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Logos Study 
August/September 2013 

 

“Everything’s Bent: Rethinking ‘Normal’” 
A Practical Theological Reflection on the  

Church’s Response to Homosexuals1 
 

Overview 
Over the next three sessions we’re going to work through a Practical Theological cycle of reflection, 
bringing all we’ve read and engaged to bear on this complex issue. The basic gist is that each 
session—after some initial input to stir the pot—we’ll work through key questions that move us from 
our current practice, to a theoretical reflection, and back to more faithful practice. By bringing a 
range of perspectives together, our aim is “truthful action” for the glory of God. 
 

Session 1:                       The Descriptive-Empirical and Interpretive movements: 
 What is happening? (both in terms of homosexuality in culture in general, 

and the church’s response to homosexuals in particular) 
 Why is it happening? (adopt normative, situational and existential 

perspectives, evaluating each by the criteria of consistency, 
correspondence, completeness, and liveability) 

 

Session 2:                       The Normative and Correlative movements: 
 What should be happening? (consider Scripture, informed by tradition, 

particularly seeking a Biblical perspective on homosexual practice, and 
how the church should engage homosexuals) 

 Where is the common ground? (bring our Biblical perspective into 
dialogue with the concerns of homosexuals and the agenda of the gay 
lobby: where do we affirm each other = compare; where do we refuse or 
challenge each other = contrast; how can we move beyond the current 
impasse in a synergistic solution = create) 

 

Session 3:                       The Pragmatic movement: Who would Jesus have us be for Him, today? 
 How might we respond? … dot point key actions and ideas on 4 fronts 

o The Church’s response to homosexuals within the Church 
o The Church’s response to homosexuals within Society at large  
o The Church’s response to homosexuality within the Public Sphere 
o The Church’s response to gay marriage within Politics 

 

 At the conclusion of these sessions, we may want to put together a series of “discussion 
papers” for the Church Eldership, addressing any particular questions or concerns they have. 
We may want to consider a talk or panel on this topic. Either way, and at the very least, we 
will be more informed and hopefully will personally and corporately practice Christlike action 
on this complex issue. 

 

                                                           
1 Technically we should speak of LGBTIQ (Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgendered, Intersexual, and Queer, see here).  
To perhaps oversimplify the issue, however, I am collapsing these distinctions under the rubric of Gay or Homosexual. 

http://www.uas.alaska.edu/juneau/activities/safezone/docs/lgbtiq_terminology.pdf
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1.  PRACTICAL THEOLOGICAL REFLECTION TOOLS 

Following is the model of practical theological reflection we’ll follow in these three studies. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Throughout the studies, it is important to keep in mind three perspectives on the Church’s response to homosexuals, 
based on John Frame’s Trinitarian model of tri-perspectivalism:2 

God the Father’s authority offers a normative perspective on everyday life, through Scripture 
and as understood across time by church tradition. Using reason, we have divine criteria by 
which knowledge is attained. 

God the Son’s power offers a situational perspective on everyday life, His incarnation into 
this world grounding the empirical study of the object of knowledge (such as reason 
applied to our individual and communal practices through use of history, science, 
anthropology and the like). 

God the Holy Spirit’s presence offers an existential perspective on everyday life, through 
experience that offers insight into the knowing subject her/himself (accessed through 

self-reflection, considering both the individual Christian, and the Community of faith, 
through everyday and supernatural encounters). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
2 John M. Frame, The Doctrine of the Knowledge of God (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Book House, 1987). See also 
http://www.frame-poythress.org/what-is-triperspectivalism/ 

http://www.frame-poythress.org/what-is-triperspectivalism/
http://www.amazon.com/The-Doctrine-God-Theology-Lordship/dp/0875522637/ref=pd_bxgy_b_img_y#reader_0875522637
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1.1 Criteria for evaluating the ‘truth’ of a perspective: 

It must be remembered that we do not engage Scripture, Tradition, 
Reason, and Experience in a pure form, unmediated. Rather, we are 
accessing our interpretations of each, so we must critically evaluate each 
(particularly in the second movement, the interpretive phase, and the 
fourth correlative movement). 

As we’ve typically done in Logos, our four leading criteria for evaluating 
the “truthfulness” of any perspective are as follows:  

 

#1. Consistency (logical & coherent): It must abide by the law of non-contradiction, be internally consistent, and not 
self-refuting. Like a trampoline, the fabric of one’s argument must hold together, free of any rips and effectively 
meshed as one. (See, for instance, a user-friendly list of logical fallacies here.) 

#2. Completeness (explanatory power): It must provide a solid explanation of all facts at hand, both the nature of 
the universe, and the form and experiences of humanity. 
Like a trampoline, the jumping surface must be a large frame 
that can embrace smaller frames (e.g. incorporating science, 
art, justice, morality, love etc.). 

#3. Correspondence (external connection with reality):  
As research is conducted, facts must support, not destroy 
the belief. Unlike conspiracy theories, the claims must be 
evidenced and plausible. One key ‘fact’ to check is whether 
this extra-Biblical belief conforms to what you believe 
Scripture to say. Beware, however, as there are few ‘brute’ 
facts. All evidence must be interpreted, with a priori 
assumptions colouring conclusions. Like a trampoline, the frame must be ‘grounded’,  
connecting to something solid like the floorboards. You can’t jump, suspended in mid-air. 

#4. Liveability (personal confirmation via experience): Is it possible to live aligned with these beliefs? Does it result 
in greater freedom and fullness, peace and joy and love. Or, does it constrain and kill life. That is, does it move 
toward shalom, or toward death? Like a trampoline, the truth claims should make you want to jump! This will, 
however, require flexibility like springs, as all the pieces of the trampoline come together in a unified experience. 

2.  THE DESCRIPTIVE-EMPIRICAL MOVEMENT 

First, the descriptive-empirical movement involves gathering information that helps us discern patterns and 
dynamics in particular episodes, situations, or contexts. It is characterised by a spirituality of priestly listening that 
seeks to answer the driving question, What is going on? 

2.1 Stimulus 

(The following is taken from my wonderingfair.com article, “Everything’s Bent: Rethinking ‘Normal’” I & II.) 

How long until homosexual marriage is legally enshrined in your country? British PM David Cameron has come out in 
support of ‘Marriage Equality’. So, too, has US President Barack Obama. Everything is topsy turvy in the land Down 
Under: PM Julia Gillard has cautiously allowed a conscience vote, but still contends that marriage is technically a life-
long commitment between a man and a woman. But with the Marriage Equality (also here) movement gaining 
momentum, and yet another wave of Senate Inquiries to hit our shores, many wonder if Gillard will drown in a 
deluge of anti-discrimination. 

The rhetoric is at fever-pitch. Take our morning TV program, Sunrise. On a cold winter’s dawn, hundreds gather out 
front of the studio waving over-sized placards. “I Do!” “Children Need a Mother and a Father.” “End the 
Discrimination!” They’re gathered for ‘The Great Marriage Debate’. The contenders autograph t-shirts like MMA 
sluggers before taking their corner. You can feel the heat on youtube (also here), even if the fight generates no light. 
Each waits a turn to call the other crazy. 

https://yourlogicalfallacyis.com/
https://wonderingfair.com/2012/07/04/everythings-bent-rethinking-normal/
https://wonderingfair.com/2012/07/06/everythingss-bent-part-ii/
http://www.australianmarriageequality.org/
http://www.equalitycampaign.org.au/home?gclid=CJfV4NT01NMCFdgDKgodV2IHSQ
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=imkPR2fJ7N4
http://www.mediafire.com/file/mtghq3cbb5dilma/%E2%96%B6_sunrise_-_marriage_equality_debate_%28hq%29.mp4
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(Watch this clip below—click for link. Also, see here and here. For how the Aussie media depicts the general 
population’s views of Same Sex marriage, see here and here, and the Insight SBS programme special here.) 

My favourite placard was “1 in 10.” This rally-cry 
is of course a throw back to Alfred Kinsey’s 
highly questionable social-science statistics, 
claiming one in ten people are gay. With all the 
international press, it’s not surprising that many 
think it’s more like one in four. Our 2011 Census 
data pegs it closer to one in forty, a number sure 
to stay in the closet. Ironically, the only stat for 1 
in 10 is the number of Aussies preferring to live 
alone. From all accounts, even when homosexual 
marriage is legislated, fewer than 10 percent of 
gays actually want to tie the knot. 

So why all the fuss? Genuinely, I don’t mean to 
be dismissive. Atrocities have been committed 
against homosexuals. I’m glad there are already 

equal rights for gay civil partnership. I recognise that over 60 percent of Australians consider the Church’s attitude 
against homosexuality a blocker to believing in Christianity. My question, though, is this: given that only about 0.2% 
of the population want to marry someone of the same sex, why is this particular issue such a powder keg? 

2.2 Key Guiding Questions 

Using your own personal experience alongside more empirical findings from your research, attempt (without 
interpreting why) to accurately describe the experience (including behaviours, feelings, beliefs and actions) of the 
following groups in relation: 

1. Homosexual seekers and Christian Gays within the Church 

 

 

2. Non-Christian Gays with the Church/Christians in general 

 

 

3. Non-Christians with the Church/Christians in the public sphere (media and politics) re Gay Marriage 

 

 

4. Churches/Christians with Gays within the Church 

 

 

5. Churches/Christians with Gays outside the Church 

 

 

6. Churches/Christians with non-Christians in the public sphere (media and politics) re Gay Marriage 

 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ek49HVzb9jU
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AhAWCOy_3v4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=wH-Pg6K3NrM
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=CHME79utrYw
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=LX74Bg8xPcE
http://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2012/05/americans-have-no-idea-how-few-gay-people-there-are/257753/
https://theconversation.edu.au/same-sex-couples-counted-in-the-census-but-some-stay-hidden-7851
http://theconversation.edu.au/australian-census-one-in-ten-live-alone-but-that-doesnt-mean-theyre-lonely-7674
http://theconversation.edu.au/australian-census-one-in-ten-live-alone-but-that-doesnt-mean-theyre-lonely-7674
http://www.religiontoday.com/articles/do-homosexuals-really-want-to-get-married-1410340.html
http://mccrindle.com.au/resources/Australian-Communities-Report_McCrindle-Research.pdf
http://mccrindle.com.au/resources/Australian-Communities-Report_McCrindle-Research.pdf
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=imkPR2fJ7N4
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2.3 Tools for Research 

We need to take our lives as a sort of “living human 
document” and turn it into another text that we can bring into 
dialogue with normative and situational perspectives. 

Our experience of life is not one-dimensional. As 
phenomenologists often say, to understand another person 
we must step into their shoes (or “walk in their moccasins”) in 
search of a “thick description” of life. Practical theologian Don 
Browning, in particular, has highlighted the importance of a 
“descriptive theology” that unpacks multiple levels of a 
practice to form a complete picture “in all of its situated 
richness”.3 Using the anagram VOTER (highlighting the visional, 
obligational, tendency-need, environmental-social, and rule-
role dimensions of practical reason),4 he explains that  

[a]ction is (1) made up of concrete practices (rules, roles, 
communication patterns); (2) motivated by needs and 
tendencies; (3) limited and channeled by social-systemic and 

ecological constraints; (4) further ordered by principles of obligation; and (5) given meaning by visions, 
narratives, and metaphors.5 

This is a helpful scheme for giving a rich description of each of the 6 groups in relation above. Try and put this into to 
better understand the experience of both Kerryn Phelps and Jim Wallace in the earlier debate clip. Rather than start 
with theology (situational perspective) or reason (situational perspective), begin by giving a thick description of their 
current actions. Work your way up from the lowest to the highest level (RETOV): 

Rule-Role:  

 

 

Environmental-Social:  

 

 

Tendency-Needs:  

 

 

Obligational:  

 

 

Finally, you piece the bits together in a narrative: 

Visional:  

                                                           
3 Don Browning, A Fundamental Practical Theology: Descriptive and Strategic Proposals (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 1991), 47, 
71, 77, 94, 113, 135. 

4 Ibid., x, 107. 

5 Ibid., 111. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Phenomenology
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=imkPR2fJ7N4
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3.  THE INTERPRETIVE MOVEMENT 

Second, the interpretive movement involves drawing on theories of the arts and sciences to better understand and 
explain why these patterns and dynamics are occurring. It is characterised by a spirituality of sagely wisdom that 
seeks to answer, Why is this going on? 

3.1 Stimulus 

(For further research materials, and a previous Logos talk on homosexuality, see here.) 

Continuing from “Everything’s Bent” wonderingfair.com article, on why such a fuss given the numbers … 

So why all the fuss? Genuinely, I don’t mean to be dismissive. …  
My question, though, is this: given that only about 0.2% of the population want 
to marry someone of the same sex, why is this particular issue such a powder 
keg? I may well be wrong, but I sense it’s primarily a fight over one word. 

Normal. 

What is normal? And who’s to say? In an age of autonomy, surely I have the right 
to self-definition—particularly as it relates to my core identity as a sexual being? 
One man’s meat is another man’s poison, so don’t judge. Besides which, perhaps 
I was born this way? We can’t fight nature, can we? 

Is it just semantics? Gay vs. Straight? We need to rethink.  
What if everything is bent? 

  

http://www.mediafire.com/folder/xrz13jdn2s9f5/Ethics%3A_Abortion_and_Homosexuality
http://mccrindle.com.au/resources/Australian-Communities-Report_McCrindle-Research.pdf
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3.2 Key Guiding Questions 

Thinking of the 6 key group relations in section 2.2 above, how might the following perspectives help us interpret 
Why is this happening? 

We’ll divide into three camps (no pun intended) for this task, spending 15 minutes each pooling insights before 
sharing as a group. 

1. What insight does the normative perspective (Scripture + tradition) offer on the situation? 

 

 

 

 

2. What insight does the situational perspective (various disciplinary reflections) offer? 

 

 

 

 

3. What insight does the existential perspective (personal, communal, and spiritual experiences) offer? 

 

 

 

3.3 Tools for Research 

As addressed earlier, we need to access three primary perspectives: normative (Scripture and tradition), situational 
(reason applied to our experience of the world through disciplined reflections such as science), and existential (our 
individual and communal experiences—often accessed through sharing stories—including charismatic experiences of 
the Spirit). 

In each instance, we are dealing with our interpretation of the phenomena, thus we must be sufficiently critical of 
each perspective. (Think proof-texting, methodological naturalism, and observer bias as just three causes of 
distortion in our re-presentation of the world.) Thus, as above, it is helpful to analyse each perspective in terms of 
consistency, correspondence, completeness, and liveability. With each perspective, be prepared to swallow the fish 
and spit out the bones, neither wholly embracing nor wholly rejecting a view. For each perspective—including the 
Church as a whole, not just secular society—is somewhat blind to the influence of the divine, the devilish, and the 
human. 
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4.  THE NORMATIVE MOVEMENT 

Third, the normative movement involves using theological concepts to interpret particular episodes, situations, or 
contexts, constructing ethical norms to guide our responses. It is characterised by a spirituality of prophetic 
discernment that seeks to answer, What ought to be going on? 

4.1 Stimulus 

(Continued from wonderingfair.com article on “Everything’s Bent”, now part II) 

Normal. What is normal?  

Continuing the previous discussion, let me borrow from the layered words of C. S. Lewis. 

In the first book of his futuristic Space Trilogy, Out of the Silent Planet, we read of philologist Dr. Ransom and 
interplanetary scientific entrepreneur Professor Weston on a journey to Mars—or Malacandra, as the inhabitants 
call it. Each planet is under the rulership of a mighty Oyarsa, or Spirit being. Earth (Thulcandra, the Silent Planet) is 
under the sway of a rebellious overlord, who has turned everything inward upon itself. Humans are known by the 
many and varied Malacandrians as Hnau. This label has a ring of grandeur as the literary expert first understands: a 
rational creature. On further investigation, however, Ransom discovers the etymological truth: Hnau means ‘bent 
ones’. 

Precisely how bent we are comes out as Professor Weston defends his plans for Mars, translated by Ransom into Old 
Solar language for the enlightenment of all Malacandrians:[1] 

Weston: “(1) To you I may seem a vulgar robber, (2) but I bear on my shoulders the 
destiny of the human race. (3) Your tribal life (4) has nothing to compare with our 
civilization—(5) with our science, (6) law, (7) armies, and (8) transport system 
which is rapidly annihilating space and time. (9) Our right to supersede you is the 
right of the higher over the lower.” 

Ransom’s translation: “(1) Among us, Oyarsa, there is a kind of hnau who will take 
other hnau’s food—and things, when they are not looking. Weston says he is not 
an ordinary one of that kind. (2) What he does now will make very different things 
happen to those of our people who are not yet born. (3) Among you, hnau of one 
kindred all live together (4) It is different with us. (5) We know much. (6) We have 
many bent people and we kill them or shut them in huts and that we have people 
for settling quarrels between the bent hnau about their huts and mates and things. 
(7) We have many ways for the hnau of one land to kill those of another and some 
are trained to do it. (8) We can carry heavy weights very quickly a long way. (9) 
Because of all this, Weston says it would not be the act of a bent hnau if our people 
killed all your people.” 

Lest I be misunderstood, I am not polarising gay and straight, as though “marriage equality” is equivalent to 
Weston’s rhetoric. No, my point is deeper. It relates to all aspects of life: science, law, armies, transport, and most 
definitely our sexuality. And it sits in the cosmic biblical drama of creation, fall, and redemption (Benson 2016 I & II). 

There was a time—let’s call it straight—when all of humanity lived happily and flourished within the form given it by 
God. Sexuality was to image the committed complementarity of the Triune God: a loving unity forged out of 
diversity. Like Lewis depicts in his second novel, Perelandra, we were truly “naked and unashamed”, defined by the 
Creator and content in trust. 

https://wonderingfair.com/2012/07/06/everythingss-bent-part-ii/
http://wonderingfair.com/2012/07/06/everythingss-bent-part-ii/#_ftn1
https://wonderingfair.com/2014/09/22/whats-so-good-about-the-gospel/
https://wonderingfair.com/2016/10/03/the-epic-story-part-i/
https://wonderingfair.com/2016/10/06/the-epic-story-part-ii/
https://wonderingfair.com/2016/01/04/god-on-the-dance-floor/
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But we shut God out and spurned His love. With no definitions from outside, we turned inward and became the 
silent planet. Now we live in a time—let’s call it bent—when everything has missed its created purpose. It’s not that 
we’re as bad as we could be; rather, nothing is as good as it should be. Nothing is straight. We all follow our broken 
desires to fashion a form that fits, even if it leads to death. The choice of chastity or committed heterosexual 
monogamy sounds like a curse. Yet it is our sexual instinct that is out of whack.[2] It’s now normal for most 
marriages to end in divorce. It’s normal for teens to sexually experiment à la Katie Perry: “it felt so wrong, it felt so 
right, don’t mean I’m in love tonight.” It’s normal for spouses to have affairs and singles to 
have one-night-stands. It’s painstakingly normal for loving couples to go childless, and 
childish adults to beget then abuse and neglect a couple. We still see the original forms 
colouring our grey world—like fidelity and commitment in both homo- and heterosexual 
unions, which we should champion. Still, this side of the fall, what’s natural is not the way 
it’s supposed to be; what’s normal means everything is bent. Hnau: we can rationalise our 
rebellion, but that doesn’t make it right. 

Straight. Bent. But the story isn’t over. God has broken the sound barrier and stepped in to 
make things Better. There is hope of redemption. Whatever your bent, a progressive re-
orienting of desire can begin now, re-forming so our instincts align with what actually brings 
life. I’m not naïvely or dangerously suggesting that all gays should marry their opposite and 
live happily ever after. But I am suggesting that we each, in our particular form of ‘bentness’, 

can be reconnected with our Creator, and 
reshaped into something better. 

No judgment. No name calling. No twisting of 
words nor explosive rhetoric. I’m not sure 
precisely what this means for the current debate. 
But just perhaps by acknowledging our true equality as bent sinners before 
the cross—Hnau, ten in ten—we may begin our journey towards a 
new normal. 

[1] C. S. Lewis, Out of the Silent Planet (HarperCollinsPublishers: London, 1938), 
170-81 (Chapter 20). 

[2] Lewis comically explores our disproportionate desire for sex in Mere 
Christianity, Book III, Chapter 5. See doodle here. 

[For further stimulus, watch Episode 8 of Towards Belief, N. T. Wright’s 
interview on “Gay Marriage” (videos here and here), Robert Gagnon’s Pure 
Passion DVD here and here, and this West Wing clip challenging literalistic 
hermeneutics … is this critique fair? If so, why? If not, why not?] 

  

  

http://wonderingfair.com/2012/07/06/everythingss-bent-part-ii/#_ftn2
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=tAp9BKosZXs
https://www.australianmarriageequality.org/2012/06/25/khan-conservatives-should-support-culture-of-fidelity-in-gay-marriage/
http://wonderingfair.com/2012/07/06/everythingss-bent-part-ii/#_ftnref1
http://wonderingfair.com/2012/07/06/everythingss-bent-part-ii/#_ftnref2
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=-RkZXZx6HCI&t=84s
https://ssl.olivetreemedia.com.au/products/towards-belief-episode-8-homosexuality/
https://ssl.olivetreemedia.com.au/products/category/towards-belief/
https://www.firstthings.com/blogs/firstthoughts/2014/06/n-t-wrights-argument-against-same-sex-marriage
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xKxvOMOmHeI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YpQHGPGejKs
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=Ouj8WXV3D8U&list=PLWi0qXEimM4bXnZhlWecGa2gDKTGDi69J
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iMShrJHB-5M
http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=8_2LIQJe3dw
https://ssl.olivetreemedia.com.au/products/towards-belief-episode-8-homosexuality/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=xKxvOMOmHeI
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=YpQHGPGejKs
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4.2 Key Guiding Questions 

What does the Bible say about 

(a) Homosexuality? 

 

 

(b) How we should treat Gay believers? 

 

 

(c) How we should interact with Gay unbelievers? 

 

 

(d) How the Church should speak into and seek to influence the public sphere (media and politics in particular)? 

 

 

What key passages must be considered? 

 

 

How does each leg of the Biblical journey further direct our present “faithful improvisations” …  
(See tools below on a Theological/Narrative/Trajectory reading, and Benson 2011, “Confessions of a Recovering 
Biblicist” here, with August 11, 2013 comment response to Rowan Chapman. This follows William J. Webb,  
Slaves, Women & Homosexuals: Exploring the Hermeneutics of Cultural Analysis [Carlisle: Paternoster Press, 2003].) 

 

Creation 

 

 

Fall 

 

 

Israel 

 

 

Jesus 

 

 

Church 

 

 

New Creation  

 

  

https://wonderingfair.com/2011/08/03/confessions-of-a-recovering-biblicist/
https://www.amazon.com/Slaves-Women-Homosexuals-Exploring-Hermeneutics-ebook/dp/B0022NGVSI/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&qid=1493858113&sr=8-1&keywords=women%2C+slaves+and+homosexuals
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4.3 Tools for Research 

(The following bounces off my wonderingfair.com article, “Confessions of a Recovering Biblicist” here,  
and Modules 1 and 4 of the Malyon College course, “Theology for Everyday Life” here.) 

There are many ways to access what the Scriptures say. The weakest is “proof-texting” … finding an isolated verse 
here and there, ignoring the context, and simply reading it flatly off the page: “God said it, I believe it, that settles it.”  

Moving beyond this simplistic hermeneutic (i.e., theory of interpretation, getting the meaning out of a text), we 
might adopt one of the following: 

A Systematic Hermeneutic: explore all passages across the Scriptures relevant to a particular theme, as Robert 
Gagnon does with word studies on homosexuality and the theme of complementarity in human sexuality. 

A Biblical Hermeneutic: take a particular book of the Bible, or passage, and thoroughly exegete it in historical-
grammatical context … such as the story of Adam and Eve, or Sodom and Gomorrah, or Romans on the fallenness of 
humanity, or 1 Corinthians on dysfunctional sexuality in the Church. This could also include studying key passages 
giving insight into how the Church’s polis as representing the Kingdom of God, should relate to the political sphere 
(Church and State). 

Church History insights: take a key Christian thinker who addresses matters of sexuality, such as Irenaeus on the 
importance of the body, or Augustine on human depravity. (And remember to be sufficiently critical, as they each 
have their own influences and errors, such as Augustine’s neo-platonic, body-denying bent.) 

Above all, I am suggesting we approach this issue through the following: 

A Theological (aka Narrative) Hermeneutic: our propositions in systematic theology drop out of the overarching 
story of the Bible, rightly told. So, rather than treating the Bible as a flat history or timeless truth, consider the 
theological themes of (homo)sexuality and the “elect’s” relationship with those outside the community (particularly 
those deemed to be “living in sin”), across the main legs of the epic journey. 

Act 1: Creation (The Garden) … designed for good   

We’re designed for good, to love God, love others,  
and garden the world 

Act 2: Fall (The Tower) … damaged by evil 

We’re damaged by evil, despising God, abusing others, and 
vandalizing the world. Genesis 3-11 culminates in a rebellious 
uprising at Babel 

Act 3: Israel (The Tent) … chosen to bless 

Israel is chosen to bless the world, but continual sin threatens the covenant and lands them in exile, awaiting 
Abraham’s seed and the Kingly Messiah … recorded in the books of the Law, the history books, poetry, and prophets 

Act 4: Christ (The Mountain) … restored for better 

God enters the story through Jesus to restore us for better on the mount of crucifixion, completing Moses’ and 
David’s work with a New Exodus 

Act 5: Church (The House) … sent together to heal 

In that upper room, God’s Spirit falls in power. We’re sent together to help heal, a taste of how the story ends when 
Jesus returns. The Epistles (letters) direct a diverse bunch of former enemies in how to become a community of love 

Act 6: New Creation (The City) … God sets everything right  

Jesus returns and judges the world to set everything right. Sin is replaced by shalom, and as we read in Revelation, 
God’s reign is established everywhere 

… Thus, the Bible is the story of God’s epic journey with humanity, from the garden to the garden-city, via the 
climax at the mount of crucifixion where God restored us for better. 

https://wonderingfair.com/2011/08/03/confessions-of-a-recovering-biblicist/
http://traverse.org.au/base/everyday-theology/
http://ntwrightpage.com/Wright_Bible_Authoritative.htm
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We live in the fifth act (Church), so our key question is how we should “faithfully improvise” in between the garden 
of creation and the garden-city of New Creation. That is, in this leg of the journey, how should we understand 
homosexuality and relate with homosexuals whether within the church, outside in society, or in the public sphere. 

In all of this, we must adopt a Christo-centric Hermeneutic. The whole story hinges on Jesus, and as the Father sent 
Him, so He sends us into the world (John 20:19-21). As such, he is our highest and clearest model of faithful practice 
in the world. 

 

Such a reading does make it easier than a simplistic (black & white, right and wrong) 
hermeneutic to rationalise away the demands of following Jesus. Nevertheless, this “trajectory 
hermeneutic” (TH, re: how do we live in line with the overarching trajectory of God’s plans to 
redeem this universe) has the resources to help us on some tricky issues. For instance, should 
we treat slavery, sexism, and homosexuality as of one piece Scripturally … all part of God’s 
plan to progressively emancipate oppressed people? (See, for instance, William Webb, 
Slaves, Women, and Homosexuals: Exploring the Hermeneutics of Cultural Analysis.) 

 

A TH is helpful in terms of women in ministry, without relativising Paul’s writings … it gives full 
weight to the original words and context, while recognizing that Paul also was looking forward to a day when 
distinctions of male and female, master and slave, Greek and Jew were relativised in favour of being the family of 
God, one in Christ Jesus (Galatians 3:28).  

TH is also helpful on the controversial question of Christianity and homosexuality 

 Was this God’s original creative intent?  

 How has sexuality been affected by the fall?  

 Did Jesus in restoring us for better essentially change the nature of sexuality? 

 Does homosexuality (in terms of the action, not the predisposition) reflect the kind of ‘holiness’ God requires 
of his kingdom of priests? 

 Where is the whole story headed, in terms of the new humanity? 

 
 
 
None of these questions are meant to be leading, or presuppose the 
answer. But these are the kind of deep discussions we must have in 
light of the Scriptural story, to ensure that any novel change in morality 
or mission is a *GENUINE* trajectory of the story, and not something 
we prefer in our current cultural climate.  

 (This, of course, is the perennial temptation of liberalism: to give full 
weight to the new findings of science, naively interpreted without 
acknowledging incompatible assumptions, all the while downplaying 
the old perspectives in the Scriptures, reinterpreting them as infinitely 
plastic to conform to the already held beliefs of the “cultured 
despisers”. This is, as C. S. Lewis termed it, “chronological snobbery”, 
not to mention unfaithful to the God who is not silent.) 

  

http://www.amazon.com/Slaves-Women-Homosexuals-Exploring-Hermeneutics/dp/0830815619
http://www.amazon.com/Slaves-Women-Homosexuals-Exploring-Hermeneutics/dp/0830815619#reader_0830815619


Everything’s Bent Study-13     LOGOS, by Dave Benson © 2013 

5.  THE CORRELATIVE MOVEMENT 

Fourth, the correlative movement involves explicitly cross-disciplinary dialogue between contemporary 
understandings and the Christian tradition via contrasting and comparing thick practices and theory. It is 
characterised by a spirituality of therapeutic mediation that seeks to answer, Where is the common ground? 

5.1 Stimulus 

Watch the following Q&A clip where Gene Robinson (the first openly Gay Episcopalian Bishop) answers a question 
on how he, as a Christian, can endorse Gay Marriage (whole episode here). 

              What aspects of his response do you 
consider genuinely common ground between 
homosexuals/gay lobbyists and committed 
Christians? 

 What aspects of his response do 
you consider a misguided compromise? 

 Why? 

 

 

 

 

Read the following 2 articles, both written by evangelical Christians, calling for a re-think of our attitude and actions 
towards homosexuals and gay marriage. With what do you agree, or disagree? 

Steve Chalke, “A Matter of Integrity: The Church, Sexuality, Inclusion and an Open Conversation,” Oasis Global, 2013. 
Now available at http://www.abravefaith.com/a-matter-of-integrity/ (video here; Q&A here), with Chalke’s 
responses to questions at https://matterofintegrity.wordpress.com/2013/01/14/a-matter-of-integrity-the-church-
sexuality-inclusion-and-an-open-conversation/ (all accessed May 4, 2017). 

 Response by Evangelical Alliance here (summary) and here (in full). 

Geoffrey Roberts, “Gay Marriage: Where is Jesus?” This World is Not My Home Blog, June 10, 2012.  
http://homeofglory.tumblr.com/post/24798909304/gaymarriage (accessed May 4, 2017). 

 My response here. Patricia Weerakoon (Sexologist interviewed by CPX) responds here. 

 

Finally, from a more conservative yet still conciliatory place, 
consider Matt Gray’s 3 part wonderingfair.com posts on what 
Christians and gays have in common.  

 Part I:  “Woe to the Rich” 

 Part II:  “The Christian Sodomy Epidemic” 

 Part III:  “We Are the Same” 

With what do you agree, or disagree?  
Are we part of the Christian sodomy epidemic? 

 

  

http://www.mediafire.com/file/csl1dsppj12ag7q/%E2%96%B6_Q%26A_Same-sex_Marriage_according_to_Gay_Bishop_Gene_Robinson_%28720p%29.mp4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=85LzHfg40D4
http://www.abravefaith.com/a-matter-of-integrity/
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=AOvmllyABGA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?time_continue=1&v=ecUuQcpaL60
https://matterofintegrity.wordpress.com/2013/01/14/a-matter-of-integrity-the-church-sexuality-inclusion-and-an-open-conversation/
https://matterofintegrity.wordpress.com/2013/01/14/a-matter-of-integrity-the-church-sexuality-inclusion-and-an-open-conversation/
http://www.virtueonline.org/evangelical-alliance-responds-steve-chalke-over-gay-marriage#.Ugwwz6xXgrc
http://www.eauk.org/church/resources/theological-articles/resources-for-church-leaders-biblical-and-pastoral-responses-to-homosexuality.cfm
http://homeofglory.tumblr.com/post/24798909304/gaymarriage
http://www.mediafire.com/file/nch1vtluh14h2bg/Review_of_Gay_Marriage_Where_is_Jesus.doc
https://publicchristianity.org/library/same-sex-homophobia-and-the-church#.Uifzon__EyA
https://wonderingfair.com/2012/02/06/woe-to-the-rich/
https://wonderingfair.com/2012/02/08/the-christian-sodomy-epidemic/
https://wonderingfair.com/2012/02/10/we-are-the-same/https:/wonderingfair.com/2013/09/06/we-are-a-minority/
http://www.mediafire.com/file/csl1dsppj12ag7q/%E2%96%B6_Q&A_Same-sex_Marriage_according_to_Gay_Bishop_Gene_Robinson_(720p).mp4
http://www.adelaidenow.com.au/news/south-australia/street-preachers-target-city-trains/story-e6frea83-1226233997664
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5.2 Key Guiding Questions 

Bringing our Biblical perspective into dialogue with the concerns of homosexuals and the agenda of the gay lobby 
(think Jim Wallace and Kerryn Phelps in the initial debate) …  

1. Where do we affirm each other = compare 

2. Where do we refuse or challenge each other = contrast  

3. How can we move beyond the current impasse in a synergistic solution = create 

That is, where is there genuinely common ground upon which we may construct faithful and fruitful proposals for 
new action in the pragmatic movement? 

List key aspects of common ground below: 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

5.3 Tools for Research 

The next step, having evaluated the “truth” of a belief (in the interpretive movement), is to bring it into dialogue with 
the normative perspective (Scripture + tradition).  

In technical language, it’s a dialectical (or critical) hermeneutic that brings two or more sources into a mutual critical 
correlation (i.e., conversation). Following Thomas Groome, it means working through three movements of affirming, 
refusing, and moving beyond:  

There is an activity of discerning its truth and what is to be affirmed in it [compare], an activity of discerning 
the limitations in our understanding of it that are to be refused [contrast], and an attempt to move beyond it, 
carrying forward the truth that was there while adding to it in the new understanding [synergistically create].6  

Thus, we move from comparing and contrasting to creating, a fusion of horizons in which we transcend the current 
divide of sacred and secular sources in the pursuit of truthful action. Only then can we move from what ought to be 
happening, to prescribing practical guides that direct our action toward shalom. 

#1: Compare: How do the different perspectives affirm each other, saying similar things or overlapping? This is 
common ground that gives a good indication you’re on the right track. It also helps enrich each interpretation, 
through Scripture and reason. 

#2: Contrast: Where do the different perspectives refuse or challenge each other, clashing in view. Remember, as 
we’re dealing with our interpretation of Scripture (theology), and our interpretation of the world (reason), either or 
both claims could be wrong, or require reframing. Be open to this process. 

#3: Create: How might each perspective constructively integrate with the other, moving beyond current views and 
practices toward something fresh and new and more faithful? Get creative, and come up with a new integration. 
Often each perspective draws out rich themes in the other—themes that likely were there all along, but you never 
noticed as they were out of the box. 

                                                           
6 Thomas Groome, Christian Religious Education: Sharing Our Story and Vision (San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1999), 1980]), 196, 
also 217. 
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6.  THE PRAGMATIC MOVEMENT 

Fifth, the pragmatic movement involves determining strategies of action that will influence situations in ways that 
are desirable and entering into a reflective conversation. It is characterised by a spirituality of servant leadership that 
seeks to answer, How might we respond? 

6.1 Stimulus 

Watch this 1 ½ minute youtube clip of the recent political 
debate between Tony Abbott and Kevin Rudd on gay marriage. 

Obviously, politics (somewhat by necessity) reduces complex 
situations into simplistic sound-bites. 

Nevertheless, what is your take on each position? 

 Should the church support gay marriage, stay silent, or 
oppose any such proposal? 

 Based upon the theological reflection we have previously 
undertaken, why do you argue this way? 

 If you had 30 seconds to represent your personal position on gay marriage, what would it be? 

 Would this position be different if you were speaking on behalf of the Churches of Australia? 

For my (Dave Benson’s) position on these matters, and how we’re drawn into an almost unwinnable paradoxical 
situation, read here. John Dickson’s CPX (Centre for Public Christianity) response is here. 

For a witty rhetorical exploration of “so-called gay marriage”, see J. Budziszewski here. 

For a different but I think quite compelling perspective on why citizens of God’s Kingdom should stay out rainbow 
politics, listen to the 15 minute introduction by Greg Boyd on the Sermon on the Mount here (message 245: “The 
Dependent and Those Who Mourn” … direct link here). For how it can go wrong, watch Kevin Rudd berate a pastor. 

In light of your analysis, how would you rate these apologetic responses (what is good, bad, and what would you 
change if you were given anywhere from 30seconds to 8 minutes to reply in a Sunrise TV style interview/debate?) 

Tim Keller here; Ravi Zacharias here; Ryan Anderson here and here. 

 

  

http://www.mediafire.com/file/o6fiauoj3inb3s3/Gay+Marriage_KBC+Life+article.doc
https://publicchristianity.org/library/gay-marriage#.UifzPX__EyA
http://www.crisismagazine.com/2013/so-called-gay-marriage-a-dialogue
https://itunes.apple.com/us/podcast/woodland-hills-church-high/id80040501
https://itunes.apple.com/au/podcast/dependent-those-who-mourn/id80040501?i=159511287&mt=2
http://www.mediafire.com/file/2k2h9e0124sxvv3/%E2%96%B6_Rudd_launches_passionate_gay_marriage_defence_%28hq%29.mp4
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IZFCB9sduxQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nPYRXop7aPA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6M0USA96AAM
https://publicchristianity.org/library/debating-same-sex-marriage
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=4O4pO0tLzVY
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=IZFCB9sduxQ
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nPYRXop7aPA
https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=6M0USA96AAM
https://publicchristianity.org/library/debating-same-sex-marriage
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6.2 Key Guiding Questions 

How might we respond? That is, who would Jesus Christ have us be for Him, today? 

Dot point key actions and ideas on 4 fronts: 

1. The Church’s response to homosexuals within the Church 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. The Church’s response to homosexuals within Society at large  

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

3. The Church’s response to homosexuality within the Public Sphere 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

4. The Church’s response to gay marriage within Politics 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

6.3 Tools for Research 

We can come up with all kinds of creative plans for action. But will it work? And will the diverse parties come to the 
table. If all our ideas involve unilateral action by the Church that clashes head-on with that of homosexuals with the 
Church, and non-Christians alongside Gay lobbies outside the Church, then we’ll generate much heat but little light. 
In short, this will not result in “truthful action”. Where possible, we should work for the peace of the city (shalom, 
i.e., holistic flourishing through right relatedness with God, others, self, and the creation, cf. Jeremiah 29:7). This 
requires truly understanding the other, and common action for the common good of the maximum number of 
people where possible. 

Putting all of this more technically … 

Borrowing from Jürgen Habermas’s “theory of communicative action”,7 we must find commonality among key 
actors. As summarised by practical theologian Gerben Heitink, in the context of negotiation and coordinated action, 
“one must accept three validity claims: that the alleged facts are true, that the norms are correct and fair, and that 
the feelings are genuine. The actors want truth, fairness, and genuineness. They must reach a preliminary consensus 
on this.”8 When such agreement is found, “communicative action” is likely as it is built upon democratic 
negotiations. When, however, no agreement can be found—or consensus is reached by excluding powerless parties 
from the educational discourse—then the more powerful actors typically direct “strategic action, using mere power 
to exert influence.”9  

This model is helpful as a check for any proposals I generate. Does my plan of action give a genuine voice to all actors 
without hegemonically privileging any particular perspective? Would all parties concede the “factual claims” 
underlying the proposal, about the nature of homosexuality and the Church’s role in society? Are the norms we 
propose, for the Church’s role in society and our response to Gays, “fair” and applicable to all people in an even-
handed way where possible (i.e., no unjustified discrimination). What feelings would such a proposal bring, and does 
it meet the criteria of reciprocity: do to others as you would have them do to you? 

                                                           
7 The Theory of Communicative Action, 2 vols., (Boston, MA: Beacon Press, 1984-1987). 

8 Heitink, Practical Theology, 135; emphasis mine. 

9 Ibid. 
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Granted, in such a heated issue, competing views may well be in principle incommensurable. Nevertheless, through 
gracious dialogue and an unshakeable commitment to the way of Jesus who laid down his power and life that we all 
may find true freedom, this is our cross to bear. And who knows, it may well lead to new ways forward previously 
unseen. This is love. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.  BRINGING IT TOGETHER: ACTION PLAN  

How, then, will we respond? Who would Jesus Christ have us be for Him, today? 

7.1 Key Insights 

List here your key insights gained through this process of practical theological reflection: 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

7.2 Discussion Papers & Presentations 

What discussion papers, if any, might we formulate to serve our local church’s leadership? 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

If we were to present a talk, or lead a forum discussion, on what would we most profitably focus? 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 
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7.3 New Personal Practices and Further Actions 

What changes will I make in my practice of relating with people who are homosexual? 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

What next steps and actions will I take in response to this transformative theological reflection? 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 _________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 

https://www.mediafire.com/#xrz13jdn2s9f5

