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Some general comments.  
The final report, "Uniting Sexuality and Faith", basically reiterates the same 
stance as the interim report. There is no change of any significance 
whatsoever on any of the matters in contention.  

1. As in the interim report, there is much on sexuality which is well 
informed and will be acceptable and helpful to the people of the Uniting 
Church.  

2. But we also find the same rejection of rules as a good guide to conduct 
which, when applied to sexual behaviour, means we can only evaluate 
them in terms of "right relationships" - which is in fact a subjective 
evaluation.  

3. And we also find the same deliberate ambiguity in the use of the term 
"homosexuality". It is initially defined as an orientation, but in the body 
of the report, when we are asked to accept homosexuals, the 
implication is always close at hand that this means accepting that 
homosexuals must be free to express their sexuality without 
condemnation of any sort.  

4. As in the interim report the matter of accepting homosexuals and their 
right to express their sexuality is a major theme returned to time and 
time again. This leads to the conclusions that homosexuals living in 
"right relationships" should be accepted for ordination.  

5. In this report, as in the interim report, only the author(s) view that 
practising homosexuals should be fully accepted into the life of the 
church is given a fair hearing. At no point is a well informed, pastorally 
sensitive approach to homosexuality reflecting the historic Christian 
sexual ethic allowed to be heard.  

6. In this report, as in the interim report, we find high and lofty affirmations 
about the authority of Scripture and contrasting cursory dismissals of 
its agreed teaching against homosexual practices.  

7. In this report, as in the interim report, the people of the Uniting Church 
are asked to fully accept practising homosexuals but what this means 
is never spelt out. The descriptive sociological data which is now 
extensive on homosexual relationships and sexual behaviour is never 
mentioned. An attempt is made to lead the reader to believe that most 
homosexuals live in long-term exclusive relationships whereas the 
scientific date gives a very different picture. Good decisions cannot be 
made without all the facts being on the table.  

8. In both reports what seems to govern the discussion is an ideological 
commitment to endorsing, without any reservations, homosexuality and 
its expression. In this complicated debate what must be recognised is 
that basically there are three positions. There is the one which is 
expressed in these documents. On a philosophical basis all 



discrimination against homosexuals - in the broader sense of this word 
- it is viewed as discriminatory and therefore sinful. No evidence can 
count against this position. In contrast stands those ruled by, what is in 
reality, homophobia. Some people in the churches, and many without, 
are, at a gut level, totally opposed to homosexuals. They are in truth 
homophobic. Some have reasons for this which makes their feelings 
understandable, others have not. Their feeling cannot allow any 
arguments which might allow a more compassionate and moderate 
approach a hearing. Standing in the middle, and hated by both sides, 
are Christians who want to take a measured, Biblically guided, factually 
informed and pastorally sensitive approach.  

Such an approach would insist that:  
We should accept that many people struggle with their sexuality, some being 
attracted to the same sex but this in itself is not sinful. It is possible with God's 
help to be celibate in singleness and faithful in marriage.  

1. In our modern democratic and pluralistic state homosexuals should not 
be discriminated against in any way.  

2. In the life of the church homosexuals should be accepted and made 
welcome as fellow sinners. If they feel that sometimes they break what 
they accept as the Christian standard in sexual behaviour they should 
be assured of the forgiveness found in Christ .  

3. People who cannot endorse the historic Christian sexual ethic and 
cannot promise to be committed to celibacy in singleness and 
faithfulness in marriage should not be accepted for ordination. This 
non-discriminatory policy in regard to orientation, which nevertheless 
discriminates on matters of behaviour, safeguards the life of the 
church. It maintains the apostolic view that ordained ministers should 
exhibit exemplary lives.  

An approach such as this would be endorsed by many of the best theologians 
of our age. It is not "fundamentalistic" in any way. To illustrate this fact I 
include as an appendix Professor Wolfgang Pannenberg's recent critique of 
pleas to allow the ordination of active homosexuals. He would be one of the 
most respected German theologians alive today.  

Excluding the middle ground. 
What the interim report, the final report, and especially the report on 
responses does, is exclude this middle position from the debate, as just set 
out above. The editors present their own ideological minority opinion in a 
persuasive and confident manner, always setting this in contrast to what in 
truth is also a minority opinion. In opposition to those with "enlightened" views 
we are led to believe, often by a clever selection of harsh quotes, stand all 
those opposed to them. This alternative view is presented as being based on 
proof texts, to be unsympathetic to people struggling with sexual identity 
problems and as judgemental. We are given the impression that virtually 
everyone who responded negatively did so emotionally and irrationally, letting 
their homophobia come to the fore. 
This is clever editing by those who are working to overthrow the historic 



Christian sexual ethic, but patently obvious to the critical reader. The fact of 
the matter is a large number of responses, possibly the vast majority of those 
opposed, were measured in tone and pastoral in outlook. Gregor Henderson, 
in his opening letter, in fact admits that the responses were "particularly strong 
in the areas of Biblical understanding and theological principles." By following 
this editorial policy the editors of the reports deny the people of the Uniting 
Church the right of hearing the best arguments for the opposing positions. 
They are asked to chose from two positions neither of which seems correct to 
them, when there is a third approach which is both Biblically and theologically 
sound and pastorally caring.  

The one fundamental problem. 
The issues raised by practising homosexuals in the church and by some of 
them wanting to be ordained are complex and difficult and great pastoral 
sensitivity is needed in dealing with them. We are more aware today than ever 
before about homosexuality and this new knowledge does demand that the 
Church reconsider old attitudes and rules.  

Where the two reports fail, and fail badly, in dealing with these key matters, is 
that they are written to further one point of view on these complex and difficult 
matters. Because they are ideologically pursuing one line they do not honestly 
face the Biblical material, they skirt around important theological and ethical 
issues, and do not really address what it would mean for parishes to have a 
practising homosexual in the clergy home (Manse), and never inform the 
reader about what is characteristically involved in living as an active 
homosexual.  

What the Uniting Church needs, if it is to make an informed and rational 
decision on these matters, is the two sides of the debate. It is fair that those 
who want to endorse homosexual relationships and advocate the ordination of 
active homosexuals put their case and everyone should listen carefully. But it 
is imperative that the best minds, and the best pastors, among those who are 
not convinced, also have their chance to put their case. Christians should not 
be asked to decide on profoundly important matters with, at best, half the 
evidence.  

The Report on the responses to the interim report on sexuality. 
In the separately published report on responses to the interim report we are 
told that 80% of those who wrote in "were broadly negative towards the report, 
particularly towards the section on homosexuality" (p 2). From then on the 
editor speaks of these people having "concerns". 
From the quotes given this sounds like quite an understatement of the reality. 
It would seem rather that all, or most, of these respondents were totally 
rejecting of the arguments for abandoning the historic Christian sexual ethic, 
especially in regard to homosexuality. In so minimising the force of the 
negative responses the author discloses her own position rather than giving 
an objective assessment.  

This document gives numerous examples of the practice of eliminating the 
middle ground. The author constantly sets in opposition quotes which are 



painfully ignorant and uncaring with the enlightened comments of those who 
endorse the conclusions in the interim report. One could easily get the 
impression that these two kinds of responses, in roughly equal proportion, 
made up the bulk of the material, as the two positions are given equal 
hearing, if we were not told that at least 80% were negative about the report.  

This consistent down playing of what was an overwhelmingly strong rejection 
of key elements in the interim report is carried to an absurd position when we 
are told several times that the huge number of negative responses do not 
constitute a vote of no confidence in the conclusions reached. It is admitted 
nevertheless, that Peter Bentley, who compiled the raw data from the 
responses, concluded that they should be "considered representative of the 
Uniting Church" (p.1) but this is then countered by the writer of the report, 
Ruth Sanford Phelan. Gregor Henderson in his introduction to this report also 
dismisses the overwhelmingly negative vote. He says that rather than 
listening to the views of church people for guidance on homosexuality the 
church should seek the answer in "listening to God's word through prayer, the 
Scriptures, theological study, the voices of other churches and from church 
history" (inside cover). The problem with this suggestion is that 80% of Uniting 
Church people heard the voice of God in prayer saying "no", and the united 
witness of Scripture, most theologians, the other churches (most importantly 
the Catholic Church) and the consistent practice of the church in history also 
say "no".  

One important detail that should not be missed is that 37% of individual 
responses and 50% of presbytery responses specifically endorsed the non-
discriminatory sex ethic of "chastity in singleness and faithfulness in marriage" 
(p 6). These are amazing figures for a phrase that is not all that common.  

The tantalising question. 
On reading the report on the responses and the final report itself one must 
ask, how is it that, when more than 80% of responses rejected the more 
radical recommendations of the interim report, the task force went ahead, 
spending thousands of dollars of church money, to simply re-argue their case 
which had been rejected? They virtually ignore the comments of their well 
informed critics; they do not give a fair hearing to alternative approaches to 
the controversial matters in dispute, and the members of the task force who 
dissented from the dominant opinion of the author(s) (see paras 5:110-112) 
were not encouraged (or allowed?) to produce a minority report. How this 
could happen in a supposedly representative church task force defies 
imagination.  

  

FINAL REPORT. 

Definitions  
"Bisexual" - It is highly questionable if there is such a thing as a bisexual 
orientation. What the evidence suggests rather is that there is a category of 



people who engage in sex with those of the same sex or the opposite sex. 
What is more, according to Kinsey, this word could describe the majority of 
human beings. He argued that most people felt some physical attraction to 
both sexes. If this is so, we see why we need moral guidelines as to how our 
sexuality should be expressed. Most Christians believe that we are given such 
guidelines in the opening chapter of the Bible, where God pronounces a 
blessing on heterosexual unions, which alone are procreative.  

"Covenant relationship" - In defining this it is to be noted the editor speaks of 
"long term, loving and faithful relationships" not of life-long, sexually exclusive 
relationships. This is to be contrasted with the many statements about 
marriage which is defined as "life-long" (5:87, 5:94, p 70 etc) and sexually 
exclusive union.  

"Gay" - This word may have been used for homosexuals in 13th century 
France but over the centuries thousands of terms have been used for this 
phenomenon. The modern introduction of the term comes from the middle of 
this century, when homosexuals themselves began using the word to counter 
the stereotype of homosexuals as maladjusted, socially inept and depressed 
individuals.  

"Heterosexism."- the belief that male-female relationships are the norm and 
thus inherently superior, and that sexual expression is only appropriate within 
such relationships, marriage being the highest form". Not only is this definition 
confused in wording but its overall drift is pejorative in tone. First the wording: 
what on earth is meant by speaking of "male-female relationships as the 
norm"? The norm of what? I take it the definition is intended to place a 
pejorative label on all those who think that God has made sex between men 
and women the norm and marriage the proper context for such a union. Is this 
a sin? Is it not the position of all the Biblical writers and of most Christians? 
Furthermore, this terrible "ism" seems to be what most Uniting Church people 
endorse! We are told many times that the Uniting Church "upholds the 
centrality of marriage" (5:12, 5:78, 5:81, 6:81 etc) or "the ideal" of marriage. If 
what most people believe has to be given a special term then surely the 
minority view being propounded by the author(s) of this report should also be 
given a name. Could the view that God is equally pleased by homosexual and 
heterosexual sexual relations be perhaps called "sexual confusionism" - and 
be included in this list?  

"Homosexual Person". - As in the interim report a homosexual person is 
defined as someone with a specific orientation - "one who is exclusively or 
overwhelmingly attracted to those of the same sex". A distinction can be made 
between homosexual orientation and homosexual acts, but one must ask 
whether this is an honest definition of a "homosexual person". Pim Pronk, the 
homosexual scholar, in his book, Against Nature? (Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 
1993) gives a chapter to defining the word "homosexual" (pp 113-126). He 
concludes that any definition which does not mention both orientation and 
behaviour is inadequate and misleading. We see this problem in this report as 
we did in the interim report. In both publications in the definition section, a 
homosexual person is defined as a person attracted to someone of the same 



sex, but as the report continues, the reader is often confused as it seems the 
word homosexual is not infrequently being used in fact of someone who is 
sexually involved with others of the same sex. Thus when we are asked to 
accept homosexuals time and time again, we are not sure what we are being 
asked. The inadequacy of this definition is illustrated by reference to that 
given of a paedophile. This is a person we are told, "who is sexually attracted 
to the same or opposite sex and initiates sexual activity." In this definition 
orientation and actions are rightly associated. This prompts us to ask the 
writers of this report, "Can one be a paedophile and not behave as one?" My 
detailed response to the interim report, and I understand several other 
responses, clearly spelt out this weakness in the definition given, but it is 
interesting to note that the editor(s) of the final report has chosen to ignore 
what even most homosexual scholars see as erroneous, and continue with his 
deliberate ambiguity in usage.  

"Sexual intercourse". - This is a what might be called a sanitised definition. 
The implication is that sexual penetration is only practised by heterosexuals 
couples in coitus. What the author(s) has in mind when later he speaks of 
"homosexual intercourse" in para 2:15 would be an interesting question to 
ask! On the definition given this is an impossibility for two men!  

Chapter 1 
1:3 Paul does not speak of the human body per se as "the temple of the Holy 
Spirit". The context of 1 Corinthians 6:19 makes it clear that he is talking 
exclusively about Christians - those in whom the Holy Spirit dwells.  

1:12 Sin may include the things mentioned, but St Paul would define sin in 
other ways. It is disobeying the commands of God, falling short of God's glory, 
and most of all, unbelief .  

1:13 "some Christians today prefer to believe in the Augustinian theology of 
'original sin' which links sexual sin to the fall". Who are these contemporary 
people that prefer Augustine to the clear teaching of the Bible? I have yet to 
meet anyone who endorses Augustine's position today. This is over-clever 
argumentation.  

There is much good theology and ethics in 1:18 to 1:39  

Chapter 2 
2:1 to 2:12. As in the interim report, the "primary authority of the Scriptures" is 
affirmed in principle and other widely accepted and important comments 
about interpreting and applying the Scriptures are given. The warning against 
simple "proof texting" - taking texts as timeless statements binding on all 
people in all situations is to be commended. The historical setting of every text 
and its relationship to the basic Biblical themes must always be considered, 
as this report insists (2:8 and 2:9). We would, however, question the bold 
claim (para 2:6) that "there appears to be little consensus on how we listen to 
and interpret the Bible." It seems, rather, that there is today more agreement 
on how to listen to and interpret the Bible than ever before. Contemporary 
Biblical scholars from all traditions are agreed that a critical and historical 



approach must be taken if we are to hear accurately what the original author 
intended. This has led to a broad consensus on interpretation at an 
ecumenical level. The alternatives set out in 2: 8 and 2:9 are also 
questionable. Most scholarly evangelicals for example would endorse neither 
of the alternatives without some qualifications.  
Unfortunately these positive affirmations about Biblical authority and wise 
counsel on how to interpret and apply Scripture are ignored when the editor(s) 
comes to discuss what the Bible says about homosexual activity (paras 5:39 
to 5:58). We are then told that what the Bible says on these matters is not 
"central" to the debate.  

2:13 This paragraph makes too broad a claim. We are told that because of the 
historical distance between our times and Biblical times we cannot "simply 
translate the Scripture's conclusions about sexuality into our own context." 
This may be so on some matters, but on all? The author(s) then goes on to 
claim that the command to "be fruitful and multiply" (Gen 1:28) cannot be 
understood apart from "a populate or perish" context. This is just a slightly 
over-confident claim. I can think of another way to understand this text, one 
given by most commentators, namely that the author of Genesis thought that 
heterosexual unions were the God-given norm, the goal of which was the birth 
of children - something entirely positive.  

2:15 It is a bit far fetched to claim that the Bible forbids contraception, or 
condemns masturbation. The Bible does not mention either matter. No one 
denies that many "purity rules", some of which were of a sexual nature, no 
longer apply to Christians living under the new covenant. Thus the comments 
about homosexual intercourse in Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13, on their own, are 
not of deep theological significance. They may or may not be relevant for 
modern day Christians. What we need to ask is, "Are these prohibitions based 
on fundamental and abiding theological foundations, or simply culturally 
conditioned advice like that on footwashing?". As there are many other 
prohibitions of homosexual behaviour, some of which are in the New 
Testament, it would seem that even these verses in Leviticus may have 
abiding significance.  

2:17 to 2:18 "Some guidelines for reading Scripture." Many helpful comments 
are given in this section.  

"Biblical Case Study: Paul's Letter to the Romans" 
This case study in no way helps. In Romans Paul is arguing that all human 
beings are sinful and need to be justified through faith in Christ to know 
acceptance with God. In this the Jew and the Gentile stand on an equal 
footing. It is exegetically and hermeneutically invalid to take this teaching on 
sin and salvation as relevant to the debate about sexual "lifestyles" - meaning, 
I take it, behaviour. If there is any relevant point of application on a wider 
canvas than the one Paul has in mind, it is that we should not discriminate 
between persons because God does not. But this does not add anything to 
the debate about homosexuality not already agreed on. (I take it we are all 
agreed that no one should be singled out for criticism simply because they 
admit to struggling with homosexual feelings, any more than someone who 



admits to often being tempted by the opposite sex). 
The debate is about behaviour. The epistle to the Romans makes it perfectly 
plain that God is concerned about what we do. It is our actions which show, 
above all else, whether our innermost desire is or is not to serve and obey 
God. Interestingly it is this epistle which is appealed to in this case study to 
support "opposing lifestyles", Paul condemns most strongly men having sex 
with men and women having sex with women (1:26-27). He says absolutely 
nothing about homosexual orientation; it is homosexual activity that he 
condemns. In other words St Paul does not discriminate between persons, but 
he does discriminate when it comes to behaviour - some behaviour 
displeases God, some does not. Romans more than any other epistle 
suggests that we too should make this distinction.  

Chapter 3. 
3:1 The comments about the nature of Christian ethics are to be commended. 
We are reminded that ethics involve making rational decisions about what 
behaviour conforms to, or is in opposition to, "God's own moral character and 
will". The editor(s) adds that "the church community seeking to follow the way 
of Jesus cannot escape (the context implies the adjective "ethical') questions 
of sexuality."  

3:5 "We tend to be pair-bonding creatures". After stating this the editor(s) of 
the report refers to Gen 2:23 where the man finds his perfect partner in the 
woman - not another man. The Genesis story makes the heterosexual union 
the ideal and norm for the deepest expression of "pair-bonding". The editor(s), 
however, then returns to unspecific language once more commending 
unspecific pair-bonding. Rather than speaking of human beings as "pair-
bonding creatures" it would be truer to the Biblical picture to say human 
beings are social creatures, marriage being the God-given context for sexual 
pair-bonding which makes possible the continuance of the human race.  

3:6 The word "sexuality" like homosexuality is used ambiguously. When either 
word appears it must be asked, "What is being talked about?". In regard to the 
word "sexuality" this can refer to both our maleness and femaleness and to 
the physical expression of our maleness or femaleness in sexual encounter. 
In this paragraph the two meanings are used without distinction so that 
ambiguity purposively pervades. So we get the classic statement, "It is often 
in our unity with the other that we experience our unity with God. Just as 
"letting go" in the sexual act often brings pleasure, so "letting go" in our 
relationship with God brings a greater sense of God's Shalom (peace, 
wholeness)." What do these words mean? They seem to imply that the sexual 
act brings us closer to God. Does any or every sexual act do this?  

3:19 We may agree that rules on their own do not make for good ethical 
decisions. The context and the outcome of our behaviour must also be 
considered. If we told the truth, when asked by a knife wielding assailant 
where someone was hiding, we would not be making a sound ethical 
decision. Nevertheless long-standing and widely endorsed rules are good 
guidelines for behaviour in most cases. The suggestion that "rules are bound 
to fail because of our natural resistance to commands", seems a rather 



dubious argument for dismissing rules. Many people find having some rules to 
begin with, like the ten commandments, most helpful and necessary.  

3:20 The following paragraph is more convincing. Good behaviour does 
invariably flow from good character and vice versa.  

3:24 This is an absolutely 'spot on' comment. Character does produce 
behaviour and behaviour does build character. One fundamental concern of 
thoughtful Christians, who cannot easily give up the traditional Christian 
sexual ethic, is that so much homosexual behaviour is a denial of Christ-like 
character. The secular sociological literature agrees that most homosexual 
sexual relationships are short term and with men seldom exclusive (see below 
for details). Any one advocating a change in the traditional Christian ethic on 
this matter must, if they are honestly arguing a case, face these facts and give 
a reply.  

3:25 The first and second questions are indeed important ones. True, we 
should ask, "What impact will this sexual activity have on the wider community 
of faith". This is a profound concern of open minded traditionalists. They are 
worried about the impact of having a practising homosexual in the manse who 
has serial or casual sexual partners. If this is what appears to be happening in 
the manse we would suspect that most Christians would answer in the 
negative the second question. No, these sexual unions do not reflect a 
faithful, committed relationship.  

The other questions in this section can only be answered from a personal and 
subjective standpoint. They are of no help in making an ethical evaluation.  

Chapter 4 
4:13 Para following first dot - "While we are not called to uphold a series of 
rules and regulations." This bold declaration seems to overstate the case. 
Most of Christians believe that there are some rules we should generally 
follow as Christians - the ten commandments give us some of these rules.  

Para following second dot - What exactly do these words mean?  

Para following the third dot Yes, Jesus did accept those whom society 
rejected but he called on them, and all who would follow him, to live a holy life. 
The cheats were to give up stealing, the judgemental were to cease being 
critical of others, and the prostitutes were to sin no more.  

4:14 The affirmation that the Christian life demands "a radical different way of 
living" is wholeheartedly endorsed.  

4:19 This is an unusual definition of honesty. It may include these things but 
primarily the word suggests speaking the truth.  

4:27 Once again we have intentional ambiguity. Hugs and kisses are of 
different kinds. The hug and kiss of lovers is different to that of a mother and 
child, or of two Russian politicians. A kiss and a hug of one kind is appropriate 



in one context and not in another. This paragraph also skips over the problem 
of sexual harassment. Some kissing and hugging is in fact offensive and 
demeaning.  

4:30 "More intimate sexual expressions belong with more intimate 
relationships." This may be generally true, but as worded this phrase would 
suggest that incest is acceptable.  

4:31 The emphasis on the committed relationship being the proper context for 
sexual union is to be commended. This implies that all casual sex, whether by 
heterosexuals or homosexuals, is morally unacceptable.  

4:37 The warnings about the danger of power relationship begins by making 
several important points but then veers off to warn against more general 
undefined forms of oppression. One is left wondering what the author of this 
part of the paragraph had in mind. Is he warning more liberal elements in the 
church from mentally and psychologically putting down those who hold to 
historic Christian beliefs and ethics? I think not.  

4:40 The report speaks of "world-wide networks of child pornography via the 
Internet as a cause of concern". A word stronger than "concern" seems 
needed.  

4:42 This is a very significant paragraph which makes several important 
points. It rightly points out that modern individualism is a lie. We are always 
part of a community. For this reason we are told that, 

1. "we need to beware lest our actions become a stumbling block to 
others"; and,  

2. "all relationships, including our intimate relationships, have an effect on 
the community." If this is true for everyone, how much truer it is for the 
clergy who are supposed to set an example in Christian living.  

4:43 As in para 4:37, we have here contrasting statements in this paragraph. 
First, the report gives a straightforward and needed reminder of the 
importance of nurturing friendships in the life of the church. Then, second, 
follows an ambiguous warning against excluding people. What are we 
supposed to read into these words? Everyone is agreed that no one should 
be excluded from the life of the church and all discrimination of people is 
wrong. The debate is about behaviour, in this case homosexual behaviour. 
Some in the Uniting Church say the Church should continue to say some 
behaviour, specifically in this debate homosexual sex, is displeasing to God 
and is an affront to the Church, while others take the opposite position.  

These repeated, not too subtle asides, reveal the ideological bias of the 
author or authors. They do not promote rational argument.  

Chapter 5. 
5:1 The wording of this paragraph is somewhat wishy washy for a Christian 
text. We are told that "growing children learn gender roles from the way 



significant adults relate to each other" and to them in the home. Here surely 
the ideal of having a mother and a father as role models could have been 
mentioned. It is, of course, realised that many a parent find themselves on 
their own and must do their best in that situation. In para 5:87 it is admitted 
that "the ideal structure" in which to nurture children is a loving, heterosexual 
marriage. Furthermore, in this paragraph there should be something said 
about our sexual identity as male and female being a gift of God to be 
embraced and affirmed.  

5:9 The claim that teenagers will discover that the "church has a negative 
attitude towards any sexual expression" is an overstatement. I learnt as a 
young person through my church to have a very positive view of sexual 
intercourse and nothing negative about masturbation. Are the writers of this 
report speaking about their own attitudes perhaps? The claim that the church 
is silent about the dilemmas teenagers have about sex is also unfounded. In 
all the churches with active youth work I have had anything to do with "sex 
and the Christian young person" is a frequent topic addressed.  

5:10 dot 2 - What does "promote sexuality as a normal healthy aspect of 
being human" mean? Are the authors saying we should affirm our God-given 
maleness and femaleness; or that we should rejoice that God has made us 
sexual beings; or that we should feel free to have sex in loving relationships 
with no concern as to whether or not we are married?  

Dot 8 We would also ask what is meant by "flexible gender roles"? Are young 
people being encouraged to see women cutting the lawn and men ironing; or 
women as doctors and men as nurses; or homosexuals living together?  

5:14 to 5:19 make many good points.  

5:20 The criterion given as to whether or not to engage in sexual activity 
would seem to be far too subjective. Well thought out rules may offer better 
and surer guidance. Recently I saw a sticker on a car window which said, 
"God invented safe sex. He called it marriage". It may be a bit slick, but for 
most Christians this is a good summary of the Christian ideal.  

5:21-23 This paragraph rightly points out that committed loving sexual 
relationships between a man and a woman should not simplistically be 
labelled as "living in sin".  

5:24 to 5:25 The matter of people with disabilities is handled well.  

5:27 It is agreed that the causation of homosexuality is complex.  

5:29 In the para marked by the first dot there is a deliberate ambiguity in how 
the words homosexual, gay and lesbian are used. Virtually everyone 
concedes there is no sin in thinking of oneself as having a homosexual 
orientation. Is this para asking that we affirm people who see themselves in 
this way, or those who engage in sex with people of the same sex?  



Dot 3 - The chaste and celibate homosexual should raise no ethical questions 
for anyone. The implication that most homosexuals live in long-term faithful 
relationships will be examined later as to whether or not this is true.  

5:32 Most informed Christians would also reject simplistic stereotypes of 
homosexuals.  

5:34 The claim that "among homosexual people the same range of 
relationships and sexual behaviour is to be found as among heterosexual 
people" would seem to be factually false. Homosexuals, according to the 
scientific data, have a far higher number of short term and casual sexual 
relationships. (See T Schmidt, Straight and Narrow, IVP, England, 1995, pp 
107-108 for the statistical facts)  

On the second part of 5:34 see the factual data given at the end of this paper.  

5:35 and 5:36 Before anal sex is too widely endorsed the medical dangers of 
this practice should be noted. Bell and Weinberg and several recent studies 
(see Schmidt, op cit, pp 108-110) show this is one of the more common 
homosexual practices, some 80% of male homosexuals practising this. But 
whether it is done by homosexuals or heterosexuals it is an unwise activity. 
Anal sex is a serious health hazard. Frequent anal sex invariably leads to 
physical trauma to the bowel and to viral and non-viral infections. (The well 
documented medical data on this is clearly set out and referenced in Schmidt, 
op cit, pp 111-126). Again the author(s) of this report speak emotively, 
ignoring hard scientific data. Good ethics do not leave out relevant facts. The 
God-given design of the human body may also give some indicators of how 
these orifices should be used: the mouth for speaking, eating and drinking; 
the anus for the excrement of body waste and the vagina for sexual 
penetration.  

5:37 Before this call for the church to endorse and bless long-term 
homosexual relationships is seriously considered most of us want to know 
more about homosexual relationships. Are they commonly life-long exclusive 
unions? Facts must be supplied before the church can be expected to 
seriously consider this proposal. At the end of this paper I briefly summarise 
the facts given in the secular scientific literature.  

5:38 In this paragraph the suggestion that a different standard be required of 
homosexuals, "namely life-long chastity" is rejected. I am not sure who 
demands this exclusively of homosexuals. Most Christians expect this of all 
who are not married without discrimination. But what is interesting to note is 
that the author(s) of the report themselves elsewhere repeatedly advocate a 
different standard for homosexual unions than that for heterosexual ones. 
"Long-term" sexual relationships are all that is expected of homosexuals 
whereas heterosexuals are set as the God-given ideal "lifelong faithful and 
commitment relationships".  

5:41 In contrast to the author(s) of this report many Christians think that the 
correct interpretation and appropriate application in our age of the passages 



in the Bible dealing with homosexual behaviour are of great importance. How 
the author(s) of this report can dismiss Scripture in such a cavalier fashion 
when in the beginning of the report we are told that the Task Force 
acknowledges "the primary authority of Scriptures" (para 2:2) defies 
imagination.  

5:43 to 5:48 These paragraphs cannot be considered a serious attempt to 
listen to the unified witness of Scripture in regard to homosexual practice. It is 
true that some of the texts which condemn homosexual acts may not speak 
specifically about what we are confronted with in homosexual relationships 
today but the unified stance of Scripture cannot be so easily dismissed, 
especially the teaching of Romans 1:26-27. This passage may reflect 
"traditional Jewish opposition to homosexual acts" but this does not discount 
what Paul says. Much of Jesus' teaching reflects traditional Jewish ideas! We 
are all aware that there are scholarly dismissals of the texts dealing with 
homosexual activity but this does not mean they are right, or that the question 
is so complex no answer is possible. The scholarly study of the Bible insists 
that in any instance one interpretation is more convincing than another. 
People honestly concerned with Biblical teaching on this matter need to 
evaluate the alternative interpretations given. Pronk, himself a homosexual, 
(op cit, pp 267-280) carefully assesses the revisionists "exegeses" of the key 
passages and concludes they are largely special pleading. In the report on the 
responses we are told the task force had many scholarly critiques of the 
exegesis, or lack of it, in the interim report but the editors of the final report 
basically ignored these (But see comments on paras 5:59-5:63).  

In this section no mention is made of the exegetical claim that Genesis 1:28 is 
in fact the basis for the consistent rejection of homosexual practice throughout 
the Bible. In this passage, canonically set as a preface to all that follows in 
Scripture, the sexual union between man and women is given as the God-
appointed norm. It is only this relationship which offers the possibility of 
procreation. 5:59 to 5:63  

Strangely these very points are then made in these paragraphs. This section 
seems to come from another hand. It reads like an awkwardly inserted 
afterthought. What is stated here is in no way related to what has just been 
said. In this one place in this document a clearly reasoned, theologically 
articulate alternative position appears which calls into question the morality of 
homosexual relations. However in 5:64 the author(s) take over again and in a 
few words discount without serious argument what has just been included in 
the report!  

5:68 This aside is very sad. The authors claim, "the position of Gentiles in the 
early church is similar to that of homosexual people in our church today where 
engaging in homosexual activity is still regarded by some as sinful." The 
whole message of the New Testament is that gentiles who believe in Christ 
should be accepted as members of the church. They are to be accepted 
because ethnicity is of no concern to God in the offer of salvation. People who 
see themselves as having a homosexual orientation may be a parallel, but the 
issue at stake is behaviour, not ethnicity or orientation. The New Testament 



writers all agree that gentiles must give up certain behaviour when they 
become Christians. In this paragraph the authors not too subtly move from the 
universal acceptance of people by God to the universal acceptance of 
homosexual activity. It is to be noted that in this paragraph Christian people 
who view homosexual activity as sinful - of any kind it seems - are depicted as 
being at fault. They are we take it judgemental bigots.  

5:70 to 5:72 All Christians should be opposed to discrimination against 
homosexuals in the wider community and totally condemnatory of violence 
towards homosexuals.  

5:73 to 5:74 Whether or not there is a specific orientation of bisexualism is a 
questionable. There is no consensus on this matter in the scholarly literature 
so caution is needed. As we said earlier, Kinsey considered most human 
beings as bisexuals in a non technical sense - that is, capable of sexual 
attraction to both sexes. What seems to be the case rather is that there is a 
category of people who have sex with those of the same or opposite sex as 
the occasion arises.  

5:78 to 5:91 makes many good points. In para 78 we are told most Uniting 
Church people "believe strongly in the centrality of marriage." It seems on the 
editors own definition of the meaning of "heterosexism" that most Uniting 
Church people fall into this sin! The repeated affirmation that heterosexual 
marriage is the God-given ideal is commended. In this section and the one 
which follows marriage is seen to be an intent "a commitment to be together 
for life."  

5:92 to 5:108 deal with a number of difficult and sensitive matters very well - 
divorce, the Bible's teaching on divorce; the remarriage experience; changed 
circumstances within marriage and masturbation.  

The summary of conclusions (p 50), as so much of the final report, is 
strangely mixed. The first six points in para 5:109 would gain the complete 
support of virtually all Christians. The seventh would leave many uneasy. The 
commendation of "just and right relationships" is inadequate on its own. "What 
do these involve?", we must ask.  

Point 8 is important, but from this statement two conclusions can be reached. 
1) Because the Bible does not distinguish between homosexual orientation 
and homosexual practice we should not condemn homosexual sex within "just 
and right relationships" (as the authors of the report argue). Or, 2) because 
the Bible only condemns homosexual practice this should be our only 
concern.  

Point 11 is deliberately ambiguous. Everyone agrees that homosexuality as 
an orientation does not stifle the manifestation of the fruits of the Spirit or limit 
one's gifts of leadership. What those opposed to the interim and final report 
are arguing is that certain characteristic behaviour is displeasing to God and a 
bar to ordination. Lying, stealing, excessive drinking, violence against others 
are some examples, and homosexual behaviour is another.  



Point 12 is doubly ambiguous. What is meant by "long-term relationships"? 
Are the authors speaking of sexual relationships or friendship? What is 
interesting to note is that when the authors of the report speak of Christian 
marriage they repeatedly speak of the ideal of a "life long" union. When they 
speak of homosexual unions they speak of "long-term" relationships. This is 
important because the secular sociological studies of homosexual 
relationships show that something like 90% of them are short term, and with 
men seldom exclusive (see below for the data). In a covert way the authors 
seem to concede this.  

5:110-112 This section is one of the most interesting in the report. It 
acknowledges that the members of the task force have different opinions 
about homosexual behaviour. In points 110 and 111 the position of most 
informed Christians today is expressed well. But we ask "If some members of 
the committee held to these opinions, why is it that their views are virtually 
overwhelmed in the interim report and the final report?". The view of only 
"some members" (see para 5:12) always predominates and gets the most 
hearing. No one objects to a new approach being argued but what is offensive 
to the vast majority of Uniting Church people and Christians from other 
denominations is that the position expressed in paras 110-111 is given 
virtually no voice and when given in passing is invariably disparaged.  

Chapter 6 
6:1 The statement that the Church is "called to be a distinctive form of human 
community" is warmly commended. This means that Christians should not 
readily and unreflectively embrace the standards and ethics of the culture 
around them.  

6:4 to 6:12 are good reminders that all Christian ministry flows from the 
spiritual gifts given by God and that ordination demands that anyone wanting 
to be publicly legitimated in ordination must meet the standards set by the 
church.  

In 6:13 those standards are said to be necessarily "high".  

6:18 to 6:31 In response to concerns about the behaviour of homosexually 
orientated clergy the authors of the report state categorically in 6:19 that 
people of homosexual orientation are no more likely to exhibit "inappropriate 
behaviour" than any one else. On this basis we are told in 6:20 that sexual 
orientation should not in itself be a barrier to ordination.  

This sounds all very well. If those of homosexual orientation maintain the 
Christian sexual ethic we would all agree that they should not be barred from 
ordination. But what we have in this section is once more an over-clever piece 
of argumentation which is deliberately deceptive. We are first asked to accept 
those of homosexual orientation - which no one condemns - but then in 6:23 
we are told those with a homosexual orientation may i) "live a life of chastity", 
or, ii) express their sexuality in "a committed long-term and faithful 
relationship", or, iii) "enter sexual relationships with several partners." 
We are first asked simply to accept those who have an homosexual 



orientation, only to find a few lines later that this "orientation" expresses itself 
in one of three ways. The implication in this paragraph is that no matter how 
homosexuals behave, even if they have 50 or more partners a year, which the 
sociological literature says is very common (see below for the facts), they 
should all be accepted as ordination candidates.  

This section powerfully illustrates the way the word "homosexual" is politically 
exploited in both reports. It is defined only as an orientation but always close 
at hand is the acknowledgment that orientation in most cases is expressed in 
sexual activity. This suggests it would be better if the word homosexual was 
never used of someone who is attracted to the same sex but is chaste and 
committed to the Christian sexual ethic. Some suggest the word "homophile" 
for such a person. People who have been deeply involved in homosexual 
relationships and have broken with it tend to call themselves "ex-gays" while 
admitting to the temptations this orientation still holds for them.  

In the ongoing discussion about homosexuality, the suggestion always put is 
that most homosexuals live in "long-term and faithful" relationships. The 
problem with this is that numerous secular sociological studies have shown 
that long-term exclusive homosexual unions are relatively rare. Most male 
homosexuals have numerous sexual encounters, a few have short term 
intense relationships and a small number longer term relationships which are 
seldom exclusive. Casual sex is less common among lesbians and there are 
many exclusive long-term relationships, but even in these so called long-term 
relationships the majority tend to be relatively short lived in duration. Of the 
homosexuals, male and female, who can establish ongoing sexual 
relationships, what they discover is that "serial monogamy" rather than life-
long commitment is their lot. If this is so, the Church should not endorse this 
emotive appeal to accept for ordination practising homosexuals unless these 
claims are refuted. What the church is being asked to do is decide to ordain 
practising homosexuals on the basis of an ideological philosophy opposed to 
discriminating against practising homosexuals without having the objective 
facts of what this means in practice being disclosed. We are being asked to 
let ideology triumph over critical reflection. (For the evidence for these claims 
see below)  

6:32 "Celibacy in singleness and faithfulness in marriage." For many Uniting 
Church people this phrase captures in summary the Christian sexual ethic. It 
is totally non-discriminatory. The writer(s) of this report, however, argue that 
this makes it all too simple. We are told that the Task Force members "uphold 
chastity ... as an honourable and valuable decision for a Christian" but it would 
seem from the convoluted wording which follows that this is not an ethical 
demand, especially for homosexuals. Although this simple non-discriminatory 
guideline is rejected no serious rational argument in reply is offered. On 
reading this paragraph one immediately wonders how the members of the 
Task Force who hold to the historic sexual ethic could have endorsed this 
section. How is it that the voice of sexual revolution triumphs again at this 
point?  



The Way Forward. 
7:4 In this paragraph members of the Uniting Church are asked if is it possible 
to move forward together on the basis of our common commitment to the 
Gospel. And can we trust one another enough to live together when we differ 
on this matter. The two questions are cleverly worded so as to make saying 
"no" difficult, but the answer must be "no". This is so for a number of reasons. 
Firstly, the questions are worded purposively ambiguously. The most 
contentious issue of major importance raised in this report is the ordination of 
practising homosexuals. What we are therefore in reality being asked is, "Can 
we accept that belief in the Gospel says nothing about this matter, or, as the 
progressive members of the task force argue, demands the acceptance of 
practising homosexuals?" In reply we say the Gospel is in essence about new 
life and forgiveness of sins through faith in Christ but it rests on a broad 
foundation. There are some matters you cannot extract from Christianity and 
still leave the Gospel intact. One of these is the Christian ethic which includes 
a specific sexual ethic. Secondly, and importantly, this double question must 
be answered in the negative because what we are being asked is to accept 
an emotive case for the overthrow of the historic Christian sexual ethic by a 
small minority of ideologically driven revisionists. The replies to the interim 
report show that some 80% of Uniting Church people are strongly opposed to 
the ordination of practising homosexuals. A better question would be, "Now 
we know that the vast majority of Uniting Church people uphold the historic 
Christian sexual ethic will the revisionists accept their verdict?"  

7:10 This paragraph seems to also have the ordination of practising 
homosexuals in mind. The author(s) suggest to allow this to happen will "take 
us forward". Those who oppose this move think it will take the church 
backwards.  

7:14 Again the ideological stand of the author (s) of this report blatantly comes 
to the fore. We are told that our ministers are "to serve all members of the 
church and not narrow or specified theological and philosophical attitudes 
alone." No one would disagree that ministers are to serve all members of the 
church. To whom then is the warning addressed? The authors obviously hold 
to a narrow philosophical position but we suspect they have in mind those 
who disagree with them, the majority of the members of the Uniting Church.  

The hard evidence. 
The editors of the interim report never spoke specifically about homosexual 
practices, and the editors of the final report only touch on this matter in 
passing, allowing that there is a range of homosexual behaviour. They imply 
that "long-term" relationships (left undefined) are common. What we have to 
ask in reply is, "Is this in fact the case?" No one should ever be asked to 
make an important decision until all the facts available are on the table. Pronk 
insists that "one cannot conduct a moral discussion without having factual 
information at one's disposal. The sciences are important sources of 
information" he adds. (op cit p 210). Most would agree with this but the editors 
of these reports ask Christians to endorse homosexuality and the ordination of 
practising homosexuals without all the facts being disclosed. Some of the key 



facts are as follows: (note this data all comes from social scientists who, if 
anything, are accepting of homosexuality).  

1) Prevalence: Numerous studies in Western countries in the last ten years 
have shown that about 2% or less of people have had sex with someone of 
the same sex in the year past. Kinsey's claim that 10% of people were 
practising homosexuals is false.  

2) Partners: Bell and Weinberg in their extensive 1978 study of homosexuals 
entitled, Homosexualities: A study of diversity among men and women (New 
York, Simon and Schuster) found that 74% of male homosexuals claimed to 
have had 100 sexual partners; 41% more than 500 partners and 28% more 
than 1000 partners in their lifetime up to the time when questioned. They 
admitted that 75% of these encounters were with strangers and 65% were 
one time meetings. Several other major studies have come up with very 
similar findings including ones done in the nineties.  

In regard to long term relationships Saghir and Robins (Male and Female 
Homosexuality, Baltimore, Williams and Wilkins, 1973) found that only 8% of 
homosexual men and 7% of homosexual women had ever had a sexual 
relationship that lasted more than three years. With the men it was usually not 
exclusive in nature. Other reports have give similar, but not identical, findings. 
More recent studies show little change.  

This information in great detail and with exact documentation is set out clearly 
in Schmidt, op cit, pp 100-130.  

These facts may be disputed and almost certainly continuing work will make 
some modifications. What cannot be allowed is that this data be ignored. If the 
Uniting Church has to decide on its stance towards active homosexuals, 
especially in regards to ordination, it needs to know what this involves. No one 
should be asked to vote on anything when one side is hiding some of the 
facts.  

Melbourne, June 1997 
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