
What Jesus Said About Being Gay
Summary of the key facts prepared by David Coltheart

hen confronted by their sexuality, one of the first questions lesbian, gay, bi, trans, 
intersex and queer (LGBTIQ) Christians ask is, “What did Jesus say about being gay?”1  

Fortunately, the answer to that is simple and brief: nothing. Zero. Not a single word. 
Jesus had a lot to say about God, heaven, prayer, faith and love, but nothing about being gay. Jesus 
emphasised care for the poor, healing the sick and sharing the good news of his kingdom, but not a 
single, solitary word about homosexuality.  

W
However, on one occasion, Jesus referred to eunuchs who were “born that way” (Matthew 19:12). 
Jesus use of the phrase “born that way” resonates with all LGBTIQ people who believe that they 
were “born that way,” who know they didn’t choose to be different. Why would anyone choose to 
be the target of abuse and discrimination, the subject of derision and shame? Why would people 
choose to be different from society because it sounded like a good idea? Why would LGBTIQ 
Christians, who know the Bible and love God, choose to ignore the teachings of their church and 
reject their family’s expectations? Why would anyone choose a lifestyle that separates them from 
family and friends, often results in rejection, and sometimes leads to a life of loneliness? 

Most gays and lesbians assert strongly that they were “born that way.” From their earliest 
memories, they always knew they were “different.” Often they could not put a word to it, or identify
the meaning of their experience until at least puberty and often later. For them, sexual awareness 
was usually a long and painful struggle, a gradual recognition over years. If choice was the 
determining factor in sexuality, most LGBTIQ people during this period would have chosen to be 
straight. Coming to terms with a despised sexuality is a slow battle against all they have known, 
sometimes filled with increasing horror and dread. For most, homosexuality is an enemy they fight 
against, until exhausted by denial, they finally “come out,” defiant and triumphant. Discovering that
their sexuality is different from societal expectations is not a choice but a reality forced upon them. 
And if homosexuality is a choice, just when do heterosexual people choose their sexuality?

Jesus’ comment in Matthew 19:12 indicates that, for at least one class of people, the core part of 
their identity is beyond choice—they are “born that way.” Some Bible scholars have suggested that 
Jesus statement about eunuchs affirms gays and lesbians who also claim to be “born that way.” 
Let’s examine what the Bible says about eunuchs.

Eunuchs in Ancient Times
Eunuchs were an important institution in the ancient world and are frequently recorded by nations 
mentioned in the Bible, including Egypt, Assyria, Babylonia and Achaemenid Persia. Eunuchs were
also common in other cultures, such as Greece, the Hellenistic world, ancient Rome, Byzantium, 
medieval Islam, Turkey and China.2

The English word “eunuch” generally refers to a man who was castrated, though this is not 
necessarily true in the ancient languages in which the Bible was written. Eunuchs were a class of 
men (usually, but women sometimes also appear in the historical records), typically from antiquity, 
1 For the purpose of simplicity, I am using the word “gay” in this paper in the most generic sense of sexual diversity and
fluidity. The word is not intended to exclude anybody who identifies as being different from the societal expectations of
sexuality. Although the word “gay” usually applies to homosexuality, this paper recognises that gender identity and 
expression occurs on a broad spectrum of sexuality that includes lesbians, gays, bisexual, trans, intersex, queer, 
pansexual and asexual people, as well as those who identify as non gender-specific. The intention of this paper is to be 
as inclusive as possible—if the teaching of Jesus resonates with you, then you are a part of God’s rainbow family.
2 Wikipedia, Eunuch, accessed at https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Eunuch
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who performed a wide variety of functions in different cultures. They often held high positions in 
society, especially at court. They included courtiers, upper class domestics, treble singers, religious 
specialists, soldiers, royal guards and government officials. Eunuchs were assumed to have no 
loyalties to the military, aristocracy, or to a family of their own (since they had no children or in-
laws). They were seen as trustworthy and less interested in establishing a rival to the throne, hence 
their value as servants and advisors to the king, and their role in sensitive positions.

Eunuchs were usually reliable servants or slaves in a royal court where access to the ruler could 
wield great influence. Domestic functions—such as making the ruler’s bed, bathing him, cutting his
hair, carrying him in his litter, or even relaying messages—could in theory give a eunuch access to 
the ruler and impart power to the humble but trusted servant. 

In cultures that had harems, eunuchs were used as servants to guard the women and protect the 
ruler’s children and property, and thus his legitimate progeny and succession. Men who were 
appointed as keepers of the harem were castrated to guarantee absolute fidelity. Odalisques, or 
female harem attendants, may have fitted into the same category as eunuchs, without castration.

Castration was performed either by crushing the testicles or complete removal of the male genitals. 
The procedure could be performed before puberty or after puberty, with varying differences in 
physical appearance as a result. However, lack of libido was the defining characteristic of eunuchs. 
Because of their castration, they had no interest in women and were considered safe and 
trustworthy. Since castration usually lowered their social status, eunuchs could be easily replaced or
killed without repercussion. 

However, in ancient times, not all eunuchs were castrated—many eunuchs were recognised as 
“natural eunuchs,” born with no interest in the opposite sex, or any sex. Ancient societies and 
cultures almost universally recognised the difference between “castrated eunuchs” and “natural 
eunuchs.” 

Problems in Translation 
The Old Testament uses the Hebrew word saris, a masculine noun translated by the English word 
“eunuch.” The word saris was borrowed from the ancient Assyrian language and meant “at the 
head.” Later the word came to mean “emasculate”, hence the idea of castration and impotence.

The Hebrew word saris is used 45 times in the Old Testament. However, none of the texts define 
saris. As a result, the word is translated in a variety of ways including: eunuch, chamberlain, 
attendant, officer, official, servant, or as a proper name: Rab-saris (literally “chief eunuch”). There 
is no consistency either within each translation, or among different translators. For example, in 2 
Kings 9:32, in the King James Version “two or three eunuchs” looked down from King Ahab’s 
palace window. But the New American Standard Bible translates this as: “two or three officials.” 
The translation of the word saris in this case (as in many other places) is ambiguous and could be 
either “eunuch” or “official.” 

The New International Version usually translates saris as official, but there are at least 9 other 
Hebrew words that also translate as “official” or “officer” without the awful overtones of castration.
The question arises then, why did the Bible writers use the word saris, meaning “official”, a word 
fraught with horror, if they could have chosen another, less ambiguous word that did not imply 
castration? Did the Bible writers choose the word saris deliberately? Could all 45 Bible references 
actually mean “eunuchs” after all? We do not know the answer. No Bible translation is consistent, 
and saris is translated according to the context, or the whim of the translator, with varying, and 
confusing results. (See Appendix 1 for a complete list of Biblical references, and Appendix 2 for a 
suggested guide to the preferred translations).
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Castration of Eunuchs
None of the Bible texts indicate whether the eunuchs described there were castrated, and the only 
text that does refer to castration (Deuteronomy 23:1) does not mention eunuchs. The only way we 
can determine whether the eunuch was castrated or not is by the context of each reference. For 
example, in Isaiah 39:7, the prophet Isaiah predicted that Jerusalem would be captured by the 
Babylonian armies, the palace would be destroyed and the king taken captive, a prophecy fulfilled 
two centuries later in 586 BC. Speaking to the king of this future catastrophe, Isaiah prophesied: 
“And some of your descendants, your own flesh and blood who will be born to you, will be taken 
away, and they will become eunuchs in the palace of the king of Babylon” (New International 
Version). However in many other Bible translations (for example, NASB) the royal captives in 
Isaiah 39:7 were to become “officials” or “servants” in the Babylonian palace. Were the royal sons 
castrated or not?

The context of Isaiah’s prophecy does not indicate how the word saris should be translated. 
However, we do get a clue from history. The Assyrians were known for their cruel treatment of 
captives, including crushing the testicles of young boys in order to make them into royal slaves. The
resulting eunuchs would be presented as tribute presents to the king. Given the Babylonian practice 
of castration of their enemies, especially rulers and other leaders to prevent any heirs claiming the 
throne, it is most likely that Isaiah is predicting the physical castration of the king’s sons when 
taken captive into Babylon.3 

The conclusion is that some eunuchs were castrated and others were not. But the word saris does 
indicate a class of men with a special position in society that set them apart. Perhaps there was 
something about their personality or manner that made ancient people regard them as different. 
Whether or not they were physically castrated is irrelevant—eunuchs had a distinct role to play.

Eunuchs Banned from the Temple
Because a man with crushed or damaged testicles was considered diseased, damaged and 
incomplete, eunuchs were banned from entering the Israelite sanctuary to worship, as well as the 
later Jewish Temple in Jerusalem. “No one who has been emasculated by crushing or cutting may 
enter the assembly of the Lord” (Deuteronomy 23:1). In this sense, eunuchs were considered no 
better than blind, lame or defective animals, likewise rejected as sacrifices (Leviticus 21:16-23; 
22:18-25; Malachi 1:8). Only perfect “unblemished” animals were accepted.

Probably the ban was intended to prevent heathen fertility cult priests, who were frequently 
castrated, from entering the Temple. The result was that all eunuchs were barred from the presence 
of God and therefore separated from their religious community and public worship. They were 
excluded from God’s presence and could not participate in sacrifices or offerings. They were forced
to remain in the outermost part of the Temple, known as the Court of the Gentiles. In this sense, 
they were considered no better than heathen foreigners. In particular, priests who were eunuchs 
were unable to perform any priestly functions and deemed unfit for the service of God.

Eunuchs were often discriminated against and rejected as human beings, despite this impairment 
being no fault of their own. Society in general treated them as outcasts, or at least second-class 
citizens, because they could not procreate. Without children, they had no vested interest in the 
nation, and were deemed to be interested only in the present and not the future. Unable to 
perpetuate their family name, eunuchs could not pass on their land or property to any descendants. 
The extinction of the family name and inheritance was considered a terrible loss in ancient Israel, to
be avoided at all costs. 

3 Bruce L Gerig, Eunuchs in the Old Testament, accessed at: https://epistle.us/hbarticles/eunuchs2.html
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Eunuchs in the Old Testament
The first eunuch mentioned in the Bible was Potiphar, the captain of the guard to an unnamed 
Egyptian Pharaoh. After the teenage Joseph was cruelly captured by his brothers and sold as a slave,
he was forced to work in Potiphar’s household. Potiphar was married, but the fact that he was a 
eunuch may explain why his frustrated wife tried to seduce Joseph, described as “well-built and 
handsome.” (Genesis 39:1-23). We do not know whether Potiphar was a castrated eunuch or a 
natural eunuch. The intriguing possibility arises that if he was a natural eunuch, then he may have 
been homosexual, which would add point to the story of his wife trying to sleep with Joseph, either 
from genuine desire or out of revenge. 

Two more Egyptian officials are also identified as saris (Genesis 40:2-7). After Joseph was wrongly
accused of attempted rape by Potiphar’s wife, he was thrown into jail where he encountered the 
royal cupbearer and the king’s baker, both of whom had also been imprisoned. Joseph interpreted 
their dreams, predicting that the cupbearer would be restored to royal favour and the baker would be
executed. While the dreams proved true, Joseph languished in jail for another two years. However it
is interesting that Joseph came into contact with not one but three eunuchs!

Although the ancient Israelites did not practice castration, it appears that the Israelite kings 
imported eunuchs in imitation of their rich and powerful neighbours. Most eunuchs offered to kings 
as tribute were either war captives or young men kidnapped in raids to obtain slaves. When Jews 
were captured by their enemies, castration for service in the court of the foreign king was probably 
standard practice, as it was amongst all conquering enemies.4 The prophet Joel records that Jewish 
boys and girls were captured and sold to the Greeks to become sex slaves (Joel 3:3-6).

Numerous officials (or eunuchs) are scattered through ancient Israelite history and the Old 
Testament is dotted with people called saris. The prophet Samuel warned the Israelites that the king
they were demanding would tax the people 10% of their produce and give it to his officials (saris) 
(1 Samuel 8:15). King David (ca. 1011-971 BC) summoned all his tribal administrators, army 
commanders, warriors, as well as the officials (saris) in charge of his property to the palace to tell 
them of his plans to build the temple in Jerusalem (1 Chronicles 28:1). King Jehoshaphat (873-848 
BC) had at least one official who was a saris (1 Kings 22:9) as did King Jehoram (2 Kings 8:6). 

During the reign of King Josiah (649-609 BC), a temple official, or saris, called Nathan-Melek had 
rooms near the entrance of the temple in Jerusalem. Nearby stood some statues of horses given by 
previous kings to honour the sun god. Josiah removed the statues as part of his reforms to rid the 
land of idolatry (2 Kings 23:11). Archaeologists excavating the area made discovered a clay seal 
impression (called a “bulla”) that has the inscription: “Belonging to Nathan-Melek. Servant of the 
king.” Reported in August 2019, archaeologists have suggested that the words “Nathan-Melek” may
have been a title, meaning “The King Has Given” rather than a proper name. If so, then this saris 
may have been the Store-keeper of the Royal Gifts.5 

King Jehoiachin, along with all his officials (saris) surrendered to Nebuchadnezzar, the king of 
Babylon (2 Kings 22:12) and was taken captive to Babylon in 597 BC.  It is impossible to tell 
whether these officials were castrated eunuchs or natural eunuchs, or whether they were just given a
title.

Zedekiah, the last king of Judah (597-586 BC), imprisoned the prophet Jeremiah in a deep, muddy 
well for predicting the capture of Jerusalem by the invading Babylonian army. An Ethiopian man 

4 Elaine Ambrose, Eunuchs in the Old Testament, accessed at: http://theologyattheedge.co.uk/tears-in-god-s-
wineskin/31-tigw-part-2-eunuchs-eunuchs-in-the-old-testament
5 Megan Sauter, Nathan-Melek: Servant of the King, accessed at: https://www.biblicalarchaeology.org/daily/biblical-
artifacts/artifacts-and-the-bible/nathan-melek-servant-of-the-king/
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named Ebed-melech, a royal official (saris) used his influence and position to rescue Jeremiah from
the well (Jeremiah 38:1-13). Because this man was a foreigner (and a black man), it is likely that he 
was a castrated eunuch, since captives were often mutilated. 

King Zedekiah also had an “officer in charge of the fighting men” (2 Kings 25:19) who was a saris. 
He, the king, the chief priests and a large number of people, were taken captive to Babylon in the 
third and final invasion of Jerusalem when the city was destroyed (586 BC). 

Nebuchadnezzar, king of Babylon, had numerous officials who oversaw the destruction of 
Jerusalem and the transport of the royal captives to Babylon. Two officials are called Rab-saris, 
meaning “chief officer” or “chief of the eunuchs.” One of them was called Nebo-Sarsekim 
(Jeremiah 39:3) and the other was Nebushazban (Jeremiah 39:13). 

Daniel and his three friends, probably all teenagers, were taken from Jerusalem into Babylonian 
captivity around 605 BC. From the royal household, or at least of noble birth, the three friends were
renamed Shadrach, Meschach and Abednego, while Daniel was given the name Belteshazzar. All 
four are described as “young men without any physical defect, handsome, showing aptitude for 
every kind of learning, well informed, quick to understand, and qualified to serve in the king’s 
palace” (Daniel 1:4).  While not specifically identified as eunuchs, they were probably castrated in 
order to prepare them for royal service  (Daniel 1:3-11). They were placed under the care of 
Ashpenaz, “the master of the eunuchs” (Daniel 1:3, King James Version) who was responsible for 
their education, food and care.

Nehemiah, a Judean captive in the court of the Persian King Artaxerxes I (465-424 BC) was 
probably a castrated eunuch because he served as the king’s cupbearer and had access to the palace  
(Nehemiah 1:11; 2:1-3). However, the Bible does not call him a eunuch. Nehemiah was later sent 
back to Jerusalem as governor of the province of Judea, by now incorporated into the Persian 
Empire.

The Book of Esther
The ten chapters of the book of Esther tell the story of a Jewish girl named Esther (Hadassah was 
her Hebrew name). She became the queen of King Xerxes I (called Ahasuerus in the Bible), 
emperor of the Persian Empire from 486-465 BC. When the evil chief minister, Haman, hatched a 
vicious plot to destroy the Jews all over the Persian Empire, Esther used her position to save the 
Jews from genocide. The annual Jewish festival of Purim is still celebrated in February or March all
over the world to commemorate this deliverance. 

Twelve eunuchs (saris) are named in the book of Esther. Seven of them were the king’s closest 
advisers: Mehuman, Biztha, Harbona, Bigtha, Abagtha, Zethar and Karka (Esther 1:10). The Bible 
does not provide any information about their physical condition but since castration was commonly 
performed in ancient Persia, we can assume that some of them may have been physically mutilated. 

In addition, there were other eunuchs who were servants of the harem, including Hegai, who was 
“in charge of the women”, and Shaashgaz, who was “in charge of the concubines”. Another official 
named Hathak was the eunuch specifically assigned to Queen Esther. Because these last three 
eunuchs cared for the wives and concubines of the king, presumably they would have been castrated
to ensure their loyal service. 

Two other officials (saris), are named in the book of Esther as Bigthana and Teresh. They conspired
to overthrow the king, a plot that was uncovered by Mordecai, Queen Esther’s uncle. Because 
Mordecai had access to the women’s quarters, it is likely that he was also castrated, although this is 
not mentioned in the Bible. (See Esther 1:10-15; 2:3; 2:14-21; 4:4-5; 6:2; 7:9).
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God’s Promise to Eunuchs 
According to the laws of Leviticus, eunuchs were banned from the Jewish Temple and all public 
worship. However, the prophet Isaiah, who served during the reigns of four kings of Judah during 
the 8th century BC, announced that God had reversed that ban and proclaimed that eunuchs still 
have a special place in God’s plan for the human race. Discrimination was overturned, and 
exclusion was replaced with inclusion in a promise that included not only eunuchs, but also all 
foreigners.

Isaiah proclaimed that God offers both hope and salvation to the outcasts. The eunuchs and 
foreigners who claim Jehovah as their God, who believe and obey God, should not be excluded 
from the Israelite community and temple worship. The context of the word saris indicates that the 
subject of the promise is a castrated eunuch.

“Let no foreigner who is bound to the Lord say,
    ‘The Lord will surely exclude me from his people.’
And let no eunuch complain,
    ‘I am only a dry tree.’

“For this is what the Lord says: ‘To the eunuchs who keep my Sabbaths, 
    who choose what pleases me and hold fast to my covenant—
to them I will give within my temple and its walls 
    a memorial and a name better than sons and daughters;
I will give them an everlasting name that will endure forever.’” (Isaiah 56:3-5)

A castrated eunuch, metaphorically described as a “dry tree,” could not procreate and therefore 
would never have descendants. Ancient Israelites, above all else, aimed to perpetuate their family 
lineage and name forever. The family was the basis of property, inheritance and position in the 
tribe. To eliminate a family, or worse, a whole tribe, was a terrible disaster (see for example, the 
story in Judges 21). Therefore, God’s promise that even eunuchs, who did not have a natural family,
would be given a name that would live forever meant having a permanent inheritance and place in 
Israelite society. Even if they did not have an earthly family, they were to be honoured as part of 
God’s family. To have “an everlasting name” was equivalent to being granted eternal life in God’s 
kingdom. At the very least, this promise reveals the universal, boundless nature of God’s love for 
all people and the limitless, outrageous and all-inclusive grace God extends to those who believe.

Along with believing foreigners, eunuchs were promised: 

“These I will bring to my holy mountain and give them joy in my house of prayer.
    Their burnt offerings and sacrifices will be accepted on my altar;
    for my house will be called a house of prayer for all nations.” (Isaiah 56:7)

Previously considered outcasts, eunuchs were denied entrance to the temple, and their offerings and 
sacrifices were spurned. But now, eunuchs were now to be fully accepted with their fellow 
Israelites. Eunuchs—like all people—are part of God’s plan. Interestingly, Jesus quoted this verse 
when he drove out the animals and money changers from the temple: “Is it not written: ‘My house 
will be called a house of prayer for all nations’?” (Mark 11:17). 

Isaiah’s proclamation was a significant act of inclusion. A class of people, discriminated against 
through no choice or fault of their own, were now equal with their fellow Israelites. However, there 
is no evidence that this change was instituted in ancient Israel or in later Jewish practice, and it is 
likely that the exclusion continued even in New Testament times, despite God’s intentions. In 
conservative Jewish minds, the Levitical laws would have trumped even the prophet Isaiah.
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Eunuchs in the New Testament
The Greek word for eunuch in the New Testament is almost identical to English, eunochos. 
According to Strong’s Concordance, the word means literally, “one who is alone in bed” (that is, 
without a marriage partner), but was used to mean “keeper of the bed-chamber” for a king or ruler. 
As in the Old Testament, eunochos could describe someone who had been castrated, or someone 
who had chosen to be celibate. In the New Testament, eunuchs continued to be officials of some 
rank, and were often referred to as a chamberlain, or even a royal treasurer.

The word is used 10 times in the New Testament, five of those by Jesus in Matthew 19:12, the other
five in the account of the Ethiopian eunuch who became a Christian and was baptised by Philip in a 
desert pool (Acts 8:26-40). 

The Ethiopian Eunuch
The Ethiopian eunuch was a a high court official and treasurer of Candace, the Queen of Ethiopia. 
(Candace, or Kandake, is probably the title of a series of queens rather than one individual). He was
also the first Gentile (i.e. non-Jewish) convert to Christianity. Because of the importance of this 
event in the history of the early church, his conversion story is given some prominence.

Acts chapter 8 recounts how the Ethiopian eunuch made a pilgrimage from his homeland in Africa 
to worship at the Temple in Jerusalem, a journey of many thousands of kilometres that would have 
taken weeks. He was returning home, doubtless remembering the sting of rejection he had just 
encountered at the Temple. Because of his status as a eunuch, the Levitical law forbade him from 
entering the inner courts of the Temple (Deuteronomy 23:1) where Jewish people worshipped, and 
he would have been confined to the outer “Court of the Gentiles”—if he was fortunate. Being an 
outcast of society always hurts, and the eunuch was doubtless still smarting. And yet, despite this 
discrimination, he was still a devout believer in God.

Evidently a wealthy man, the eunuch had the luxury of a chariot, and presumably was accompanied 
by servants to drive the chariot and care for the horses and luggage. While travelling through the 
Gaza desert, he was reading from a scroll of the prophet Isaiah—again indicating both wealth and 
education. Not only could he afford the enormous cost of a personal copy of the scroll, but also he 
was also literate and could read either Hebrew or Greek (or both) in addition to his mother tongue.6

Meanwhile, the Holy Spirit impressed Philip, a deacon in the early church, to travel down to the 
desert region in the very south of Israel to intercept the chariot. When the two met on the side of the
road, Philip recognised the opportunity and enquired whether the eunuch understood what he was 
reading. In an act of radical hospitality, the eunuch invited Philip to join the chariot and explain the 
ancient message.  It was also an act of devotion and humility—a wealthy palace official accepting 
instruction from a lowly, itinerant preacher. The two men sat together, deep in conversation, as the 
chariot continued travelling. 

The eunuch was reading the Messianic prophecies of Isaiah chapter 53, written in the 8th century 
BC. Philip explained the fulfilment of the prophecies in Jesus of Nazareth. After hearing the story 
of Jesus, the Ethiopian eunuch accepted the gospel message and requested baptism. Arriving at a 
desert spring, Philip baptised the Ethiopian eunuch before the two separated. Philip returned to his 
preaching work and the eunuch continued his journey home, rejoicing as he did so (Acts 8:26-40). 
The ancient Ethiopian Christian Church traces its roots back to the baptism of the eunuch, so 
presumably, the eunuch spread the story of Jesus to his homeland after his return.

6 The quotation from Isaiah in Acts 8:32-33 comes from the 2nd century BC Greek translation of the Old Testament known as the 
Septuagint. 
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We have no way of knowing whether the Ethiopian eunuch was gay or straight. But we do know 
that because he was a eunuch, he was part of a class of people commonly associated in that era with
homosexuality. However, this was completely irrelevant to whether he could become a Christian. 

The Ethiopian eunuch was not expected to procreate in order to be a church member. Not that 
procreation doesn’t matter—just that procreation is not essential, either to all people in the church 
or to all marriage relationships in the church. The primary reason that churches generally insist on 
exclusively heterosexual marriage is that such a marriage is open to procreation. But this ignores 
people in the church who are single (by choice or by circumstances), couples unable to have 
children by natural means, and older people who marry when they are past childbearing age. Same-
sex couples are likewise excluded.

If nothing else, this story teaches us that we are all part of God’s family and everyone is welcome in
the Christian church, without any conditions or prerequisites. The Ethiopian was of a different 
ethnic background—a black man, an uncircumcised Gentile. He was wealthy and influential—
among the first such people to join the church. And he was a eunuch—until then, barred from 
approaching God. In that sense, he represents LGBTIQ Christians today who are outcasts from 
religious society. But none of these conditions prevented his baptism and full acceptance in Christ. 
The eunuch asked Philip, “What can stand in the way of my being baptised?” The answer of course 
is “Nothing.” 

The theologian and former Moderator of the Presbyterian Church (USA) Rev Dr Jack Rogers wrote 
that “the fact that the first Gentile convert to Christianity is from a sexual minority and a different 
race, ethnicity and nationality together”7 calls Christians to be radically inclusive and welcoming. 
Christianity is not a religion of exclusion (despite what many denominations believe and practice 
today) but of inclusion, without any preconditions!

Jesus Questioned about Divorce
The only other use of the term “eunuch” in the New Testaemtn is by Jesus in the context of a 
question asked by a group of Pharisees. The Pharisees were a social movement that emphasised the 
importance of the Torah, the first five books of the Bible written by Moses. The Pharisees 
advocated rigid obedience to God’s laws and claimed to be the religious experts and teachers.

In Matthew 19:1-12, (paralleled in Mark 10:1-12) the Pharisees confronted Jesus with a trick 
question. Ostensibly about divorce, the question was a deliberate set-up. Various Pharisaical 
factions were engaged in a long-running, bitter debate over divorce. Some conservative groups 
argued that divorce was always forbidden while others pointed to the teaching of Moses, who 
allowed divorce in certain circumstances. Other more liberal groups wanted to make divorce even 
easier. Essentially, the Pharisees wanted to find out which faction Jesus would back – and set him 
up for the resulting conflict. 

In his reply, Jesus referred to the creation story and quoted Genesis 2:24: “Haven’t you read that at 
the beginning the Creator ‘made them male and female,’ and said, ‘For this reason a man will leave 
his father and mother and be united to his wife, and the two will become one flesh’? So they are no 
longer two, but one flesh” (Matthew 19:4-6). For Jesus, “one flesh” implied not merely a sexual 
union, but the union of hopes and dreams, plans and ambitions, goals and objectives. “One flesh” 
means a union of lives. While affirming the Genesis narrative of male and female, necessary to 
procreation, Jesus’ emphasis is not on gender but on the union of two people as “one flesh.”
7 Rogers, Jack, Jesus, the Bible, and Homosexuality (Westminster John Knox, 2009) p.135, accessed at: 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Ethiopian_eunuch#cite_note-Rogers-21 Dr Jack Rogers was an advocate for gay rights in 
the Presbyterian Church, pressing for full inclusion of LGBTIQ Christians within the membership and life of the 
church. His book, quoted here, made a Biblical case for LGBTIQ equality. Largely due to his efforts, the Presbyterian 
Church (USA) voted to ordain LGBTIQ clergy in 2011 and to recognise same-sex marriages in 2015.
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Sanctity of Relationship
Jesus added his own commentary on this sacred union: “Therefore what God has joined together, let
no one separate” (Matthew 19:6). A faithful, loving and mutually supportive marriage means more 
than just a relationship of two people living together. According to Jesus, when God joins two 
people together, they are integrated into one mysterious union. The union of two people is based on 
promises made to each other, a sacred covenant. When two people enter a covenant, their 
relationship is sacrosanct and they should keep their promises made to each other. While retaining 
their individual personalities, interests, work and roles, they nevertheless plan and act as one 
undivided family unit. This is the same whether it be a same sex couple or an opposite sex couple.

However, in this conversation with the Pharisees, Jesus was not teaching about marriage, or 
providing a definition of marriage. He was answering a question about divorce. He explained that 
divorce is only permitted in the case of sexual immorality, that is, when the sacred covenant has 
been broken. In this case, Jesus even disagrees with Moses who gave permission for people to 
divorce for all kinds of trivial reasons, including that a man who found his wife “displeasing” 
(Deuteronomy 24:1), whatever that meant in ancient times.

According to Jesus, unfaithfulness in marriage is the only ground for divorce. (Civil divorce is a 
different, legal matter). While recognising that, ideally marriage is for life, Jesus recognised that in 
reality, many marriages fail to reach God’s ideal.  However, God doesn’t love people any less 
because they don’t reach the ideal. It is significant that most Christian churches have broadened 
their definitions of divorce and now accept a wide-range of reasons for a couple to separate and re-
marry, contrary to Jesus’ clear teaching. And yet the same churches do not accept LGBTIQ people, 
even though the supposed Biblical prohibitions against homosexuality are much more ambiguous 
than Jesus’ teaching on divorce. 

The disciples evidently found Jesus’ stricter definition of divorce difficult to accept. The disciples 
protested that if divorce was not a ready option, perhaps it would be best for a man not to marry a 
woman in the first place – in other words, to choose celibacy and become a eunuch. 

Jesus and Eunuchs
At this point, Jesus apparently veered off topic to talk about eunuchs, and to exempt them from the 
requirements of marriage and procreation. Jesus responded to the disciples:

“Not everyone can accept this word, but only those to whom it has been given. For there are 
eunuchs who were born that way, and there are eunuchs who have been made eunuchs by 
others—and there are those who choose to live like eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom of 
heaven. The one who can accept this should accept it” (Matthew 19:11-12).

Jesus distinguished three different types of eunuchs:

 Eunuchs who are born that way
 Eunuchs who are made
 Eunuchs who choose to remain celibate for spiritual purposes.

Clearly, there are eunuchs who are “made” by physical castration. Eunuchs who were castrated 
were common in ancient times. Often only helpless boys or captive teenagers, they had no choice in
the matter and they could not blamed for their condition.

Additionally, according to Jesus, there are people who live like eunuchs and choose to be celibate 
and remain unmarried in order to devote their lives to spiritual matters. Although physically intact, 
they exercise God’s gift of celibacy (1 Corinthians 7:7). The gift of celibacy does not mean that 
such people have no sexual desires; rather that they are able to control and channel those desires for 
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“the sake of the kingdom of heaven.” Celibacy for spiritual purposes is God’s gift. That gift is not 
bestowed on everyone, nor should people be forced into celibacy if they do not have that gift. 
Celibacy cannot to be imposed; it is the free exercise of a gift, and not everyone is given that gift.

Jesus appeared to place himself in the third category of eunuchs, that is of a person who chooses to 
live as a eunuch “for the sake of the kingdom of heaven.” Despite imaginative fictional accounts 
and speculative musings, there is no evidence that Jesus was married or had any sexual relationship.
Like other Jewish males before him, Jesus abandoned the patriarchal expectations of society—
taking a wife, having children, and propagating the nation of Israel through male offspring—to 
embrace a life of celibacy instead. Like John the Baptist (and later the apostle Paul), he remained 
celibate, something that was not normative in that time. In his statement about eunuchs, Jesus may 
have been including himself in the community of eunuchs and saying, in effect, “I’m choosing to 
stand in solidarity with you, voluntarily becoming one of you!” Through him, eunuchs have an 
everlasting name, a name that will never be cut off. Deuteronomy and Leviticus excluded them, 
Isaiah included them, and now Jesus’ was living in solidarity with them.8

Eunuchs Born that Way
But what about the first group in Jesus’ statement, the eunuchs who are “born that way”? These are 
people who have not been mutilated and retain the physical ability to procreate but live as eunuchs, 
with no desire to marry or have sexual relationships with the opposite sex. Many Bible scholars 
have suggested that Jesus could have been referring to people who are born gay, lesbian, trans or 
intersex.9 Noted Catholic scholar Father John McNeill wrote: “The first category—those eunuchs 
who have been so from birth—is the closest description we have in the Bible of what we understand
today as homosexual.”10 Whether Jesus intended that meaning or not, his remark recognises that 
sexual orientation (heterosexual, homosexual or asexual like a eunuch), or gender identity (male, 
female, trans, non-binary, intersex or queer) are not a choice but innate characteristics over which 
the person has no control. 

If Jesus is referring to LGBTIQ people, then his comment is a positive move towards acceptance. 
People who have no choice over their innate characteristic (like being left-handed, or being born 
brown-eyed, or with dark skin) cannot be judged for making a “wrong choice.”  Nor can they be 
judged for their orientation—gay people do not make a choice to be gay. For this reason, having a 
particular sexual orientation or gender identity, in and of itself cannot be a sin. What a person does, 
however, may lead to sinful actions. Knowing he was making a controversial statement, maybe this 
is why Jesus said: “Not everyone can accept this word”, but “those who can accept this should 
accept it.” We would say today, “Get over it.” Let people live their lives without interference or 
meddling.

Even if Jesus is not referring to LGBTIQ+ people specifically, they can still be encouraged by his 
statement. Gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgender, intersex and queer people in general all know what it
means to be “born that way.” They can take heart that God knows all about them, and how difficult 
it can be to be different. Like the Ethiopian eunuch baptised in the desert, they can rejoice that God 
loves them, provides salvation for them and accepts them into the family of grace.

Exceptions to the Rule of Marriage
For those who are “born that way,” according to Jesus, the Biblical injunctions to marry (that is, a 
heterosexual marriage) and “be fruitful and multiply” do not apply. Jesus said, “Not everyone can 
accept this word, [that is, the Biblical commands on marriage and divorce that he has just been 

8 Herb Montgomery, A Non-Normative Jesus accessed at: https://renewedheartministries.com/Esights/10-09-2020
9 Rick Brentlinger, Homosexual Eunuchs, accessed at: https://www.gaychristian101.com/Homosexual-Eunuchs.html
10 McNeill, John J. (1993). The Church and the Homosexual (4 ed.). Beacon Press. pp. 64–65; quoted in The Bible and 
Homosexuality, accessed at https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/The_Bible_and_homosexuality
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talking about in the previous verses] but only those to whom it has been given.” Marriage between a
male who is a “natural eunuch” and a woman typically does not work because the emotional 
chemistry is absent, and usually the physical elements are missing also.

Certainly the common advice dispensed by well-meaning but misguided pastors that a gay man 
should marry a woman, or a lesbian should marry a man to “fix the problem,” leads to disastrous 
consequences. Going through a sham heterosexual marriage in an attempt to cure oneself of 
homosexuality is as ineffective and damaging as any other form of “change ministry” or 
“conversion therapy” that churches have peddled for decades. Most such attempts are doomed to 
misery and tears, and usually end in a painful separation and divorce. At least two lives are ruined, 
and often there are children involved as well, which makes the pain even worse.11

Natural Eunuchs
Jesus’ distinction between three different types of eunuch appears to have been understood by his 
hearers without any further question, perhaps because there is a long history in ancient times of 
people considered natural eunuchs, who were “born that way.” Many ancient writers and 
theologians, both Jewish and Christian, have recognised the presence of natural eunuchs and 
attempted to define the “born eunuch” at a time when detailed information and modern terms were 
not available to them. 

In an attempt to discover the people Jesus was referring to when he spoke of “eunuchs who were 
born that way,” it is worth reading some of the references in the extra-Biblical literature.12

The Talmud (often referred to as the Babylonian Talmud) is a huge compendium of Jewish 
literature that is the basis of Rabbinic Judasim. The Talmud (which includes the Mishnah and the 
Gemara) contains the authoritative teachings and opinions of thousands of rabbis dating from 
approximately 500 BC through to the fifth century AD. 

Originally collected as oral traditions before being committed to writing, the Talmud encompasses 
comments on a variety of subjects, including Jewish law, ethics, philosophy, customs, history, 
traditions and many other topics. The Talmud is the basis for all codes of Jewish law, and is still 
widely quoted in rabbinic literature. 

The Talmud recognises “born eunuchs,” both male and female, who were not physically castrated 
but whose innate condition meant that they were not interested in sexual relations, marriage or 
procreation. Some of the male eunuchs described in the Talmud could produce semen but exhibited 
feminine characteristics and even voice, while some female eunuchs had male-sounding voices. 

The Talmud recognised that these eunuchs had not chosen their condition, but were eunuchs purely 
by “God’s choice.” Rabbi Eliezer referred to “eunuchs by nature” and contrasted them with man-
made eunuchs. Like many ill-informed church leaders today, he asserted that natural eunuchs can be
“cured,” a statement that would make no sense if he were talking about men who had physical 
genital defects.13 

In the same section of the Talmud, other rabbis discussed how to identify a natural eunuch. Signs of
natural eunuchs were said to include lateness of pubic hair, urine that does not form an arch, 
absence of a beard, soft hair, smooth skin, a high voice, and “he whose body does not steam after 
bathing in winter.”14  Women with small or no breasts, or who were unable, or unwilling, to 

11 For a discussion on conversion therapy see: https://www.hrc.org/resources/the-lies-and-dangers-of-reparative-therapy
12 For more detailed discussion, see Mark Brustman, Born Eunuchs, https://people.well.com/user/aquarius/index.htm
13 Talmud Bavli, Tractate Yevumos (Schottenstein Edition, Mesorah Publications Ltd, Brooklyn NY 1999), Ch 8, 79b
14 Talmud Bavli, Ch. 8, 80b
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procreate, were seen as female eunuchs (saris).15 The ancient stereotypes identified then sound 
hauntingly like the modern stereotypes of gay men as effeminate sissy-boys, and lesbians appearing
“butch,” who need to be “cured” because something is wrong with them.

Philo of Alexandria was a Jewish philosopher living in Egypt around the time of Jesus (20 BC to 
c.50 AD). Commenting on the Biblical story of Potiphar, the Egyptian eunuch who employed 
Joseph, Philo said that Potiphar was a natural eunuch who happened to be married to a woman. 
Potiphar was “truly a eunuch, having in appearance, indeed, the organs of generation, but being 
deprived of all the power requisite for generating”, in other words, he had no physical desire for a 
woman. Potiphar’s wife, Philo said, was merely “cohabiting with this eunuch.”16

Clement of Alexandria was a 2nd century AD Christian theologian and philosopher. He 
acknowledged that a “true eunuch is not one who is unable, but one who is unwilling, to indulge in 
pleasure” with a woman.17 Elsewhere, he wrote: “Some men, from their birth, have a natural sense 
of repulsion from a woman; and those who are naturally so constituted do well not to marry. These, 
they say, are eunuchs by birth.”18 He explained that this was an inborn trait and not a chosen 
lifestyle. Clement lived at a time when same-sex relationships were common—maybe he was 
referring to same-sex attracted eunuchs.

Ulpian (c.170 – 223 AD) was a prominent Roman jurist who was considered one of the great legal 
authorities of his time. He wrote a huge number of legal works and collected legal decrees from all 
over the Roman Empire. Most of his works are now lost, but many have been preserved in other, 
later writings, including the 6th century AD Digest of Justinian. Ulpian wrote: “Eunuch is a general 
designation: the term includes those who are eunuchs by nature, moreover the crushed and the 
pounded, as well as any other kind of eunuch.”19 Note that he distinguished three different types of 
eunuch: the natural eunuch (ranked first in his list), the castrated eunuch who had been “crushed 
and pounded,” and then other kinds of eunuch, presumably those who simply chose to be celibate. 
Different Roman laws applied to the various kinds of eunuchs—castrated eunuchs were considered 
diseased and were discriminated against, but natural eunuchs, who could procreate but were 
psychologically disinclined to do so, were treated equally with ordinary men under the law, with the
same rights and privileges.

Gregory of Nazianzus (329-389 AD) was another early Christian theologian. He acknowledged 
people in the church who were “eunuchs from their mother’s womb.” These “eunuchs by nature” 
(his words) were different from those who had been castrated. He was familiar with physically 
intact men who had no interest in women and believed that this was an innate characteristic over 
which they had no control. Due to a growing aversion in the church to sex in general (and marriage 
in particular), Gregory praised the “natural eunuchs” for possessing “the good which is by nature,” 
(that is, chastity), since they would not be tempted by lust for women. However, out of pastoral 
concern, Gregory advised such men, who were evidently Christian believers, not to be proud of 
their condition because they still faced the possibility of sexual temptation. “Having been wedded to
Christ, do not dishonour Christ.”20 He seems to suggest that at least some natural eunuchs were gay 
Christians, and that they may be tempted to promiscuity with other men, hence his warning.

At the church Council of Nicea (325 AD) bishops from around the Christian world gathered to 
discuss, debate and decide on church teachings and practices. Among other decrees, the council 

15 On Eunuchs, Tractate Yebamoth, 80
16 Philo of Alexandria, On Joseph, XII. 58-60
17 Clement of Alexandria, Paedagogus III. IV.
18 Clement of Alexandria, The Stromata III. I.
19 Ulpian,  Lex Julia et Papia, Book 1. in Digest 50.16.128
20 Gregory of Nazianzus, Oration 37 XVI-XVII
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agreed that men who were eunuchs, either by castration or because they were born that way, could 
serve as both ministers and bishops in the church.21

Wide Range of Identities
Looking at the evidence about natural eunuchs, those who were “born that way,” we can reach one, 
or all, of the following conclusions:

1. Some were asexual people, with no interest in sexual relations with anyone
2. Some were people who today identify as transgender or intersex
3. Some were people who today identify as gay, lesbian or bisexual. 

Since the terms “gay,” “lesbian,” “transgender” and “homosexual” are modern terms not available 
in ancient times, it is not surprising that people in ancient times struggled to define the “natural 
eunuch.” Sexual behaviour was not the defining characteristic, since sex between men was common
in ancient times and was not necessarily a mark of sexual orientation or primary romantic attraction.
What we see are attempts by early writers to describe people well known to them who were 
nevertheless different. Most probably, natural or born eunuchs included a wide range of identities: 
gay, lesbian, bisexual, transgender, intersex, as well as asexual and queer—the same kind of range 
found today in the LGBTIQ+ community worldwide.

Eunuchs and Homosexuality
For thousands of years, eunuchs as a class had a reputation for not being interested or sexually 
aroused by women. Eunuchs were commonly associated in ancient cultures with homosexual 
activity or at least sexual attraction to men rather than women, even if that applied only to a few 
individual cases. The following examples from ancient literature provide evidence that eunuchs 
were generally considered to be homosexual men, regardless of their actions.

The Myth of Inanna dates back to at least 3000 BC and was recorded on literally thousands of 
ancient clay tablets written in cuneiform script and discovered in ancient Sumer, Akkad, Assryia 
and Babylonia (all in modern Iraq). Inanna was the Mesopotamian goddess associated with love, 
beauty, sex, war, justice and political power, and was often worshipped through a variety of sexual 
rites. Later civilisations identified her with Ishtar, the “queen of heaven.”22 Part of the myth 
describes the creation of eunuchs, saying that they “do not satisfy the lap of women.” They were 
specifically created, the myth says, because they can resist the wiles of women.23 It is thought that 
the cult of Inanna involved priests in the temple engaging in homosexual intercourse.

The anonymous book of the Wisdom of Sirach, (ca. 200-175 BC) one of the books of the 
Apocrypha found in Catholic (and some Protestant) versions of the Old Testament, says that 
embracing a girl makes a eunuch groan, which pretty much sums up the experience of most gay 
men!24

Quintus Curtius Rufus served as Consul Suffectus in 43 AD under the emperor Claudius (ruled 
41-54 AD). Collecting information from a variety of sources, including the great Library of 
Alexandria, Curtius wrote his book Histories of Alexander the Great in the year or two before 
becoming consul. Curtius reports that Alexander’s palace included “herds of eunuchs, also 
accustomed to prostitute themselves [like women].”25 Curtius also records that Alexander the Great 
fell deeply in love with a eunuch named Bagoas, “a eunuch [Latin: spado, or castrated man] of 

21 Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, Council of Nicea, Canon 1, AD 325. The Ecclesiastical Canons of the Same 
Holy Apostles, # 21
22 Wikipedia, Inanna accessed at https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Inanna
23 Inanna’s Descent into the Nether World, Journal of Cuneiform Studies, Vol. 4, #4, 1950, page 200
24  Sirach 30:20
25 Quintus Curtius, History of Alexander, Vol II, transl. by John C. Rolfe (Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 1956), 
page 51
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remarkable beauty and in the very flower of boyhood, who had been loved by Darius and was 
afterwards to be loved by Alexander.”26 Alexander was well known for his sexual exploits with both
men and women—his most famous male lover was his boyhood friend, Hephaestion.27

The Roman poet and satirical playwright Juvenal (late first to early second century AD) 
humorously stated, “When a soft eunuch takes to matrimony . . . it is hard not to write a satire.”28 In 
other words, he is mocking the concept that a gay man could be happy while married to a woman, a 
conclusion too many gay men have reached after a doomed attempt to overcome their 
homosexuality by getting married.

Lucian, a Greek satirist who lived about one hundred years after Christ, compares a eunuch with a 
concubine to a deaf man with a flute, a bald man with a comb, and a blind man with a mirror.29 He 
may well have been describing a gay man who has no romantic or sexual interest in a women.

The Kama Sutra  is an ancient Indian sacred text written in Sanskrit to give advice on how to live 
and love well. Dating from the 4th century BC and collected in its present form by the 2nd century 
AD, the Kama Sutra has an entire chapter on eunuchs. They are referred to as those with a “third 
nature” or a “third sexuality” who seduced men and engaged in same-sex behaviour.30 

These examples indicate that, in ancient times, and in many cultures, eunuchs were a category of 
men known to be interested in same-sex relationships or behaviour. Even if it wasn’t true of all 
eunuchs, they were commonly assumed to be sexually interested in men, not women. This does not 
mean all eunuchs were gay. But, in the popular mind, as a class they were strongly associated with 
homosexual desire. The evidence does show that many gay men (and other gender diverse 
individuals) were classed as eunuchs.

Conclusion
Eunuchs included a wide range of people (mostly men) of varying status. There were men who had 
been castrated, others who were “born eunuchs,” and still others who chose to live a life of celibacy.
Some of these people would have been heterosexual; others would have been homosexual—just 
like people today. Some would be what we call gay or lesbian. Others would have been what we 
now call asexual, or transgender, or gender-fluid, or bisexual, or “two spirits”, or queer, or intersex. 
None of these modern labels applied in ancient times, but each of these categories was a sub-set of 
the class of people known generally as eunuchs. 

Jesus’ reference to eunuchs resonates with the LGBTIQ Christians today who long for reassurance 
that Jesus loves them. As members of a despised minority, they seek affirmation that they too are 
members of God’s kingdom. Whether Jesus was referring to gay and lesbian people or not is 
irrelevant—Jesus spoke to all those who are “born that way.” 

Jesus deliberately associated with the undesirables of his community: the poor, the sick, and the 
homeless. He touched the untouchables: lepers and women. He ate with the immoral: rebels, 
thieves, adulterers and prostitutes. He defied cultural prohibitions to speak to Samaritans and 
foreigners. He sought out the beggars, the crippled and the diseased and he broke the law to heal 
people on the Sabbath. Jesus’ preferred associates were the same despised classes of people that are 
marginalised in 21st century societies: the poor, people of colour or of a denigrated race, the 

26 Quintus Curtius, History of Alexander, Bk VI, 5, 22–3
27 Natalia Klimczak https://www.ancient-origins.net/history-ancient-traditions/what-was-real-relationship-between-
alexander-great-and-hephaestion-006263
28 Juvenal,  Juvenal and Persius, transl. by G G Ramsay, (Harvard University Press, Cambridge, MA, 1957), page 5
29 Lucian,  Lucian, Vol III, transl. by A M Harmon, (William Heinemann, London, 1921), page 197.
30 Kama Sutra (Castle Books, New York, 1963), Part II, Ch. 9
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LGBTIQ community, transgender people and those who have HIV/AIDS, people on unemployment
or sickness benefits, the disabled and those denied justice. 

By looking at the people with whom Jesus associated, we do get some clues as to what Jesus might 
have said if he was asked the question, “Are gay people going to heaven?” His answer would have 
been an unequivocal, unreserved and unconditional “Yes.”

This summary of Biblical and historical evidence was prepared using many different sources. 
Sources that deserve mention are:

https://www.gaychristian101.com/Same-Sex-Attracted-Eunuchs.html
https://people.well.com/user/aquarius/
http://wouldjesusdiscriminate.org   
https://www.ajol.info/index.php/actat/article/viewFile/52578/41183
http://theologyattheedge.co.uk/tears-in-god-s-wineskin/31-tigw-part-2-eunuchs-eunuchs-in-the-old-
testament
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APPENDIX 1

The Bible References for Eunuch 

This list includes all 45 Old Testament references of the Hebrew word saris (translated as both 
eunuch and officials) and all 10 New Testament references of the Greek word eunouchos 
(translated as eunuch). Biblical quotations are from the New International Version.

Saris (Old Testament)
Genesis 37:36 Potiphar, one of Pharaoh’s officials
Genesis 39:1 Potiphar…one of Pharaoh’s officials
Genesis 40:2 angry with his two officials
Genesis 40:7 Pharaoh’s officials
1 Samuel 8:15 give it to [the king’s] officials
1 Kings 22:9 one of [the king’s] officials
2 Kings 8:6 [the king] assigned an official
2 Kings 9:32 Two or three eunuchs looked down
2 Kings 20:18 your descendants…will become eunuchs
2 Kings 23:11 an official named Nathan-Melek
2 Kings 24:12 [the king’s] nobles and his officials
2 Kings 24:15 [the king’s] mother, wives, officials
2 Kings 25:19 the officer in charge of the fighting men
1 Chronicles 28:1 officials in charge of all the property
2 Chronicles 18:8 the king…called one of his officials
Esther 1:10 [the king] commanded the seven eunuchs
Esther 1:12 the attendants delivered the king’s command
Esther 1:15 the command…that the eunuchs have taken
Esther 2:3 Hegai, the king’s eunuch
Esther 2:14 Shaashgaz, the king’s eunuch
Esther 2:15 Hegai, the king’s eunuch
Esther 2:21 Bigthana, Teresh, two of the king’s officers
Esther 4:4 Esther’s eunuchs and female attendants
Esther 4:5 Hathak, one of the king’s eunuchs
Esther 6:2 two of the king’s officers
Esther 6:14 the king’s eunuchs arrived

Esther 7:9 Harbona one of the eunuchs attending the king
Isaiah 39:7 your descendants…will become eunuchs
Isaiah 56:3 let no eunuch complain, I am only a dry tree
Isaiah 56:4 the eunuchs who keep my Sabbaths
Jeremiah 29:2 the queen mother, the court officials
Jeremiah 34:19 the court officials, the priests
Jeremiah 38:7 Ebed-Melek, a Cushite, an official
Jeremiah 41:16 women, children and court officials
Jeremiah 52:25 officer in charge of the fighting men
Daniel 1:3 Ashpenaz, chief of his court officials
Daniel 1:7 the chief official gave them new names
Daniel 1:8 [Daniel] asked the chief official
Daniel 1:9 God had caused the official to show favour
Daniel 1:10 but the official told Daniel “I am afraid…”
Daniel 1:11 the chief official had appointed
Daniel 1:18 the chief official presented them to [the king]

Rab-saris (chief of the eunuchs)

2 Kings 18:17 [the king] sent…his chief officer
Jeremiah 39:3 Nebo-Sarsekim a chief officer
Jeremiah 39:13 Nebushazban a chief officer

Eunouchos (New Testament)
Matthew 19:12 eunuch (5x) Jesus distinguishes 3 types
Acts 8:27-39 eunuch (5x) Ethiopian eunuch baptised
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APPENDIX 2

Which Translation: Eunuch or Official?

Context Suggests Eunuch
2 Kings 20:18 and Isaiah 39:7
Esther 1:10, 12, 15; 2:3, 14, 15; 4:4,5; 6:14 and 7:9
Isaiah 56:3-4
Matthew 19:12

Context Suggests Official or Courtier
1 Samuel 8:15, 1 Kings 22:9, 2 Kings 8:6, 2 Kings 23:11  
2 Kings 24:12, 15 and Jeremiah 29:2
2 Kings 25:19 and Jeremiah 52:25
1 Chronicles 28:1 and 2 Chronicles 18:8
Jeremiah 39:3, 13
Esther 2:21 and 6:2
Daniel 1:18

Context is Ambiguous
Genesis 37:36 LXX translates saris with Greek word spadon, i.e. someone who had been castrated
Genesis 39:1 Potiphar’s wife was upset over something!
Genesis 40:2, 7 Pharaoh’s butler and baker - no information
2 Kings 9:32 This incident took place in the women’s part of the palace
2 Kings 18:17 Assyrian kings did appoint eunuchs to high positions
Jeremiah 34:19 and Jeremiah 41:16 Judean court officials taken captive to Babylon
Jeremiah 38:7-13 As a foreign captive, Ebed-Melek could have been a castrated eunuch
Daniel 1:3-18 Probably eunuch, based on Babylonian practice of using eunuchs in the palace
Acts 8:27-39 Traditionally identified as a eunuch

https://www.ajol.info/index.php/actat/article/viewFile/52578/41183

APPENDIX 3

Eunuchs and Homosexuality in Ancient Times

“The willingness to engage in homosexual activity (particularly intergenerationally) was 
widespread among men in the ancient Mediterranean region. Women and boys were considered 
equally tempting sex objects for ordinary men. Therefore, homosexual activity could not have 
provided a means of distinguishing a minority of men as ‘gay’ the way we do in the modern world. 

“However, the ancients did differentiate based on an unwillingness or incapacity for heterosexual 
sex. Certain men were known to fundamentally lack arousal for sex with women, and men of this 
kind were distinguished from the majority of ordinary men on that basis. The innately and 
exclusively homosexual men of the ancient world inhabited the category of eunuchs. 

“What we moderns think of as eunuchs, namely castrated men, were simply a limited subset of the 
category, referred to at the time as “man-made eunuchs.” Incredible as it sounds today, society in 
the past valued gay men so much for their inherent qualities that the market used to try (without 
success) to manufacture them!”

Mark Brustman, Born Eunuchs https://people.well.com/user/aquarius/
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APPENDIX 4

Did Jesus Refer to Gay Men in Matthew 19?

“Men who eschew heterosexual marriage due to homosexual inclinations are, of course, physically
normal, without eunuchoid aberrations, but may have been included in the group mentioned [by 
Jesus] in Matthew 19:12. However, a contemporary writer such as the Latin author, Juvenal, 
distinguishes clearly in his satires between homosexual men and eunuchs. Due to the rarity of the 
category, one is surprised that the evangelist gave such prominence to congenital eunuchs. He may
perhaps have been familiar with a role model of this very rare condition, or have included 
homosexuality in the group. The Hebrew use of saris hamma (congenital eunuch) as opposed to 
saris adam (acquired eunuchism) nevertheless indicates that both conditions were recognised.”

François P. Retief and Louise Cilliers, “Eunuchs In The Bible,” Acta Theologica Supplementum 7, 
2005, pp. 255-256 (University of the Free State, South Africa).

https://www.ajol.info/index.php/actat/article/viewFile/52578/41183
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