel, and present-day 

believers no longer follow all the laws of the Holiness Code (e.g. we now wear clothes 

woven of different materials), why should laws prohibiting homosexual acts continue to be 

upheld? Also, in the consideration of whether an act is permissible or not, should an 

outward form of “purity” take precedence over more important inward qualities, such as 

love, justice and goodness? 

Traditional Response to the Revisionist View 

The reason why homosexual acts were considered detestable and sinful was not just 

because it was “impure” in a ritualistic sense. Rather, it is wrong because it goes against a 

fundamental principle of God’s created order – the clear demarcation of humankind as 

“male” and “female” (c.f. Genesis 1:27), which itself follows God’s creation of plants and 

creatures “according to their kind” (Genesis 1:12, 21, 24). Homosexual relationships and 

acts blur the distinction and complementarity between the two sexes, and prevent the living 

out of God’s creational call to humankind. As Chan and Wan write, 

Part of the ordering of the world includes ordering the sexes as male and female. To 

break this order is to create disorder and return to chaos. There is also a special 

command to “be fruitful and increase in number; fill the earth and subdue it” (Gen. 

1:28). This is a logical extension of man’s male/female polarity that makes the 

fulfilment of that command possible. Needless to say, a same-sex relationship is 

unable to fulfil that command.3 

It is thus not only because of ritualistic purity but adherence to God’s creational design that 

renders homosexual acts forbidden in the Holiness Code.  

The upholding of fundamental principles of God’s creation also acts as an interpretative 

guide for deciding which Old Testament laws (or more specifically, those found in the 

Holiness Code) are still in effect today. Whereas the wearing of clothes made up of different 

materials, for example, does not seem to breach any principles of the creation order, acts 

such as homosexual sex, bestiality and child sacrifice do, for they go against the principles of 

gender complementarity and the sanctity of life. Moreover, the New Testament provides 

further help in determining which Old Testament laws must still be followed. In general, if 

the New Testament echoes the Old Testament in upholding a particular law, that law is still 

active. Thus, in the case of homosexual acts, the New Testament concurs with the Old 

Testament in prohibiting it (see below). However, in the case of wearing clothes made of 

different materials, the New Testament is silent. For these reasons, the traditional 

                                                           
3 Simon Chan and William Wan, “The Bible and Homosexuality: The Evidence and the Debate,” in A 

Christian Response to Homosexuality. National Council of Churches of Singapore (Singapore: Genesis Books, 
2004), 69. 
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interpretation of Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13, which states that homosexual acts are 

detestable to the Lord, still stands. 

Romans 1:18-32 

Traditional View 

In this passage, Paul places homosexual activity in a theological context, seeing it as a 

consequence of humanity’s rejection of God. Because of humanity’s wickedness and 

suppression of God’s truth (1:18) as well as their refusal to recognize, glorify and give thanks 

to God (1:21), “God gave them over in the sinful desires of their hearts to sexual impurity” 

(1:24) and “shameful lusts”, including the exchange of “natural relations for unnatural ones” 

(e.g. lesbian and gay relationships, 1:26-27). Thus, homosexual acts here are not so much 

what provokes God to anger as much as a result of Him giving sinners over to their own 

sinful desires. It is important to note that homosexual sex is not listed here because it is a 

greater sin than other sins (1:29-31 lists many other sins that result from a depraved mind), 

but to provide “a particularly graphic image of the way in which human fallenness distorts 

the created order.”4  

Revisionist View 

This passage needs to be understood in the cultural context of Paul’s day, in which there 

was no concept of the modern idea of “sexual orientation”, which takes into account 

biological, sociological and psychological factors. It was assumed that anyone in Paul’s day 

who practised homosexual acts did so by willfully opposing their “natural” desire for the 

opposite sex. This is seen in the ancient practices of pederasty (adult males seeking sexual 

pleasure with young adolescent boys) and masters coercing themselves on their male 

slaves, whom they forced to dress as a woman. In other words, homosexual acts in ancient 

days took the form of one party exploiting another in an “unnatural” way. Thus the 

language of this passage speaks of women who “exchanged natural relations for unnatural 

ones” and men who “abandoned natural relations with women… for one another” (1:26-27).  

What this passage does not address is sex between those for whom homosexual tendencies 

are natural, and for whom no exchanging and abandoning of natural relations is required. 

The Hellenistic-Jewish view on homosexuality did not include loving, consensual, 

monogamous relationships, as are practised today. 

 

Traditional Response to the Revisionist View 

                                                           
4 Richard B. Hays, “Awaiting the Redemption of our Bodies,” in Homosexuality in the Church: Both Sides 

of the Debate, ed. Jeffrey S. Siker (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox Press, 1994), 8. 
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Because Paul did not understand “sexual orientation” the way we do today, to introduce it 

into one’s interpretation of this passage would be to commit an anachronism. When Paul 

speaks of the “exchange” and “abandoning” of what is “natural”, he is not just referring to 

heterosexuals who exchanged natural intercourse for unnatural intercourse, but to all forms 

of homosexual activity as evidence of humanity’s confusion and rejection of their Creator. 

Had Paul been referring specifically to pederasty, he could have used the more specific word 

for it (paiderestes) instead. The choice of words in this passage (“exchange”, “nature”, 

“perversion”) clearly point to Paul appealing to a divinely ordained created order, in which 

homosexual relationships and acts are not the norm. Thus, to say that this passage only 

applies to those who are not “naturally” homosexual is untenable.  

1 Corinthians 6:9, 1 Timothy 1:10 

Traditional View 

In these two passages from the Pauline Epistles, we find lists of people who do things that 

are contrary to God’s laws. Among these are fornicators, idolaters, malakoi, arsenokoitai, 

thieves, greedy, drunkards revilers, robbers.  While malakoi and arsenokoitai do not directly 

mean “homosexual”, that is almost certainly what Paul was referring to. Malakoi literally 

means “soft ones”, a slang referring to those who were effeminate and the passive partner 

in a male homosexual relationship. Arsenokoitai is a word that is not actually found in Greek 

literature before this time. It is combination of two words, “male” and “bed” and Paul likely 

used it with the Septuagint version of Leviticus 20:13 in mind: “Whoever lies with a man as 

with a woman (meta arsenos koiten gynaikos)…”. It is thus reasonable to conclude that 

those who practise homosexual acts are part of the Pauline list of people who do wrong.  

Revisionist View 

Because both malakoi and arsenokoitai are not technical terms for “homosexual”, one 

cannot conclude that that is what Paul had in mind when he used those words. It is likely 

that Paul adopted these catalogues of vices from the broader Hellenistic tradition, and 

included them wholesale in his writings without specifying which ones were acceptable or 

unacceptable to the Christian faith. The context of the passages (especially 1 Corinthians 6) 

might also indicate that what Paul was against was male temple prostitution, rather than 

homosexual acts in general.  

Traditional Response to the Revisionist View 

One cannot assume that Paul used these Hellenistic lists of vices thoughtlessly – there are 

variations in his different lists, which shows that he had specific intentions for each list. If 

Paul specifically had temple prostitution in mind, he could have used the more common 

word pornei to refer to such prostitution. Instead, he used the words malakoi and 

arsenokoitai, showing he had something else in mind. Because of these and the reasons 
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stated above (see “Traditional View” argument), it is likely that Paul had practising 

homosexual persons in mind when crafting his catalogue of vices.   

 

 

The Broader Biblical-Theological View 

The evidence of the passages we have examined from Scripture so far seem to regard 

homosexual practices as a sin. Yet, to leave our understanding on this subject here, on the 

basis of several isolated passages in the Bible, is inadequate. Our understanding of 

homosexuality must take into account the broader Biblical-theological framework of 

Creation, Fall, and Redemption.  

1. Created in the Image of God. In the creation account, humans are said to be created “in 

the image of God” (Genesis 1:26). While there is some ambiguity over what that phrase 

actually means, one clear implication of the imago dei from Genesis 1 is that we have 

been created “male and female” (Genesis 1:27). What this suggests is that sexual duality 

is part of what it means to be image bearers of God. Just as God is a Trinitarian God who 

exists in fellowship with Himself, humankind also exists in fellowship with others (c.f. 

Genesis 2:18 – “it is not good for the man to be alone”), with the male-female dyad 

being the most fundamental form of this fellowship. Because man and woman are 

designed differently yet complimentarily, their relationship can be one of meaningful 

mutuality and reciprocity. This is the “natural order” which God intended when He 

created man and woman in His image, and we see this order being held up in the rest of 

Scripture as the norm.5 

 

2. The Pervasive Effect of the Fall. As a result of the Fall in Genesis 3, all aspects of our 

humanity, including our sexuality, have been thoroughly affected. The unbroken 

communion that humans once shared with God, others and themselves has been 

destroyed. Sin has so invaded the human life that one cannot even choose not to sin. 

Humans, without Christ, are “slaves to sin” and will continually “offer parts of their 

bodies in slavery to impurity and to every increasing wickedness” (Romans 6:17, 19). 

Humans, without Christ, might even have the desire to do what is good but be unable to 

carry it out because sin living in them compels them to do what is wrong (Romans 7:19-

20). Every sin committed, regardless of the motives or contributing factors involved, 

must be seen in this light – we are not free not to sin. Thus, even supposedly involuntary 

                                                           
5 The male-female model of marriage is held up as a norm in the rest of Scripture, with even the 

relationship between God and Israel (see Jeremiah 3 and Hosea 2), and Christ and the church (see Ephesians 
5:25-33, Revelation 19:6-9) being described in those terms. There is no record of same-sex marital unions 
among the characters in Scripture.  
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conditions (e.g. homosexual orientation) have been subject to the effects of sin and the 

Fall, and cannot be seen as morally neutral. 

 

3. A Redemptive Vision. The Good News of Scripture is that humans need not remain 

enslaved in, and suffer the eternal consequences of, their sin. Because “at just the right 

time, when we were still powerless, Christ died for the ungodly” (Romans 5:6), thereby 

setting them free from the bondage of sin and enabling them to “become slaves to 

righteousness” (Romans 6:18). The fundamental message of the Christian faith is not 

one of condemnation but one of hope. Even though a fully-orbed redemption and 

renewal of the human body, mind and spirit is still a future reality (c.f. Romans 8:23), 

humans can live in faithful obedience to God in the present age through the enablement 

of Christ and His Holy Spirit. Those who suffer from a broken and disordered sexuality 

can thus take hope and find strength in Christ to live a righteous life. This is why Paul, in 

reference to the sexually immoral and the arsenokoitai, can say:  

And that is what some of you were. But you were washed, you were sanctified, you were 

justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of our God. 

1 Corinthians 6:11 

 

The Biological View 

While Scripture provides us with a foundational outlook on this matter, we must also appeal 

to other sources of wisdom to find out more about the causes of homosexuality, so that we 

may engage with the issue more wisely and contemporarily. Scientific research done in this 

field is of particular importance because it essentially tries to answer the question: “to what 

extent are people born or made gay?” The ethical implication of this question is that if 

homosexuality is something people are born with or something that happens to them 

because of circumstances out of their control, then their actions need not be something 

they are held responsible for.  

Space and the scope of this paper do not permit a detailed description of all the research 

that has been done in this field, so only a summary and critique of some pertinent studies 

will be given.6 

Twin studies 

Twin studies are useful for determining if and to what extent genetic factors play a role in 

homosexuality. Identical twins share common genes, and non-identical twins share only 

                                                           
6 A more thorough description on the scientific research carried out on homosexuality may be found in 

John SH Tay, Born Gay: Examining the Scientific Evidence for Homosexuality, (Singapore: Armour Publishing, 
2010). 
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50% of their genes, so for traits completely determined by genes (such as bodily features 

like hair or eye colour), there should be a concordance rate of close to 100% for identical 

twins, compared with non-identical twins. If homosexuality is something determined by 

genes alone, there should be a much higher concordance rate for identical twins. The 

further the concordance rate for identical twins is from 100%, the more it can be said that 

environmental factors play a part. 

 

The following table shows the results of four studies on the concordance rates in twins: 

Papers Published Identical Twins Non-identical Twins 

Bailey and Pillard (1991) 52% 22% 

Bailey et al (1993) 48% 16% 

Kendler et al (2000) 32% 13% 

Bailey et al (2000)     Men 20% 10.5% 

                                     Women 24% 18.2% 

 

For the first 3 studies compared to the 4th one, the concordance rates for identical twins are 

significantly higher compared to non-identical twins, indicating that there are some genetic 

factors influencing homosexual orientation. But there is a methodological reason why the 

first 3 studies produced inflated figures.  

In the 1991 and 1993 studies, recruitment of subjects was done through advertisements in 

hemophilic publications, meaning there was a selection bias in the sample (i.e. a higher 

proportion of homosexual persons would have participated in the research compared to if 

the sample was drawn from a general population). Also, the twins would also have 

considered each other’s orientation before agreeing to participate, and it is probable that 

twins that were both concordant would have more readily agreed to participate in the 

survey. Despite this inherent methodological flaw, 52% is still far from the 100% 

concordance rate, expected if homosexuality was genetically pre-determined.  

In 2000, Bailey, Dunne and Martin published their findings in another study done with a 

large Australian sample of twins. The concordance rates in this study were 20% for men and 

24% for women, a marked diminishment from the earlier figure of 52%. In the same year, 

Kendler compared the similarity of sexual orientation between monozygotic twins to same-

sex non-identical twins and found that resemblance was higher between identical twins 

(32%) than with their counterparts (13%).  

In all, these findings suggest that there may be some genetic factors at play in the etiology 

of homosexuality. However, because many identical twins also share similar environmental 

factors (e.g. upbringing, life experiences), these non-genetic factors could also contribute to 

the moulding of the sexual orientation of the participants. This, coupled with the fact that 

no studies came close to finding a 100% concordance rate, shows that genes alone cannot 
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account for a person becoming gay. As Tay notes, “the effects on genes on behavior are very 

indirect because genes make proteins, not preferences. The scientific truth is that our genes 

do not force us into anything.” 7 

 

 

Brain Structure studies 

In 1991, LeVay did a post-mortem study on 41 individuals – 16 presumed heterosexual 

males, 19 homosexual males and 6 heterosexual females – and found that the interstitial 

nuclei of the anterior hypothalamus subgroup 3 (INAH 3) was more than twice as large in 

heterosexual men than in both heterosexual females and homosexual men. LeVay 

postulated that this size difference could be evidence that homosexuality was biologically 

based. 8 However, Byne, Tobet and Mattice conducted a similar study on 2001, this time 

measuring the number of neurons in their specimens (rather than looking at the size of the 

nuclei alone), and found that there was no difference in the number of neurons found in the 

INAH 3 between heterosexual and homosexual men.  

Chromosome studies 

Is there such a thing as a “gay gene”? Responses to a study done by Hamer, Magnuson and 

Pattatucci in 1993 certainly thought so. Hamer et al. found in their study on 40 selected 

families with two gay brothers that there was a correlation between homosexual 

orientation and the inheritance of polymorphic markers on the X chromosome in 

approximate 64% of sibling pairs tested.9  

The result of this study was subsequently called into question by another study done by Rice 

and Ebers in 1999, in which they found no link between male homosexuality and Xq28 or 

any other genetic markers. More recently, in 2005, Mustanki and his team (including 

Hamer) from National Institute of Health in US carried out a genome-wide association study 

(GWAS) of sexual orientation in men. in a sample of 456 individuals from 146 families in 

which two or more gay brothers was genotyped, authors did not find linkages between 

sexual orientation to Xq28 in the full sample.  

Hamer himself subsequently clarified that there is no master gene that can ever make a 

person gay, and that environmental factors do play a part in one’s sexual orientation.   

                                                           
7 John SH Tay, Born Gay: Examining the Scientific Evidence for Homosexuality, xlvi-xlvii. 
8 In a later interview however, it was revealed that 3 homosexual men actually had nuclei larger than 

the heterosexual sample, and that 3 heterosexual men actually had smaller nuclei than those of homosexual 
sample. This means that LeVay’s findings were not full-proof.  

9 It is important to note that Hamer and his team did not claim determinism (cause) but influence 
(correlation).   
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The Socio-Psychological View 

Besides studies looking at the genetic make-up of a person, it is necessary to also consider 

studies exploring the social environment of homosexual persons. On this note, two major 

environmental or socio-psychological factors have been found to contribute to, or at least 

correlate with, homosexuality:  

1. Inadequate father-son relationship. In 2004, Sutter and Rovers published a study in 

which they found that among their sample group of 154 Roman Catholic seminarians, 

those who were homosexual felt more emotional distance from their fathers compared 

to their heterosexual counterparts. In 2007, Taiwanese psychiatrists Lung and Shu 

studied 275 Taiwanese military personnel and found that those with over-protective or 

controlling fathers tended to develop homosexual tendencies more easily that those 

without an over-protective fathers. In both of these studies, it must be said that the 

sample group who took part in the studies were not representative of the general 

population.  

 

2. Presence of physical or sexual abuse. In 2001, Tomeo, Templer, Anderson, Kotler 

conducted a study of 942 homosexual and heterosexual adults and found that 46% of 

homosexual men compared to 7% of heterosexual men reported molestation by men. 

Similarly, 22% of homosexual women compared to 1% of heterosexual women reported 

molestation by women. These results are statistically significant. Interestingly, 68% of 

homosexual men and 38% of homosexual women did not report themselves as 

homosexual until after the incident.  

In another study in 2009 done by Stoddard, Dibble and Fineman involving 324 pairs of 

sisters, one of whom is a lesbian and the other a heterosexual, it was found that the 

incidence of childhood sexual and physical abuse was higher among lesbians than their 

heterosexual sisters.  

These studies are not without methodological deficiencies but they nonetheless shed light 

on some potential environmental triggers in the life of homosexual persons.  

 

Conclusion on Various Views 

Despite all the scientific studies that have been done, no conclusive reason can be given on 

how homosexuality develops in a person. As a statement in the American Psychological 

Association website puts it: 

There is no consensus among scientists about the exact reasons that an individual develops a 

heterosexual, bisexual, gay or lesbian orientation. Although much research has examined the 
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possible genetic, hormonal, developmental, social and cultural influences on sexual 

orientation, no findings have emerged that permit scientists to conclude that sexual 

orientation is determined by any particular factor or factors. Many think that nature and 

nurture both play complex roles; most people experience little or no sense of choice about 

their sexual orientation.10 

How are we to reconcile the Scriptural view that homosexual acts are willful and a sign of 

alienation from God and the scientific view that there are both genetic and environmental 

influences to homosexuality?  

To answer this question, each of these views must be put in their rightful place. 11 The 

scientific and socio-psychological views are helpful in demonstrating how complex and 

varied the causes of homosexuality are. Such knowledge can and should lead the church to a 

reduction in ignorance, fear and hostility towards homosexual persons, and an increase in 

compassion for their situation. The Biblical view, however, must finally be the church’s guide 

with regard to the moral position we should take on this issue. This is because, for 

Christians, Scripture as God’s revealed Word provides the authoritative basis on which to 

make ethical decisions. Thus, while we recognize that there may be biological and 

environmental causes to homosexuality, these do not negate the position we take from 

Scripture that homosexual acts are sins, and cannot be condoned by the church.  

Having stated that, the Biblical-theological view reminds us that humanity (and indeed all of 

creation) is on a journey of being made gloriously whole by Christ and for Christ. While we 

await the redemption of our bodies, we continue to wrestle with the pervasive effects of 

the Fall and with the reality of a broken creation. As such, the church’s approach to this 

issue must reflect this now-but-not-yet tension. We need to handle this issue prophetically 

yet pastorally, courageously yet sensitively, in truth and with grace. 

 

Implications on Church Life 

Before exploring some specific ways the church can do this, it is worthwhile to first explore 

some practical implications of homosexual persons being part of the community of faith, via 

a series of answers to frequently asked questions.  

1. Should the church extend care and support to homosexual persons? 

 

                                                           
10 http://www.apa.org/topics/lgbt/orientation.aspx  

11 It is recognized that there are many other views to this subject which are out of the scope of this 
paper (e.g. the view of Christian tradition, the socio-political view, the philosophical view etc.). These views 
can be addressed in future papers and talks, so as to provide added depth and understanding to this subject. 
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Yes. The church’s mission to partner God in bringing His shalom into a broken world 

extends to all whom God places in our paths, including homosexual persons. This care 

and support ought to be given wholistically, with the person’s body, soul and mind being 

nurtured, and freely, without any conditions (e.g. the person must become a 

heterosexual) attached to that care. Such care and support will not serve, as some fear, 

to “embolden” homosexual persons in their lifestyle any more than care and support 

given to a proud person will embolden their prideful disposition. In short, homosexual 

persons must first and foremost be seen as fellow human beings with similar human 

struggles, concerns and needs as heterosexual persons. 

2. Can homosexual persons be members of the church? 

 

This is akin to asking whether alcoholics or people who are angry, envious or lazy can be 

members of the church. We need to recognize that before a Holy God, all have sinned 

and fallen short of His glory (c.f. Romans 3:23), meaning, there is no one sin more severe 

than another.  If the church is indeed a community of redeemed sinners, then there is 

no reason why those struggling with homosexuality should be specially prohibited to be 

members of the church. Of course, as with all potential members, they need to be clear 

about what it means to be a member of the church, specifically, whether they have truly 

understood what it means to be saved, whether they desire to grow in and serve Christ 

along with others in the community of faith, and whether they understand the 

responsibilities of membership in a local church. 

 

3. Should homosexual persons be expected to change their sexual orientation once they 

become Christians? 

 

While a heterosexual orientation is part of God’s original design for humans, it is not the 

ultimate goal of the Christian faith. One’s wholehearted trust and faithful obedience to 

Christ is. Recognizing that, for various reasons, it may be extremely difficult for a 

homosexual person to become heterosexual in this lifetime, a change in sexual 

orientation ought not to be demanded of Christians struggling with homosexual 

attractions. Christ through His Spirit certainly has the power to heal and re-orient this 

broken aspect of their lives (and we should actively encourage all who have come to 

know Christ to find help and healing for any broken areas of their lives), but whether and 

when He chooses to do so is not something one can predict or insist on. What is 

important for homosexual Christians, as with heterosexual Christians, is to live lives of 

sexual purity. This is defined in Scripture as sexual abstinence outside of a heterosexual 

marriage.  

 

4. Should the church sanction homosexual unions? 
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No. It is very clear that marriage defined by Scripture refers to a one man, one woman 

union (Genesis 2:24, c.f. Matthew 19:5, Mark 10:7, Ephesians 5:31). As such, the church 

cannot in good conscience sanction homosexual unions, even if it recognizes that the 

capacity for committed, intimate relationships between homosexual persons is possible. 

The church should of course do its utmost to encourage all its members, regardless of 

their sexual orientation, to pursue authentic, mutually edifying relationships that can be 

a source of support and encouragement to one another in their Christian walks. 

 

 

 

5. Should homosexual persons be allowed to serve in the church? 

 

Much like the earlier question on membership, Scripture does not seem to make any 

distinction between those who struggle with one sin and those who struggle with 

another sin in terms of their call to serve. What is important when it comes to service is 

the state of the believer’s life with God – are they following Christ wholeheartedly, 

trusting in His promises and obeying Him even when it comes at a cost? If a Christian 

with a homosexual orientation abstains from homosexual practices, and actively seeks 

to glorify God with his/her life, nothing should prevent this person from Christian 

service, and in principle, even leadership in the church. Of course, given the oft-hidden 

nature of this struggle, it would be wise for a believer struggling with homosexuality to 

remain open and accountable to spiritual mentor, even as he/she grows in discipleship 

through Christian service.  

 

Ministry Engagement with Homosexual Persons 

In thinking about ministry engagement with different homosexual persons, it is important 

for the church not to group them all together and adopt a “one size fits all” approach. 

Different homosexual persons are at different stages of their journey. Some are privately 

struggling and are not ready to share their struggles with others. Others are ready to share 

their struggles and actively seek help. Others are open about their orientation but are not 

looking to change or receive help. Still others are actively petitioning for changes in society 

so that gays and lesbians may be accorded similar privileges with heterosexual couples.  

In light of this, it is proposed that the church explore efforts to engage with homosexual 

persons in three broad ways – preventative, pastoral and prophetic.  

Preventative Engagement 



15 
 

Preventative efforts aim to help believers, especially young people who may be confused 

about their sexual orientation, avoid going down the path of being a practising homosexual. 

The main task here is education. 

The church should regularly teach and not shy away from discussing Biblical sexual ethics 

with both the adult and youth congregations. Even children can and should receive teaching 

on this matter where appropriate. Topics can include: 

 God’s design at creation – male and female He created them 

 What is the purpose of sex and why are aberrations from the original purpose 

harmful? 

 Sexual purity – abstinence from sex as a single and sexual fidelity in marriage. 

 Gender roles – universal or culturally specific? What does it mean to be male or 

female? 

 The purpose of marriage – proles (offspring), fides (fidelity, companionship), 

sacramentum (as a sign of Christ’s union with the church) (Augustine’s threefold 

good of marriage).  

 The gift of singlehood – how may a single person remain sexually whole and 

relationally fulfilled? 

 What does Scripture say about same-sex relationships? 

These may be taught in the form of a course in the School of Continuing Education (SCE) or 

as a series of sermons over the pulpit, which can be repeated once every few years. The 

youth ministry could also consider conducting a course dealing with some of these topics for 

a particular batch of youths (e.g. Sec 2s) each year, thereby ensuring that all youths have a 

chance to engage with the subject of sexuality at some point in their teenage life. These 

topics could also be covered during parenting seminars, so that parents can understand the 

struggles their children may face in this day and age, and gain handles and resources that 

can help them converse with their children about these topics. Because the topic of 

sexuality is not one that is frequently discussed among Christians and in Christian homes, 

especially in an Asian context, the church’s role in providing Scripturally-grounded sexuality 

education is significant.  

Another important aspect of education is with regard to correcting certain behaviors that 

contribute to the struggles of (potentially) homosexual persons. Teasing, labelling, making 

fun of, or judging persons, especially young people who might be confused about their 

sexuality or who appear different from others of the same gender (e.g. in looks, interests, 

speech) can have detrimental effects. Many homosexual persons have shared accounts of 

how such acts in their younger days have contributed to the formation of their gender 

identity and, eventually, their sexual orientation. To that end, the church must educate her 

worshippers to be accepting of those who express their gender differently from others, and 

not judge or make fun of them.  Erroneous gender stereotypes should also be corrected 
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where necessary. The culture of the church should be one where those who are confused 

about their sexuality are assured that they are accepted, even as they grow in clarity and 

confidence about what it means for them to be male/female.  

Pastoral Engagement  

Pastoral Care efforts are directed towards those who are struggling with homosexuality and 

open to receiving help. Given the multi-faceted nature of the causes of homosexuality, 

pastoral care needs to be wholistic and would involve the tasks of pastoral counseling, inner 

healing, relational reconciliation, and spiritual accountability.  

1. Pastoral counseling involves listening to a person’s story and offering guidance and 

perspectives which are based on the truths of Scripture. Many persons struggling with 

homosexuality have at various points believed in lies or half-truths about themselves, 

their sexuality or God. Their struggle may have to do with their identity (Why am I so 

different from others?), belonging (Will people accept me if they knew this part of me? 

Who will love me for who I am?), faith (Am I out of God’s reach? Can Jesus save me?), or 

hope (Can I ever become “normal”? Where can I go to find understanding, peace, and 

acceptance?) Pastoral counseling plays the important role of giving a person space to 

share these questions, then points them to Scripture to find the answers to these 

questions, and to address any lies they may have believed in. Key to this process is the 

directing of the person back to God, the source of all comfort and truth. Pastoral 

counseling may be carried out by a church leader or pastoral staff worker. However, if 

the person’s struggles and questions are very complex, it may be necessary for him/her 

to be referred to a professionally trained Christian counselor. 

 

2. Inner healing involves praying with a person, asking God to touch and heal any broken 

areas of that person’s life, and to restore the person back to health and wholeness. 

Because homosexuality, like many other conditions, is essentially a spiritual disease, a 

person struggling with homosexuality needs to be healed by God from any sins or 

wounds that have contributed to this disease. Whereas pastoral counseling is based 

more on a rational understanding of the truths of Scripture, inner healing focuses on the 

person’s experience of those truths (e.g. God’s forgiveness and grace) by the power of 

the Spirit – although the two are not mutually exclusive. Inner healing may happen 

instantaneously, although it is more often a process that happens over time. As such, 

the leader, pastoral staff worker or a mature believer with the gift of healing who is 

journeying with a person struggling with homosexuality must be prepared to do so over 

an extended period of time. 

 

3. Relational reconciliation involves guiding and empowering a person to restore broken or 

estranged relationships, especially with key family members, in that person’s life. It has 

been mentioned that some studies have revealed that emotional distance from one’s 
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father or the presence of past abuse in one’s life may contribute to a person’s 

homosexual orientation. As such, in order for the person to grow in wholeness, it might 

be vital for the person to be reconciled with his/her parents or with his/her abuser 

(especially if that abuser is a family member and is willing to acknowledge their 

mistakes). Such reconciliation will need to be facilitated by a counsellor or a church 

leader or pastoral staff worker who has some experience in family therapy. Key to any 

kind of horizontal reconciliation (between persons) is the willingness by all parties to 

first recognize their need for vertical reconciliation (between God and a person). 

One important dimension of relational reconciliation that many homosexual persons 

need to experience is with the church, for that is where they have previously faced 

rejection and judgment. To that end, the church must conscientiously deal with any 

homophobia that might exist in her midst. As mentioned above, negative words, labels 

and wrong impressions of homosexual persons must be corrected through sound and 

accurate teaching. As with all who walk through the church’s doors, regardless of what 

issues in life they may struggle with, the church must warmly welcome and extend 

hospitality and friendship to persons struggling with homosexuality. Such inclusivity will 

go a long way in helping them experience God’s love and kindness, which might them 

lead them toward repentance and obedience (c.f. Romans 2:4) 

4. Spiritual accountability involves a person being a part of a small group of believers (or 

with one other mature believer), with whom he/she can grow together with, and be free 

to share concerns and struggles. Other than specific, intensive pastoral care efforts 

provided to the person, as mentioned above, a person struggling with homosexuality 

needs to also be assimilated into the general life of the community, and in particular 

with a group of spiritual friends who can be a source of support and encouragement to 

him/her. CARE groups and mentoring groups would be good platforms for this. When 

joining such a group, it need not be necessary to share the nature of the person’s 

struggles with the group, lest the person is singled out and treated differently from 

others. The person should be treated like any other visitor joining a small group. 

These four dimensions of pastoral engagement have been suggested with a view toward 

helping individuals. However, should significant numbers of people in or associated with our 

church be found to require help concerning their struggle with homosexuality, a program 

which tries to integrate these four elements of pastoral engagement can also be conceived 

and carried out, to augment the efforts of individual pastoral caregivers.12 

Prophetic Engagement 

                                                           
12 Various models of such programs exist in other churches or Christian organisations. One would be the 

Journey Discipleship Course, which tries to integrate Biblical teaching on sexual-relational wholeness with 
intercessory prayer and small group discipleship. For more details, see http://www.journeycanada.org/.  

http://www.journeycanada.org/
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Prophetic engagement refers to any efforts taken by the church to engage with the general 

public on matters concerning homosexuality. Such efforts are taken with the perspective 

that believers, individually and as a church, need to be a light to the world (c.f. Matthew 

5:14-16), and have a responsibility to transform culture through their thoughts, words and 

deeds.13 This is especially so when an aspect of culture is out-of-sync with God’s revealed 

ways, and needs to be re-aligned with it. Prophetic efforts are directed towards those 

outside the church, with the two main tasks being public activism and personal moral 

influence.  

1. Public Activism often seeks to bring about some societal change (socially, politically, 

economically or environmentally) through intentional and vigorous action. Such action 

may include rallies, strikes, and petitions. In more recent times, social media has 

increasingly been used to facilitate civic engagement and action.    

Singaporeans in general, including Christians, have not been known for participating in 

activism efforts, because they see no need or are reluctant to challenge the decisions 

and actions of the government. In the last five to ten years however, Singaporeans, 

especially the young, have begun to be more vocal and bold about their views, even if 

these views do not conform to traditional norms. The authorities also seem more open 

toward non-hostile forms of activism, seeing these as opportunities to engage members 

of the public. It is in this changing socio-political climate that events such as Pink Dot 

have started and thrived.  

In light of this changing climate, this paper contends that it might be necessary in some 

situations for Christians to also enter the public sphere and lend their voice to various 

causes. If we believe that Bible-based ethical principles are not just helpful for 

Christians, but right and good for all humans, then to remain silent in the public sphere 

would be to do a disservice to our nation and her leaders. Key to any form of public 

engagement taken is that it is done clearly, thoughtfully, and respectfully.  

The following is a suggested process for how the church can participate in activism on 

the LGBT issue, when the leadership discerns that she should. The church needs to first 

understand what she is addressing or who she is responding to. If she is responding, for 

example, to a policy by the government or a public campaign by LGBT activists, she 

should make that clear to her members and not confuse this issue with the preventative 

or pastoral efforts taken with individuals struggling with homosexuality. Next, the 

church should craft a thoughtful and sensitive response to this issue based on Biblical 

                                                           
13 This view is called the transformationist model of cultural engagement, adopted and popularized by 

Abraham Kuyper, a former Dutch prime minister who was also a pastor and theologian. Kuyper believed that 
cultural change can occur when Christians minister through the structures of society (e.g. government, 
education system) rather than apart from them. Because God is sovereign over all of society, Christians can 
and should fully participate in the public square, all the while keeping their ethics rooted in God’s Word. For 
other models of cultural engagement, see Annex 2.  
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convictions as well as what serves the common good of society (bearing in mind that this 

document is primarily for those outside the church). This response can come in the form 

of a statement or a letter, which the church should share with her members before 

delivering it to the relevant parties. Sometimes, the church might choose to ask her 

members for their signatures, as a show of support for a petition. This, however, should 

be done only if the signatories clearly understand the purpose of the petition, and are 

not pressured to sign the documents in any way. The document can then be sent to the 

relevant parties or authorities.  

Again, it must be remembered that the purpose of public activism is not to stir up 

conflict, but to offer a Christian voice to issues which concern the moral and social well-

being of society.  

2. Personal Moral Influence refers to any effort taken to bring about positive moral change 

in society through the spheres of influence which individual Christians have been placed 

in. If public activism is the “organized” effort of the gathered church engaging 

prophetically with culture, personal moral influence takes place at an “organic” level, 

through the church scattered into the world.  

Personal moral influence can be brought to bear formally and informally. Formally, as 

believers are placed in different stations in life, they have the opportunity to influence 

decisions being made by their schools or workplaces whenever a decision concerning 

the homosexual community is being made. For instance, if a policy is being made which 

either favours or discriminates against the homosexual community, believers should 

speak up, in whatever capacity they can, in favour of an unbiased treatment towards 

that community. Of course, in order for their voice to be heard, believers must first earn 

the respect of others through the quality and character of their work and their 

treatment of others.   

Informally, as believers interact with homosexual persons in their social circles, they can 

appeal to general ethical principles to gently encourage their friends to veer away from 

being practising homosexuals. However, knowing that any change in one’s sexual 

orientation or practices will ultimately be motivated by a person being made right with 

God, believers should focus more on evangelism than behavioural change when 

engaging with non-believing homosexual persons. As and when these persons become 

more open to the gospel, efforts can then be made to speak with them about their 

sexual preferences and habits.    

 

Summary and Conclusion  

The issue of homosexuality has come to the fore in Singapore society in recent years, and is 

a concern the church cannot remain disengaged from. This paper has tried to articulate a 
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position the church can take on this matter based on Scripture, while suggesting several 

ways a church can respond pastorally and prophetically to homosexual persons. While 

homosexual acts are deemed by the Bible to be sinful, there are complex reasons for why 

and how a person comes to adopt a homosexual orientation. This means the church needs 

to act wisely and sensitively when ministering to homosexual persons, or confronting the 

issue of homosexuality. Homosexual persons are on a journey, a journey that does not end 

the moment they become Christians. So while the church speaks out boldly against the sins 

of homosexual acts, she also needs to give a message of hope to those who struggle with 

homosexuality, and offer them all the help and acceptance necessary for them to live in 

faithful obedience to Christ in this present age. 
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Definition of Key Terms 

1. Sex: The biological make-up of a person’s reproductive anatomy or secondary sexual 

characteristics 

 

2. Gender: The social roles based on the sex of the person.  

 

3. Sexual orientation: The type of sexual, romantic, and/or physical attraction felt toward 

others. The type of orientation is often labelled based on gender identity of the person 

and who they are attracted to.  

 

4. Same Sex Attraction: A deep and intense interest in members of the same gender. This 

interest may include desires for their attention, friendship and may involve a fascination 

with their bodies or gender traits.  

 

5. Homosexual: A clinical term for people who are attracted to members of the same sex. 

Homosexual acts are an acting of those desires through sexual activities.  

 

6. LGBT(QIA): These various sexual identities and expressions are commonly grouped 

together as alternatives to heterosexuality, although each have their own specific traits 

and concerns. QIA is a more recent addition under the LGBT umbrella. 

 Lesbian: a woman who is attracted, sexually, emotionally, romantically to other 

women.  

 Gay: a man who is attracted, physically, emotionally, romantically to other men. 

“Gay” could also be used as an umbrella term for gays and lesbians. 

 Bisexual: a person who is attracted, physically, emotionally, romantically to 

members of both genders.  

 Transgender: a person who does not identify with their assigned gender at birth 

Annex 1 
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 Questioning: a person who is in the process of exploring and understanding. 

one’s own sexual orientation, gender identity and gender expression.  

 Intersex: a person whose sexual anatomy does not fit with the traditional 

markers of “male” and “female”.  

 Asexual: a person who does not feel any sexual attraction to any group of 

people. 

 

7. Homophobia: A range of negative attitudes and feelings towards homosexuality or 

those who are perceived as being lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender (LGBT). 

 

8. Homosocial: In sociology, this describes same-sex relationships that are not romantic or 

sexual in nature.  

 

 

Models of Cultural Engagement  

Timothy Keller in his book, “Center Church”, lists four models of how churches generally 

engage with culture: 

1. The Transformationist Model of engagement seeks to transform culture through an 

emphasis on Christians pursuing their vocations from a Christian worldview. Those who 

hold to this model believe that the Lordship of Christ should extend to every sphere of 

society (e.g. business, art, science, education, politics etc.) and thus, Christians involved 

in these fields should labour to transform the world through them.  

 

2. The Relevance Model of engagement has a very positive view of culture and seeks to be 

compatible with the surrounding culture. Those who hold to this model believe that God 

is at work through cultural movements that may have little or nothing to do with 

Christianity – what happens in the world at large is God’s work as much as what happens 

in the church. As such, churches who adopt this model continually seek to reinvent their 

ministry to be more relevant to the needs and sensibilities of people in the broader 

culture.  

 

3. The Counterculturalist Model sees the church as a community that is in direct contrast 

with the world. Those who hold to this model view the kingdom of God, expressed in the 

church, as being in opposition to the kingdom of this world. As such, proponents of this 

model resist learning from the broader culture, and seek instead to demonstrate God’s 

kingdom values of justice and peace through the church community.  

 

4. The Two Kingdoms Model is based on the perspective that God’s Lordship over the 

world is expressed in two realms – the “common kingdom” and the “redemptive 

Annex 2 
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kingdom”. All human beings are members of the “common kingdom”, but only 

Christians are members of the “redemptive kingdom”. Christians who are advocates of 

this model see the good of both kingdoms, and treat their tasks in the world as seriously 

as their tasks in church. They do not consciously try to do their tasks in the common 

kingdom in a distinctively Christian way. Unlike the Transformationist model, this model 

does not try change or “heal” the broader culture.  

Keller suggests that different seasons may call for a church to adopt a different model of 

cultural engagement, although a balanced approach which learns from the strengths of each 

model is preferable. 14   

                                                           
14See Timothy Keller, Center Church (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan, 2012), 194-247. 


