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Her thesis: “Artificial Intelligence (AI) represents a profound turning point because it fundamentally changes the relationship between humans, knowledge, and access to the world—not only technically, but also culturally, epistemologically, and socially. It opens up a new access to knowledge and leads to its proliferation and democratization: AI systems make information readily available—often without traditional reading or in-depth prior knowledge. This fundamentally changes how we think, learn, and understand, while simultaneously fostering a new form of individualization of thought—which can also be exemplified in the context of spiritual belief. Moreover: Machines today generate meaning—texts, images, arguments—where previously only human expertise was required. This has long-term consequences for education, science, politics, and religion.”









"Love and marriage, love and marriage
It's an institution you can't disparage
Ask the local gentry
And they will say it's elementary


Try, try, try to separate them
It's an illusion
Try, try, try, and you will only come
To this conclusion


Love and marriage, love and marriage
They go together like a horse and carriage
Dad was told by Mom
"You can't have one, you can't have none
You can't have one without the other"


"No, sir!"


Frank Sinatra










1 – Introduction I:
The Call to Universal Communion


The question and theme that this book addresses lie at the heart of the Catholic understanding of itself. They are neither marginal nor merely disciplinary. For the Second Vatican Council describes the Church not primarily as a system of boundaries, but as “in Christ, as it were, the sacrament,” that is, as a sign and instrument of the most intimate union with God and of the unity of all humanity. At the same time, Gaudium et spes declares that there is “nothing truly human” that does not find an echo in the hearts of Christ’s disciples. If these two statements set the tone, then the question of the sacramental exclusion of homosexual couples cannot be treated as a special topic confined to a moral niche; rather, it touches upon the very scope of the Church’s sign.




The Question at the Heart of the Church


That is why “Nulla Exclusio” in this introduction should not be heard as a political slogan, but as a theological problem that must be discussed and resolved so as not to lead the Church further into an irresolvable identity crisis. It denotes the tension between a universal claim to grace and a persistent sacramental question. A Church that wishes to be a visible sign of divine unity must measure every lasting form of exclusion against whether it serves the Gospel or whether it obscures the sign it is meant to be. Precisely because the Council conceives of the Church as an instrument of salvation history for all humanity, the question of belonging, recognition, and liturgical visibility becomes a question of ecclesiology itself.


No detailed decisions regarding Scripture, law, or rite have yet been made. But the horizon has been set: it is not casuistry that is at issue here first and foremost, but the form of the Church as a space of vocation, as a school of grace, as a community of the called. Anyone who therefore speaks of the marginal issue of marriage or inclusion already fails to grasp the magnitude of the matter. For when the Church reflects on inclusion and exclusion, it is also deciding how it speaks of grace, the Body of Christ, and the history of salvation.






People of God and Equal Baptismal Dignity


The Council emphatically described the Church as the People of God. Lumen gentium states that God did not wish to sanctify and save people “individually, independent of all mutual connection,” but as a people who recognize him in truth and serve him in holiness. Belonging is therefore never merely private in Catholic thought; from the very beginning, it is communal, corporeal, visible, and historical. Whoever is received into the Church is incorporated not merely into an idea, but into a people, a body, a concrete community. For this reason alone, the question of whether certain believers are merely tolerated, accompanied, or also publicly recognized cannot be trivial. It concerns the social flesh of grace.


The Council emphasizes the common dignity of the baptized just as strongly. It speaks of “one Lord, one faith, one baptism,” of the common grace of sonship, and of the common call to perfection; it explicitly states that in Christ and in the Church there is no inequality based on race, origin, social status, or gender, and that among all believers there reigns a “true equality” in dignity and activity for the building up of the Body of Christ. These statements do not abolish all differences in vocation and mission. But they shift the burden of proof: exclusion then requires a stronger theological justification than mere custom or a mere invocation of the status quo.


The conciliar teaching on the universal call to holiness points in the same direction. Lumen gentium declares that in the Church “all” are called to holiness, whether they belong to the hierarchy or are guided by it. This universality is not merely decorative but sacramentally serious. It means: Baptism is not a threshold without fulfillment, but the entry into a way of life sustained by grace, in which every person is called to the fullness of love. The introduction here therefore does not ask whether every relationship would already be eligible for marriage on that basis. It asks first whether a Church that calls all the baptized to holiness can permanently exclude certain love stories from the realm of conceivable sacramental recognition without compromising its own understanding of baptism.





School of Grace and Path of Inclusion


Within the pastoral framework of *Amoris laetitia*, Pope Francis combines a strong language of dignity with an equally strong language of accompaniment. The document affirms that every person, regardless of their sexual orientation, must be respected in their dignity and welcomed with respect. Even more fundamentally, it declares: “The goal is to include everyone,” and “no one should be condemned forever,” because this does not correspond to the logic of the Gospel. Thus, the Church is not described as a space that secures itself by withholding God’s closeness, but as a mother who welcomes people into the path of grace in often imperfect, wounded, and complex life situations.


It is precisely this broadening, however, that intensifies the question. For Amoris laetitia simultaneously maintains that there is still “no basis whatsoever” for drawing analogies between same-sex unions and God’s plan for marriage and the family, not even in a broader sense. Thus, within the same magisterial text, a hermeneutic of dignity and inclusion stands side by side with a clear limitation of the marital analogy. The internal tension of this juxtaposition should not be awkwardly concealed here, but taken seriously. For here the actual problem is already evident: the Church opens the door pastorally, but sacramentally still holds fast to the threshold.


The New Testament, to which we will return in more detail later, reinforces this perception rather than defusing it. Jesus describes his mission as a call precisely not to those who are already righteous; the Gospel of Luke depicts heaven’s joy over the lost and found; Paul depicts the Church as a body with many members, into which all have been baptized “in one Spirit”; and Galatians 3:28 makes clear that the belonging granted in Christ does not simply erase markers of difference, but rather strips them of their dominant power over the dignity of belonging. This is not yet an exegesis of the debated passages. But it is the fundamental tone of the Gospel, against which every act of exclusion must be justified.





On the Path to Openness with Full Inclusion


Recent magisterial developments make this tension more visible. The 2021 responsum from the then-Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith answered the question of whether the Church could bless same-sex unions with a clear “no.” At the same time, the document insisted on welcoming homosexual persons with respect and sensitivity, rejecting unjust discrimination, and not ruling out individual blessings. An asymmetrical structure was thus already evident here: closeness to the person, yes; ecclesiastical blessing of the relationship, no.


With *Fiducia supplicans*, this structure was shifted but not abolished. The document explicitly states that same-sex couples and couples can be blessed without validating their status or altering the Church’s constant teaching on marriage. It further addresses any form of a new liturgical rite or a rite-like blessing that could introduce confusion or an equivalence with marriage into the interpretive space. In his address to the Dicastery in January 2024, Francis further emphasized that these are “pastoral and spontaneous” blessings; it is not the union that is blessed, but the persons who ask for it together.


It is precisely here that the symptomatic nature of this path lies in the tension. Officially, the doctrine remains unchanged; pastorally, however, it is acknowledged that a couple’s joint request for God’s closeness should not simply be rejected. The Church thus acknowledges, de facto and publicly, that such relationships are not spiritually meaningless. However, it still draws the boundaries in such a way that closeness without full equality, blessing without liturgical form, and recognition without sacramental integration become possible. This creates tensions, and the question of a path without tensions arises. As a theological inference, it can be said: Fiducia supplicans is not a destination but an intermediate state—we are on the path toward an opening, but not yet toward full inclusion. It is precisely here that “Nulla Exclusio” becomes a serious dogmatic demand.





The Body of Christ and the gravity of the altar


But why does this question necessarily lead to the altar? Because, in the Catholic understanding, the altar is not merely the place of a celebration, but the concentrated visibility of ecclesial communion. Sacrosanctum Concilium calls the liturgy the high point toward which the Church’s activity strives, and the source from which its strength flows; apostolic work is to be directed toward ensuring that all who have become children of God through faith and baptism gather together, praise God, participate in the sacrifice, and enjoy the Lord’s Supper. Lumen gentium adds that in the sacrament of the Eucharistic bread, the unity of the faithful is represented and realized, as they form one body in Christ. Altar and body, Eucharist and unity, belonging and public visibility are therefore inseparably linked.


So when this book discusses whether lovers may step “before the altar,” this is not merely a figure of speech referring to a wedding ceremony. What is meant is the place where the Church makes visible which forms of human response it regards as capable of receiving grace, as capable of community, and as worthy of ecclesiastical witness. A permanent sacramental exclusion of same-sex couples therefore does not merely concern a favorite topic of sexual morality. It also determines whether the Church can coherently uphold its own language of vocation, the Body of Christ, and universal salvation. Whoever baptizes a person and calls them to holiness gives them not only inner salvation, but also a public future in the communion.


Herein lies the gravity of the question: not because every love is sacramental in and of itself, but because the Church herself has taught that she is to visibly signify God and the unity of humanity, that as the People of God she does not sanctify anyone in isolation, and that all the baptized are ordered toward the fullness of love. When, then, an entire class of couples appears only in the mode of pastoral exception, a tension arises between the universality of the Church’s sacrament and the particularity of its sacramental admission. Identifying this tension is the task of the introduction; its resolution is then presented in the subsequent chapters.





The Thesis and the Transition


The guiding thesis of this first chapter is therefore not that the debate has already been decided. It is more sober, but sharper: Because the Church has understood itself since the Council as a sacramental sign of union with God and the unity of humanity, because as the People of God it emphasizes the common dignity of baptism, because it calls all believers to holiness, and because its recent pastoral teaching urges inclusion, non-judgment, and concrete closeness, any lasting sacramental exclusion bears an increased burden of justification. “Nulla Exclusio” is therefore the name of an ecclesiological question of conscience.


These themes and questions of conscience are simultaneously supported and shaped by the methods of knowledge creation and learning material development in the digital age. This volume combines human inquiries with algorithmic support, analytical research and synthesis with conscious design. The result is a product, consciously composed of analyses that organize and make visible complex theological contexts within social realities. It is a reflection that not only contemplates the present and future goals but has itself emerged from the tools of the present—such as artificial intelligence—for instance in research and writing, and thus forms a complete work of algorithmic art that simultaneously makes visible the conditions of contemporary knowledge production for models of church development and can thereby describe theological frameworks for discernment and decision-making.


The logic of the theological conclusion of this introduction can therefore now be clearly formulated and articulated to outline the immediate path toward a church decision-making framework: Whoever calls all the baptized to holiness must justify why not all lovers may also step before the altar. This thesis does not yet claim to have interpreted Scripture in detail, settled the question of natural law, reformulated sacramental theology, or rewritten canon law. But it marks the point at which a church of universal grace owes itself an accounting. Precisely for this reason, the next step necessarily leads not first to discipline, but to anthropology: What is the human person as one who is called, as a physically free person, as a relational being oriented toward love, fidelity, fruitfulness, and selfgiving? Only there will it become clear whether the question of “Nulla Exclusio” is merely a pastoral concern or whether it is already embedded in the very truth of human existence and thus affects the Catholic Church—indeed, the Gospel itself—in its very identity.


May you gain much insight through reading, further reflection, and the exchange of the insights gained—whether by sharing this volume or through joint discussions with others—wishes


Eureka Circe,
in April 2026.











2 – Chapter II:
Anthropology of Love


Love henceforth explicitly determines the fundamental theological and anthropological foundation of the entire book. This is precisely what is at stake here: not a repetition of ecclesiology, not a detailed hermeneutics of individual biblical passages, and not yet questions of canon law reform, but rather the fundamental question of what view of humanity can underpin our subsequent discussion at all. If human beings, as the image of God, are created to be relational, free, bodily, and oriented toward self-giving, then it must first be clarified whether a principled sacramental exclusion of same-sex love truly follows from an anthropological perspective or whether it would first need to be specifically justified.




Mission and Thesis: A Viable Christian Anthropology


A sound Christian anthropology today does not begin with a minimal biological definition of the human person, but with the insight that the human person is a “whole person”: body and soul, history and freedom, relatedness and responsibility. The Second Vatican Council describes the human person as a social being who develops only through relationships; the International Theological Commission specifies that this relationality is not merely external but ontologically part of the structure of the image of God; the declaration Dignitas infinita emphasizes that this dignity does not depend on achievement, status, or social evaluation, but belongs to every person. An anthropology of love must therefore proceed from personal dignity and the capacity for relationship, not from a purely functional view of the body.


At the same time, it is fair to note that the current official teaching of the Congregation for the Doctrine of the Faith continues to understand marriage as an exclusive union between a man and a woman. But the same magisterial tradition, particularly in more recent texts, also emphatically emphasizes unity, reciprocity, friendship, fidelity, definitive commitment, and a fertility that must not be reduced to a mechanical concept of reproduction. Therefore, the decisive anthropological dividing line— — does not simply run between “different” and “same” bodies, but between relationships that objectify persons and relationships that realize truth, freedom, fidelity, and mutual self-giving.






The Image of God and the Relational Person


The classical Catholic foundation is unambiguous: as the image of God, the human person is created for communion. Gaudium et spes links the unity of the divine Persons with the unity of human beings in truth and love and formulates the famous statement that the human person finds himself only in the sincere self-giving of himself. John Paul II explicitly continued this line of thought in a personalist vein: Human beings are called to love because God himself is a personal community of love; in an early Wednesday catechesis, he even says that human beings become the image of God “not so much in the moment of solitude as in the moment of communion.” Thus, the fundamental movement is clear: being a person is not atomic self-sufficiency, but dialogical existence.


Modern theological anthropology has not abolished this insight, but rather deepened it. In 2004, the International Theological Commission spoke of the relational ontology of the human person; its 2026 document states even more clearly that human identity is a gift, not a self-construction, and is truly appropriated only within a “we.” The person is thus neither a mere individual nor a mere product of social attribution; she is a freedom gifted by God, capable of response, which takes shape in relationships. Precisely this makes it clear: relationality is first and foremost a personal category. Gender difference is important within this relationality, but it is not its only conceivable form and not its ultimate meaning.





Bodilyity, Freedom, and Self-Giving


Christian anthropology is neither hostile to the body nor neutral toward it. The Catechism states that sexuality concerns “all aspects of the human person in the unity of body and soul”; it concerns in particular affectivity, the capacity to love, and—more generally—the ability to form bonds of communion. The International Theological Commission adds that, as the image of God, the human person is both bodily and spiritual; the body is not an afterthought but a prerequisite for personal encounter. Dignitas infinita also emphasizes the great dignity of the human body as an integral part of personal identity. Physicality therefore means more than biology: it means the visibility of the person, vulnerability, expression, resonance, fidelity, and historical connection.


Herein lies the enduring strength of personalism. When John Paul II teaches that the human person, as an “embodied spirit,” is called to love in his or her unified totality, sexuality is not reduced to instinct but interpreted as a personal act. The latest DDF text, Una caro, builds precisely on this: affective union is not merely a feeling, but an act of the will; sexuality is to be fulfilled as an act of the whole person, “in body and soul”; conjugal love takes the form of an exclusive, faithful, and total friendship. Freedom thus appears not as the power to withdraw from every bond, but as the capacity to give oneself truly. Therefore, an anthropological analysis cannot get stuck on the mere question of whether two bodies are distinct; it must ask what these bodies express personally and whether they bear, in freedom, the truth of mutual self-giving.





Commitment, fidelity, emotional maturity, and fruitfulness


For tradition, love is essentially capable of commitment. Gaudium et spes calls marriage an “intimate communion of life and love,” founded on irrevocable personal consent; the same constitution also explicitly states that marriage is not intended solely for procreation and retains its value and indissolubility even when children do not come despite an intense desire for them. In Amoris laetitia, Pope Francis further develops this logic: love seeks permanence, grows through fidelity, transforms tenderness into a way of life, and opens itself beyond the couple’s own relationship. Una caro speaks in the same vein of a special form of friendship, of mutual aid, and of a “multifaceted fruitfulness” of love, which can explicitly include adoption, stable care for other people’s children, and outreach to the poor. Thus, fruitfulness is understood theologically in a broader sense than mere biological reproduction, without denying openness to life.


This broadening is not replaced by the human sciences, but concretized in a relevant way. Relationship research has shown for years that the most robust predictors of relationship quality are not demographic characteristics, but relationship-specific factors: perceived commitment of the partner, appreciation, conflict management, responsiveness, sexual satisfaction, and the absence of destructive conflict. At the same time, attachment insecurity is considered a significant risk factor for lower relationship stability and satisfaction. Theologically speaking: what tradition describes as fidelity, self-giving, serenity, tenderness, and the maturation of love has recognizable counterparts in empirical research. Affective maturity is therefore not a soft supplementary criterion, but belongs at the heart of any anthropology of love.
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Figure 1: The Measurement of Love.






The image shows how living love is imprisoned within a theological system of measurement and control: the heart stands for relationship, physicality, and grace; the cage for ecclesiastical definitions and logics of exclusion. The scholars measure the heart instead of understanding it; beside it, the vine grows freely as a symbol of fertility, life, and divine abundance. In the context of Nulla Exclusio, the image therefore asks whether the Church wishes to continue standardizing love—or whether it will finally acknowledge that grace is already at work wherever people love faithfully and responsibly.


Another key finding is crucial to the central question: Neither the American Psychological Association nor the World Health Organization considers homosexual orientation to be a mental disorder. Empirical studies find similar levels of commitment, satisfaction, and emotional intimacy among same-sex and opposite-sex couples; meta-analyses also show that difficulties in same-sex relationships are often linked to “minority stress,” not to a supposed inherent inability to form attachments. The National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine summarize the state of research by stating that family relationships and stability are more important determinants of parental competence and child development than the parents’ sexual orientation or gender identity; furthermore, legal recognition is associated with better health outcomes. This does not automatically imply an equivalence in sacramental theology. But it does follow that a lack of personal relational capacity cannot be seriously inferred from same-sex orientation as such.





Between Gender Logic and Personal Complementarity


In a narrower, theologically dominant semantics, the polarity of man and woman is often understood in physical-biological, psychological, and generative terms. The 2004 International Theological Commission states that the image of God becomes visible “in the beginning” in the difference between the sexes; the Social Compendium and various later texts assert that this physical-biological and psychophysical complementarity comes about only in the union of two sexually different persons. Anyone who defines marriage exclusively in this narrow sense inevitably arrives at a fundamental exclusion.


However: The same tradition actually uses terminology in a broader sense. Already Gaudium et spes and Familiaris consortio speak not primarily in terms of biology, but of personal communion, mutual self-giving, shared growth, and the innate vocation to love. Una caro interprets marital unity as mutual belonging, comprehensive friendship, the shared maturing of love, and concern for the other’s freedom; furthermore, the text, following Thomas Aquinas, reminds us that friendship is founded on participation in a common good. The most recent anthropological document of the International Theological Commission describes identity itself as a gift that is received in the “we.” In this broader semantics, what is meant is not merely sexual difference— —but personal alterity, mutual gift, co-responsibility, and shared growth.


The decisive analytical finding is therefore this: even within the Catholic tradition, terms are not semantically unambiguous. They can be understood in a narrow, biologically gender-differentiated sense or in a broader, personal-relational sense. If defined narrowly, the question of same-sex love is already prejudged; if understood more broadly, a principled exclusion is no longer anthropologically self-evident but requires justification. Precisely because the Magisterium itself uses both linguistic frameworks—on the one hand, man/woman; on the other, reciprocity, friendship, definitive self-giving, and fertility beyond the merely biological—this chapter must not settle the matter through a mere repetition of terms. Rather, it must reveal which perspective is truly indispensable for sacramentality and why. That is the precise anthropological preliminary question.






A Model of Personal, Physical, and Spiritual Relational Capacity


A model emerges from classical and modern sources that holds together six elements. First, personal dignity is a prerequisite: no relationship is Christianly viable if it instrumentalizes the other or diminishes their freedom. Second, physicality must be personally integrated: sexuality is an expression of the whole person, not merely a biological act. Third, love requires free commitment: the person is not destroyed in the gift of self, but finds themselves. Fourth, affective maturity is essential: perception, tenderness, conflict resolution, appreciation, and stability are not secondary aspects, but expressions of lived truth. Fifth, fertility must be understood broadly: as openness to life, but equally as generativity in care, hospitality, education, solidarity, and service. Sixth, all Christian love remains open to transcendence: to the greater good, to the poor, to the Church, to God.


In this model, the central question shifts. It is no longer primarily: “Are two bodies sufficiently different?” but rather: “Is a true covenant forming between two people—a reliable ‘we’ that respects the dignity of the other, integrates physicality into personhood, sustains in freedom, grows in faithfulness, and bears fruit outwardly?” Biological difference can play an eminently important symbolic and creation-theological role within the Church’s tradition; but anthropologically, it is not identical with everything that constitutes love, covenant, maturity, and fruitfulness. The core is the capacity for communio personarum, that is, for a life-sharing community of truth between two persons in relationship.
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Figure 2: The marriage of a priest.






It follows—as an anthropological conclusion, not yet as a definitive dogmatic judgment—that a same-sex romantic relationship is not proven to be fundamentally impossible as a sacrament merely because of the absence of biological duality of the sexes. Anyone who wishes to assert this impossibility must demonstrate that truth, freedom, fidelity, mutual devotion, emotional maturity, and generative openness are fundamentally unattainable in such a relationship. Yet neither the broad principles of Catholic personal anthropology nor the relevant human sciences suggest this. Anthropologically speaking, therefore, there is no self-evident exclusion, but rather an open task of justification that cannot be fulfilled, precisely because personal anthropology and the human sciences have, for decades, arrived at diametrically opposed conclusions regarding research on same-sex partnerships and married couples.





Conclusion and Transition to Scripture


The foundation of the analysis thus far can therefore be summarized as follows: Human beings are the image of God as bodily-spiritual, free, and relational persons; love is not merely a feeling and not merely biology, but the personal fulfillment of the gift of self; fidelity, commitment, responsibility, and fruitfulness are real criteria of the truth of a relationship; and the dignity of the person precedes any moral or ecclesiastical classification. Where two people live in a way that leads them out of self-centeredness, makes them responsible for one another, and allows them to mature in fidelity, truthfulness, and service to life, there is, theologically speaking, at least one serious context in which grace cannot simply be ruled out. If the Church wishes to make distinctions here in the future, it will have to articulate and substantiate its criteria in an explicit, verifiable, and theologically coherent manner.


Precisely for this reason, the next step necessarily leads to Scripture. Now that anthropology has shown that personal love, corporeality, and fertility do not dissolve into a merely biological logic of difference, we must examine whether and how the biblical testimonies confirm, limit, or correct this breadth. The question, then, as a bridge to the following chapter, is: Does Scripture speak of the human calling to community in a way that supports the anthropology developed here—or does its interpretation require a narrower definition of what bodily, faithful, and God-centered love can be before God?











3 – Chapter III:
Scripture Re-read


We must begin with the question of how Scripture is interpreted and read responsibly within the Church. A Catholic exegesis that stands on solid ground begins neither with a modern desire for confirmation nor with a fundamentalist preconception that every single verse should be treated directly as a timeless moral precept. Rather, the Second Vatican Council demands that we take the literal meaning seriously in its historical context, pay attention to literary genres and contemporary modes of expression, and at the same time consider the content and unity of the entire Scripture, the living tradition of the Church, and the analogy of faith. The Catechism reiterates these same criteria; the Pontifical Biblical Commission expressly warns against a fundamentalist approach while at the same time upholding a historical-critical and canonical reading.




Hermeneutical Approach


Therefore, the statement “Love is the hermeneutical key” is theologically useful only if “love” signifies not a feeling but a methodological touchstone: Christ-centeredness, the intent of salvation, the canon as a whole, and the question of whether a reading does justice to one’s neighbor. Paul himself formulates this standard not sentimentally, but normatively: Love fulfills the law; the entire law is summed up in love for one’s neighbor; Christ’s new commandment is to love one another as he has loved us. At the same time, the Biblical Commission reminds us that Scripture does not offer “readymade solutions” for every new moral question, but rather criteria such as progress, a sense of community, and the distinction between the relative and absolute weight of individual commandments. Understood in this way, love is not a pretext against Scripture, but a rule for how Scripture is to be read according to its innermost purpose.


In a narrower sense, seven so-called “clobber passages” are usually cited in the debate: Gen 19; Lev 18:22; Lev 20:13; Rom 1:26–27; 1 Cor 6:9; 1 Tim 1:10; Jude 7. Gen 1–2 does not strictly speaking belong to these seven passages of punishment or prohibition, but often functions in ecclesiastical argumentation as the normative foundational text of the order of creation. This distinction alone is important: one part of the debate works with prohibitive texts, while the other works with a paradigmatic creation narrative. Those who mix the two create the impression of a clarity that the texts themselves do not possess in the same way.





Creation and the Other in Gen 1–2


The traditional Catholic interpretation has real strength here. Gen 1 describes humanity as the image of God and calls it “male and female”—note well, not “male and female”; Gen 2, in the narrative of the woman as man’s appropriate counterpart, leads to the formula of “one flesh” (if the “and” in “male and female” offers a non-binary interpretation in the sense of a Yin and Yang possibility, that both, “male” and “female,” are, so to speak, also “diverse” in and of themselves “in one flesh”); church tradition reads into this the basic pattern of marriage, fertility, and complementary gender: and turns the “and” into a kind of implied “or.” The official Catholic reception has repeatedly taken up this line of interpretation: The bishops of the United States explicitly state that Genesis 1–2 open up a fundamental view of humanity as man and woman; the Catechism and later magisterial documents interpret the creation texts within the framework of a marriage between a man and a woman. To put it fairly: Anyone who starts from this point can rightly say that Scripture recognizes a positive, not merely defensive, form of binary gender and marriage.


However, this strength is not synonymous with exclusivity. Genesis 1 does not initially say, “Only this form of personal covenantal relationship is God’s will,” but rather: Human beings, as human beings, bear God’s image and are empowered to perpetuate life. The USCCB notes emphasize that “Adam” here refers to humankind and that “male and female” in the context of the priestly source marks the continuation of humanity; Genesis 2, on the other hand, first addresses the human plight of isolation—“it is not good for man to be alone”—and only then speaks of the counterpart. Crucially, the woman in Gen 2 is described as “a helper suitable for him”; the official note explicitly explains that “helper” does not imply subordination, because God himself is called this, and that the language denotes a deep affinity as well as a supportive, nurturing relationship. From a historical-critical perspective, the text is therefore primarily a text about likeness, correspondence, reciprocity, and kinship through becoming one in the flesh (“kinship through one flesh”)—not yet a fully formulated law of exclusion against every other conceivable form of faithful relationship.


The progressive counter-reading may therefore assert: Gen 1–2 is paradigm-setting, but not exhaustive. The creation narratives provide an exemplary narrative form for marriage and family; they are not a complete catalog of all possible vocations or all forms of responsible commitment. It remains true that Jesus and the Church draw upon these texts for marriage; but it does not automatically follow that every non-marital, same-sex partnership is, from the outset, outside any divine covenant perspective. Nevertheless, the following objection to this counter-reading must be taken seriously: Anyone who “unbounds” Gen 1–2 too far risks neutralizing the biblical seriousness of physical-sexual difference. Exegetically, therefore, only a middle position is tenable: The texts strongly ground marriage, but they do not automatically prove the absolute exclusion of every other faithful life partnership from God’s horizon of salvation and grace.





Sodom, Gibeah, and Judges 7


Genesis 19 is not a tranquil moral treatise on partnership, but a text of threat, mass aggression, and sexual humiliation. The men of Sodom demand access to Lot’s guests; Lot offers his daughters instead; and the narrative culminates not in a discussion of mutual affection, but in a fantasy of violence against strangers and the vulnerable. The Catholic NABRE itself explains the scene as an intended act of sexual violence; at the same time, it points to the close parallel with Judges 19. There, it is not a man but a woman who is handed over to the mob and raped to death. The parallel text makes it hermeneutically nearly impossible to read Gen 19 simply as a “homosexual text”; both texts primarily address the logic of sexual violence as a means of humiliation. This is also confirmed by the entry in Bible Odyssey, which describes Gen 19 as a case of intentional gang rape.


The canonical treatment of Sodom reinforces this finding. Ezekiel 16:49 cites pride, satiety from prosperity, and the refusal to help the poor and needy as “Sodom’s guilt.” Wisdom 19 interprets Sodom within the context of hostility toward strangers. This does not mean that the sexual dimension of Gen 19 disappears; rather, it means that the Bible itself does not and cannot interpret Sodom monocausally as a cipher for homosexual relationships. The traditional reading may object that Ezekiel 16 is not a complete commentary on Genesis 19 and that the narrative itself focuses on male-male conduct. That is true. But it is equally true that Scripture itself places the emphasis differently than later Christian polemics often did.
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The image depicts a dramatic scholarly dispute: two theological authorities face each other like combatants and symbolically cross their “weapons”—on one side a red sword, on the other a silver one, before which stands the number “1.” Between them sits a third, overwhelmed reader with an open book, while in the background, libraries and pages flying about illustrate the escalation of the discourse. The scene reveals how theological interpretation turns into a power struggle over interpretive authority: Scripture, number, and truth are no longer sought together, but defended against one another.




Figure 3: The battle for the one truth with footnotes.






For Jude 7, the problem of misinterpretation is exacerbated. The text mentions “sexual immorality” and “pursuing other flesh.” Traditionally, this was often understood as confirmation of a homosexual interpretation of Sodom. Yet even the phrase “other flesh” is controversial; the USCCB note on Jude 7 speaks in the context of erotic boundary-crossing, and a widespread interpretation understands “other flesh” as a desire for angelic beings—that is, as a crossing of boundaries between humans and heavenly beings in line with the Watcher tradition. Even conservative interpreters acknowledge this possibility. Of course, it remains possible to say— —that even if “other flesh” refers to angels, the passage is still not a text that affirms same-sex sexuality. That is correct. But precisely for that reason, Jude 7 is just as unsuitable as an unambiguous proof text against faithful same-sex partnerships. At most, it reinforces the warning against boundary-violating sexuality, not the condemnation of every same-sex committed relationship as such.





Holiness, Land, and Boundaries in Lev 18 and 20


Lev 18 and 20 are the harshest Old Testament texts in the corpus. This must not be blurred by relativism. Lev 18:22 is concise and categorical; Lev 20:13 repeats the prohibition. In the literary context, the focus is on “illicit sexual behavior,” on demarcation from Egypt and Canaan, on ritual and social purity, and on the holiness of Israel in the land. The USCCB notes emphasize that these chapters belong within the framework of national holiness, defilement of the land, and a patriarchal social structure; in Lev 20, it is also acknowledged that the reasons for varying levels of punishment within the body of law are unclear. Precisely for this reason, the traditional interpretation is textually the strongest here: The wording is not indirect, not metaphorical, and not dependent on contexts of violence, but rather prohibits a specific male-male sexual practice.


Nevertheless, historical and canonical precision is necessary here as well. First, the texts refer exclusively to male acts; female same-sex relationships are not mentioned. Second, these verses are part of a body of laws that addresses purity, kinship, land theology, blood, menstruation, foreign peoples, and cultic boundaries. Third, the Pontifical Biblical Commission explicitly points out that Scripture does not offer “ready-made solutions” for all subsequent moral problems and that Christian moral reflection must distinguish between culturally bound prescriptions and transcultural norms. Anyone who directly translates Lev 18 and 20 into a modern judgment on same-sex, monogamous partnerships skips over this necessary work of differentiation. The progressive counter-interpretation is therefore not: “Leviticus means nothing,” but rather: “Leviticus means something specific within a cosmos of sacred law, and only then must it be clarified how—or whether—this judgment continues to apply in the same form within Christianity.”


Herein lies the actual point of contention. The traditional side argues that the sexual core of the prohibition can be distinguished from ritual constraints and therefore the norm remains substantively valid. The progressive side counters that precisely this separation of the “timeless moral” from a dense context of purity and land is not hermeneutically self-evident. Exegetically honest, therefore, is a two-part statement: Yes, Leviticus 18 and 20 are the strongest biblical prohibitions. But no, their existence alone does not end the debate, because Christian interpretation has always had to distinguish between the Law of Israel, canonical continuation, and Christological reinterpretation. The mere harshness of a verse does not replace this work.





Paul, Lists of Vices, and the Scope of Judgment


In Rom 1:18–32, Paul does not primarily criticize private lifestyles, but rather the confusion of Creator and creature. The USCCB notes emphasize that the passage draws on typical motifs of Jewish-Hellenistic missionary rhetoric, primarily to indict the non-Jewish world; the close connection between idolatry and immorality is fundamental here, and the actual argumentative purpose lies in undermining the superiority of the judging counterpart in Romans 2. William Loader puts it this way: Paul is expressing a widespread Jewish view of same-sex relationships here in order to draw his listeners later into the universal diagnosis of sin and the need for salvation. This does not refute the traditional reading, but the text no longer stands as an isolated sexual ethic; it is part of a rhetorical movement leading toward Romans 2–3.


The traditional reading notes: Paul mentions women as well as men, speaks of “passions,” of mutual arousal, and of “against nature.” Precisely because women are also mentioned here, the passage cannot simply be reduced to pederasty or prostitution. At the same time, research shows that the phrase “against nature” is rooted in tradition and stems from older patterns of thought whose exact logic is not entirely clear today. Even the Harvard Theological Review study on the tradition behind Romans 1 asks why Paul mentions female homosexuality at all, since the Old Testament offers no specific legal text on the matter. The point is: Paul judges realistically, but within an ancient framework of nature and idolatry, not within a modern concept of sexual orientation or a theological theory of mutual, lifelong same-sex partnership.


In 1 Cor 6:9 and 1 Tim 1:10, the matter becomes even more complicated. The USCCB’s NABRE translates 1 Cor 6 as “boy prostitutes” and “sodomites”; the footnote explicitly explains that the first term likely refers to boys or young men engaged in prostitution, and the second to adult men who engage in sexual relations with such boys. 1 Tim 1:10, for its part, refers to the same interpretation in 1 Cor 6. This is highly significant from an exegetical perspective: Even an official Catholic Bible edition does not simply translate the two Greek terms as “homosexual people” or “same-sex couples,” but rather within the pederastic-prostitutive context of the GrecoRoman world. Anyone who ignores this official nuance is oversimplifying the Catholic textual basis.


However, the debate does not end there either. Many exegetes maintain that malakoi and arsenokoitai together cover a broader spectrum of male-male sexual practices. John Granger Cook's recent overview defends precisely this broader traditional translation and argues that the debate can be resolved more objectively on the basis of a larger body of textual data. Other studies adopt a more cautious stance: Even an older work, available on JSTOR, notes that neither malakoi nor arsenokoitai necessarily refer to "homosexuals" in the modern sense; further research emphasizes that, due to their semantic ambiguity, these terms should be applied to contemporary debates only with "extreme caution." The honest conclusion, therefore, is not clarity, but genuine scholarly controversy. And where the lexicon is disputed, dogmatic certainty must not be allowed to outweigh the philological basis.


Furthermore, it is important for 1 Tim 1 that the text does not appear as a treatise on marriage, but as part of a catalog of vices in the service of "sound doctrine" and church order. The passage thus carries moral weight, but it does not develop its own positive theology of partnership, covenant, and fidelity. For this reason as well, it is hermeneutically problematic to construct a complete biblical judgment on today's publicly committed, faithful same-sex relationships based solely on these lists. Catalogs of vices mark boundaries; they do not establish a nuanced doctrine of relationships.
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The image depicts the sacred not as a healing, unifying force, but as a weapon. The central artistic device is the hammer bearing the printed verse from Matthew 7:6. In this way, a biblical passage is presented not as an aid to interpretation, but as a weapon of rejection. A Catholic exegesis must not begin with a fundamentalist presupposition that every single verse is immediately a timeless moral precept, but must be read historically, canonically, and Christologically: Otherwise, an isolated verse is magnified, hardened, and turned into a form of violence. The phrase “Do not give what is holy to the dogs” takes on a drastic social function in the image. It marks people as those who supposedly have no right to the sacred. This can clearly be applied to the Church’s treatment of homosexual couples: The tension between universal dignity and enduring sacramental barriers leads to the sharp formulation that while the Church opens the door pastorally, it firmly holds the threshold sacramentally. The image condenses precisely this logic: the sacred is guarded, allocated, and withheld. The other symbols also carry this interpretation. The message is thus not: “Here the Gospel shines,” but rather: here the entire arsenal of religious symbols is mobilized to legitimize exclusion. The altar is not merely, as in the Catholic but erroneous doctrine, a place of disciplinary admission, but a touchstone for how the Church understands grace; the fundamental movement of the Gospel is not first and foremost selection, but gathering; not first and foremost suspicion, but invitation. The image reverses this logic: the path upward is visible, but effectively guarded. Access control, not invitation, takes center stage. The image thus depicts the transformation of the sacred into an instrument of power—and stands in sharp contrast to the fundamental thesis of Nulla Exclusio, that the Church gains credibility not through withholding, but through grace, gathering, and public recognition of faithful love.




Figure 4: Vatican versus Lovers – Do Not Cast the Holy Things to the Dogs!










Covenant, Friendship, Healing, and Inclusion as Guiding Texts


If the negative texts are not to be automatically silenced, positive guiding texts must be taken just as seriously. These include, first and foremost, texts of fidelity. Ruth's pledge of devotion to Naomi—"where you go, I will go"—is not evidence of an erotic relationship, but rather a shining canonical text of personal covenant loyalty between two women. The same is true of David and Jonathan: 1 Sam 18 speaks of love, the making of a covenant, and symbolic self-surrender; 2 Sam 1:26 praises Jonathan's love as "more wonderful than the love of women." Exegetically speaking, this means: These texts do not prove same-sex sexuality. But they dismantle the often-assumed notion that intense same-sex love is, in principle, suspect in the Bible. Rather, Scripture recognizes high-ranking, covenantal, linguistically powerful same-sex bonds and honors them.


Particularly important is the line from Isa 56 to Acts 8. Isa 56 promises foreigners and eunuchs not merely tolerance, but a "name better than that of sons and daughters," provided they keep the covenant. In her study of Isaiah 56, Katherine E. Southwood shows that, in the context of a post-exilic conflict over belonging, the text relativizes precisely issues of origin and marked difference: it is not accepted lineage, but lived covenant practice that becomes decisive. In Acts 8, we then encounter the Ethiopian eunuch, who is accepted into the community of Christ by Philip without additional barriers; Brittany E. Wilson interprets him as a boundary-crossing figure in whom status, gender, and ethnicity confoundingly converge, thereby making the boundary-crossing nature of the Gospel visible. Hermeneutically, this is not important for the debate on homosexuality because eunuchs are simply identical to homosexual people—they are not. This line of thought is important because Scripture itself shows how excluded or ambiguous bodies and biographies are brought from the margins into the space of the covenant.


This movement is supported by Jesus' own words about eunuchs and by the fundamental character of his ministry. Matthew 19:12 refers to "eunuchs from birth," that is, biological or social realities that do not simply fit into the standard reproductive pattern; Wilson also points out that the two New Testament passages on eunuchs—Matthew 19 and Acts 8—are positive. The Pontifical Biblical Commission describes Jesus' ministry as a whole as healing, liberating, and open to the poor, the marginalized, sinners, and outsiders. Such texts do not directly say, "The Church should bless and marry same-sex couples.” But they reshape the hermeneutical landscape. They show that belonging in the Gospel is redefined precisely where older religious boundaries exclude people.
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Figure 5: David and Jonathan.






That is why “love as a hermeneutical key” is ultimately not merely a nice motto, but a canonical test. Paul says that love fulfills the law; the entire law is summed up in love for one’s neighbor; Christ himself gives the new commandment of love. If one reads the problematic passages in light of this central point, then the burden of justification shifts. Not every exclusion inherited from tradition can simply invoke individual verses anymore; it must demonstrate why its particular interpretation better aligns with the overarching Christological goal of Scripture—salvation, justice, truth, sanctification, and love—than an interpretation that seeks to incorporate faithful, reciprocal, non-exploitative same-sex partnerships into this horizon.





Conclusion and Transition


The conclusion of this chapter is intentionally limited, yet theologically significant. It is not responsible to read Scripture as though the so-called “clobber passages” contain ready-made, unambiguous judgments that can be directly applied to modern same-sex partnerships. Genesis 1–2 provides a strong paradigm for marriage, but not an exhaustive ontology of all legitimate forms of commitment. Gen 19 and Judg 7 deal with violence, boundary violations, and, in later interpretation, xenophobia as well; they are not straightforward texts about mutual partnership. Lev 18 and 20 do indeed prohibit something serious, but they are situated within a context of holiness and the land that requires Christian discernment. Rom 1 offers a realistic judgment, but within a rhetorical diagnosis of idolatry and ancient natural semantics. 1 Cor 6 and 1 Tim 1 contain controversial, lexically difficult terms whose official Catholic translation itself highlights pederastic and prostitutive contexts. In contrast, there are canonical key texts that emphasize fidelity to the covenant, same-sex devotion, healing, and the inclusion of formerly excluded people into the people of God.


This does not yet constitute a reform—at most, it is partial. But the exclusive claim of the traditional reading is exegetically extremely relativized. To be Catholic does not mean ignoring the strongest historical readings of the past; to be Catholic means examining them within the communion of the entire Scripture, in the light of Christ, and in the maturation of the Church's understanding. Dei verbum states that the Church moves toward the fullness of divine truth. Precisely for this reason, no single traditional text, no isolated verse, and no historically conditioned interpretation may be hastily identified with the Gospel itself. Tradition remains true by remaining in relation, movement, and purification. Herein lies the necessary transition to the development of doctrine.











4 – Chapter IV:
Development of Doctrine


Tradition in the Catholic sense is not the preservation of a dead archive, but the living transmission of what the Church has received from the Gospel. The Second Vatican Council explicitly describes this tradition as something that “progresses in the Church under the guidance of the Holy Spirit”: The Church transmits in doctrine, life, and worship “all that she herself is, all that she believes,” and moves “through the centuries” toward the fullness of divine truth. At the same time, the Magisterium is not a reality separate from or above Revelation, but a service to the Word of God. It is precisely in this tension between preservation and deepening that the further guiding question lies: How can Catholic doctrine grow without losing its identity, and to what extent does this idea of development support a reevaluation of the question of marriage with regard to same-sex couples?




Tradition as a Living Transmission


When the Council speaks of tradition, it does not mean merely earlier formulas or individual decisions, but the overall process of the Church’s memory in the Holy Spirit. Scripture and tradition flow “from the same divine source” and tend toward the same goal; the Church therefore does not derive its certainty regarding what has been revealed “from Scripture alone.” At the same time, growth does not occur arbitrarily, but through specific processes: through the faithful reflection of believers, through spiritual experience, and through the preaching of those who, in the episcopal succession, have received the “sure charism of truth.” Tradition is thus neither merely hierarchy nor merely the laity, but a Spirit-guided overall process of the Church.


This dynamic includes the necessity of renewal. The Council says of the Church that she walks her path “amid trials and tribulations,” but is guided by the Spirit in such a way that she “never ceases to renew herself.” At the same time, she remains the same Church of Christ. Development is therefore not a contradiction to identity, but its historical form of realization. A Church without development would not be more faithful, but rather ahistorical; a Church without identity would not be alive, but rather arbitrarily “.” Catholic tradition claims precisely both: continuity of faith and the historical unfolding of its understanding.


The International Theological Commission has also emphasized this connection. Its document on the sensus fidei explicitly understands the faithful's perception of the faith as a factor in the development of doctrine and practice, but precisely as a factor regulated by spiritual and ecclesial authority, not as a mere momentary majority opinion. Together with Lumen gentium, this yields an important principle: doctrine does not develop against the People of God, but with them and within them, though under the guidance of the Magisterium.
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The image depicts, in a clearly structured sequence, the path to a church wedding: from entering the congregation through proclamation and encounter, personal consensus, and shared deliberation in conversation, all the way to the liturgical celebration and the concluding blessing. The scenes make it clear that marriage does not arise as a one-time ritual, but as a process of relationship, understanding, and growing commitment. The priest appears only at the end as the one who bestows the blessing, while the actual core—consensus and shared struggle—takes place between the partners themselves.




Figure 6: The Path to the Sacrament of Marriage.









Depositum fidei and historical formulation


The classic distinction, without which the development of Catholic doctrine cannot be conceived, is this: the depositum fidei is not identical with every one of its historical expressions. John XXIII, looking ahead to the Council, already formulated the statement that remains authoritative to this day: one thing is “the content” of the handed-down doctrine of the faith, another is “the manner” in which this content is presented. The Magisterium later takes up this same motif on several occasions: the truth remains, but its concepts, emphases, modes of argumentation, and forms of pastoral communication can and must grow.


The First Vatican Council simultaneously marks the boundary of this growth. Insight may “grow and advance powerfully,” but precisely “within the same dogma, in the same sense, and in the same statement” (eodem dogmate, eodem sensu, eademque sententia). Growth is thus permitted and required, whereas a change in meaning is not. This principle is not a denial of history, but a rule for history: Faith may be understood more clearly, more comprehensively, and in a more existentially fruitful way, but it must not be turned into its opposite.


The declaration *Mysterium Ecclesiae* clarifies this logic. It explicitly acknowledges that dogmatic formulas are subject to historical conditions, that a truth may initially be formulated incompletely—though not falsely—and that later formulations may express the same truth more clearly or more fully. At the same time, the document rejects dogmatic relativism: the meaning of dogmatic formulas remains “always true and constant,” even if it is expressed with greater clarity or in a more developed form. This defines the Catholic middle ground: neither rigid repetition of words nor a loss of substance divorced from history.


This distinction is central to the present issue. For the question is not simply whether earlier magisterial statements on marriage or homosexual relationships could be “abolished.” The real question is rather what in them constitutes the indispensable core of the faith and what was historically conditioned conceptual, philosophical, disciplinary, or polemical form. Only when this distinction is clearly made can one speak responsibly of development at all.





Development, Reform, and Rupture or Novum


The classic distinction between legitimate development and illegitimate change can already be found in Vincent of Lérins: progress of the faith, yes; transformation into something else, no. John Henry Newman takes up this basic intuition and systematizes it in his famous “seven marks” of genuine development: preservation of the type, continuity of principles, power of assimilation, logical sequence, anticipatory seeds, conservative effect on the past, and enduring vitality. For Newman, a development is genuine when it does not destroy the earlier faith, but rather expands, deepens, and enriches it. Corruption occurs when a later form no longer illuminates the previously acquired form, but rather reverses or hollows it out.


This insight is also decisive for moral teaching. Veritatis splendor explicitly states that the development of moral teaching is analogous to the development of doctrinal teaching. The same encyclical therefore cites both the Vatican rule of the same meaning and judgment and the Johannine conciliar impulse for a contemporary presentation of unchanging doctrine. This means: Moral development is not an exception, but fundamentally belongs to the logic of Catholic teaching itself.


Development faithful to the Church can therefore be measured against five criteria. First, it must become more Christological and in accordance with the Gospel, not merely more culturally compatible. Second, it must interpret the earlier witness and not simply suppress it. Third, it must show that the same fundamental principles—such as covenant, grace, sanctification, ecclesial communion, and human dignity—remain valid. Fourth, it must be receivable within the sensus fidei and the Magisterium. Fifth, it must be salutary: that is, it must produce more holiness, truth, mercy, and ecclesial fruit rather than confusion and arbitrariness. These criteria arise from the interplay of the Council, John Paul II, Newman, and recent magisterial hermeneutics.





Examples of Legitimate Doctrinal Development


A classic example is religious freedom. Dignitatis humanae declares the person's right to religious freedom and at the same time describes this as a development of recent papal teaching, without abolishing the traditional commitment to truth. The magisterial emphasis thus does not shift away from truth, but toward the dignity of the person and freedom from coercion. This exemplifies how the same Church can later make central an aspect of its tradition that was previously only weakly elaborated.


A second example is ecumenism. Lumen gentium and Ut unum sint affirm that the Church of Christ subsists in the Catholic Church, yet at the same time recognize “many elements of sanctification and truth” outside its visible structure. This is not a surrender of Catholic identity, but a more precise, richer way of acknowledging the efficacy of God's grace even beyond full visible communion. For the question of same-sex relationships, this step is methodologically significant: it shows that Catholic theology has learned to recognize genuine grace even outside its own full form.


A third example is the death penalty. The 2018 revision of the Catechism explicitly calls its new formulation an “authentic development of doctrine” and justifies it with a growing understanding of the inalienable dignity of every person. What is decisive here is not only the result, but the method: the Magisterium itself asserts the possibility of a coherent doctrinal deepening in the area of morality without seeing itself as inconsistent. Thus, the Magisterium confirms the fundamental possibility of genuine further development, especially in highly contentious moral issues.


A fourth example concerns the doctrine of marriage itself. Gaudium et spes describes marriage as an “intimate community of life and love” and explicitly speaks of the “good of the spouses” alongside that of the children; the 1983 Code adopts this language and defines marriage as a life partnership ordered toward the good of the spouses as well as the procreation and upbringing of offspring. At the same time, the current law states: It is not some external authority that “makes” the marriage, but the consent of the parties; “no human power” can replace this consent. In the Latin understanding, the spouses even administer the sacrament to one another themselves, whereas in the East, the priestly blessing of the crowning is emphasized as constitutive. Thus, even within the Catholic tradition, the sacramental grammar of marriage is not one-dimensional, but historically and ritually differentiated.





Unauthorized Grace & Lust for the Divine


Methodologically, it should first be noted that Unauthorized Grace—or, in German, Lust am Göttlichen—is a queer-theological, deliberately programmatic text. It does not argue from the perspective of current canon law, but rather from the experience of lived love, physicality, and grace. The following line of thought unfolds within a broader theological framework: from the positive appreciation of lust as a potential site of encounter with God, through the shift “from moral control to relational truth,” to the question of how a sacramental marriage of same-sex couples could become conceivable “before the altar.”


Reconstructed closely from the text, the core thesis is as follows: It is not the certificate, nor mere formality, nor even the gender of the partners that determines the quality of a relationship, but rather the lived reality of mutuality, dignity, care, and reliability. This is precisely why a relationship that has not yet been blessed by the Church can already possess “sacramental dignity” and “God’s grace”—even if the Vatican may portray it as “unauthorized by the Vatican.” To put it more pointedly, the official wedding ceremony becomes a celebration that merely confirms what two people have “long experienced together in grace”; the Magisterium must not monopolize grace, but must bear witness to it. This approach can be operationalized quite practically when it describes the climax shared by two lovers as the “most original sacramental act,” to which the priestly rite can only be subordinate. The fact that the work employs a pictorial description as a visual meditation on “orgasm as the original sacrament” shows that it is not merely presenting a theological argument, but symbolically illustrating an adapted theological doctrine of the sacraments.


At the level of official Catholic sacramental theology, there are surprisingly strong points of connection—and at the same time clear boundaries. Points of connection include: God himself is the author of marriage; in the Latin understanding, the spouses administer the sacrament to one another; consent constitutes marriage; the church minister receives this consent in the name of the Church and bestows the blessing. Thus, it is already officially recognized here that the Church does not magically create marriage from the outside. The boundaries, however, are just as clear: current law speaks of “man and woman,” normally requires the church form for Catholics, and upholds the sacramental public nature of marriage. Furthermore, in 2021 the Holy See declared that the Church does not have the authority to bless same-sex unions as such; in 2023, this was pastorally nuanced in * *, which opened the possibility of blessings for couples in irregular situations and for same-sex couples.


At the level of queer-theological innovation, the real point therefore lies in a shift in priorities. The text detaches the sacramental primacy from the ecclesiastical-legal form and shifts it into the reality of grace within the couple’s relationship itself. The Church then no longer functions as a constitutive barrier, but rather as a scrutinizing, public, and community-building affirmation. Read with a benevolent Catholic perspective, this gives rise to something already inherent in the Latin sacrament of marriage: that the actual “materia” is not an external liturgical act performed by the minister, but the mutual, free self-giving of the partners. Gender difference and canonical form can then no longer be recognized as constitutive determinants of standardized sacramental practice.


How, then, should this innovation be assessed: as a natural development, as a correction of doctrine, or as proof of the falsity of earlier Vatican teaching? It can only be understood as a natural development if one can demonstrate that it does not dissolve the same type of marriage—covenant, fidelity, public nature, sanctification, ecclesial communion—but rather interprets it for new audiences. Supporting this within tradition are the recognition of the real efficacy of grace outside of full visibility, the non-identity of the depositum and the formulation, the development of moral teaching, and the insight that the Church understands the truth more deeply as the centuries progress. This approach is undoubtedly to be read as a correction of current Church teaching, because it rethinks the current exclusion of same-sex couples from sacramental marriage not only pastorally but also dogmatically. However, it does not readily serve as proof that the Vatican has hitherto taught simply incorrectly, untruthfully, incompletely, or with only half-certainty; in Catholic terms, such a diagnosis would first have to be proven by the Church, and in such a way that the continuity of the principles of faith remains visible.
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