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Perverse Lot: A Critique of Judges 19  

 

 

Introduction 

 

 The tragic story of Judges 19 is often used as a view of 

homosexuality as also found in Genesis 19. Both are often used in 

contrast in the hopes to strengthen the agreement against 

homosexuality rather than the early Israel custom of hospitality. The 

arguments are surrounded by the action verb “to know” as used in a 

sexual nature rather than a practice of examining a foreigner as a spy 

with the intent of invasion. My attempt will begin with a closer look at 

Judges 19: 2-9 the actions of the Levite, his concubine, and father-in-

law followed by a brief comparison between Judges 19: 22-25 and 

Genesis 19: 4-8 in the use of “to know.” My final attempt will be to 

offer support that here in Judges 19: 22-25 the use of “to know” is not 

one of homosexual intent rather the lack of radical hospitality.   
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Summary Judges 19: 2-9 

 

 It is unsure the nature of the live in which the Levites concubine 

lived. As a concubine she was not one of any status, you could say she 

was low on the patriarchal totem pole. As a second wife she was also 

under the ruling of the primary wife. As noted by Athalya Brenner:  

Within this patriarchal system, polygamy was acceptable … 

Within such a family unit the primary wife had a higher social 

rank, compared to the secondary wife or concubine.1  

Brenner further explains that even in the lack of child bearing or 

sexual desire the secondary/concubine wife is still give little if no 

protection. This system is seen in contrast with the story of Sarah and 

Hagar in Genesis 16. Under the condition of this system the question 

remains as to why would the concubine leave and return to her 

father’s home. Unlike in the story of Hagar we are not given the 

reasons why she would leave. We are only to use the language and 

events to follow as a hint as to why. In following the story line of the 

treatment of her from the Levite, we the readers are somewhat 

																																																								
1	Athalya Brenner, A Feminist Companion to Judges (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993), 
173. 
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sympathetic of just how her life before her departure might have 

been. The use of language toward the servant when he offered the 

suggestion of turning aside to tarry the night in the town of the 

Jebusites and then again on awaking to find the concubine laying at 

the entrance of the “man’s home.” In both scenarios the Levite speaks 

with disregard and harshness.  

 The question still remains as to why the concubine would leave 

and return to her father’s home. Several translations offer us a few 

different ideas as to her departure.2 David M. Gunn offers:  

“In English, the dominant King James Version (KJV) of 1611, 

following the popular Geneva Bible, translates the Hebrew, “his 

concubine played the whore against him, and went away from 

him” But the Latin Vulgate, the medieval Church’s Bible, terms 

her the Levite’s “wife” and reads simply, “she left him” and 

returned. That matches an ancient Greek text (LXX), “she left 

him” and went away. Another Greek text (LXXA ), however, has 

“she was angry with him” and went away, similar to both the 

ancient Aramaic Targum, where the woman, “despises” or 

“scorns” the Levite, and Josephus’s Antiquities of the Jews, 

																																																								
2	All commentaries are in agreement so I shall refer to only one. Yet I will omit the Hebrew and 
Greek words.  
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where the couple are at odds because she did not return his 

affection. “At last, the woman was so disgusted at these 

quarrels, that she left her husband, and went to her parents.” (v. 

137 (2.8)).3 

The evidence of the woman’s leaving is still inconclusive, so I would 

argue to simple take the text in the content of the Hebrew reading. 

Daniel Block offers this note on the image of whoredom: “Since 

Israelite law never mentions a woman divorcing a man, for a woman 

to divorce a man, she may have been designated a prostitute simply 

because she walked out on her husband.”4 From the reading there is 

no complete evidence of who was the one at fault or the real reason 

for the departure.  

 After 4 months for waiting in vain for the return of the 

concubine the Levite, along with a young male servant and 2 donkeys 

make their way in the hopes of mending the relationship. The 

welcoming of the Levite seems to come with deferent viewpoints. 

Who was really over joyed to welcome the Levite the concubine or the 

father-in law? George F. Moore give the opinion that the reading was 

																																																								
3 David M. Gunn, Blackwell Bible Commentaries: Judges (Malden: Blackwell Publishing, 2005), 
244-245D. 
4 Daniel I. Block, The New American Commentary, Volume 6: Judges, Ruth (Nashville: 
Broadman & Holman, 1999), 522-23. 
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altered, “in consequence of the feeling that, as the man was the 

injured party, is should be the woman who tired to win him back,”5 

supporting the reading of the JSB 6  “She admitted him into her 

father’s house. While there is no mention in the NRSV of the young 

woman welcoming the Levite, “the girl’s father saw him and came 

with joy to meet him.” Robert G. Boling seems to agree here with the 

NRSV7: “the ‘father-in-law’ was relieved that the man was actually 

going to reclaim the runaway daughter.” 8  Moore agrees with the 

father’s joy, “The separation was a disgrace which the restoration of 

the man’s favor removed.”9  

 The father extends a rather lavish welcome and hospitality to 

the Levite upon his arrival that last for 4 days. This exuberant 

welcome seems only to contrast the lack of welcome the Levite will 

find from the people of Gibeah, his own people.10 Throughout this 

entire passage a thing of note, never is the young woman given any 

voice while everyone, even the servant, has a voice. The story as 

																																																								
5	George F. Moore, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary On Judges: 1851-1931 (Edinburgh: T. 
& T. Clark, 1895), 409. 
6 The Jewish Study Bible 
7 New Revised Standard Version 
8 Robert G. Boling, The Anchor Bible: Judges, 4th ed. (Garden City: Doubleday & Company, INC., 
1981), 247. 
9 Moore, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Judges, 409 
10 Reference Judges 19:12, “We will not turn aside into a city of foreigners, who do not belong to 
the people of Israel; we will continue on to Gibeah.” Giving the understanding that the people of 
Gibeah are people of Israel thus his people.		
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pointed out in the beginning does not give us full understanding as to 

why the woman left but rather that she did and now she is being 

taken back yet no voice has been given to her as if she has agreed to 

go. This only strengthens the notion of the patriarchal notion of 

woman being nothing more than property of men. Boling states: “It 

was a man’s world. There is no mention of the intent of the girl in 

rejoining her husband, …”11 While a contrasting note it seems as if the 

Levite’s voice is somewhat silenced in his attempts to leave his father-

in-law’s home. From his arrival the intent of the father is shown: vs. 

412, “His father-in-law, the girl’s father, made him stay” and again in 

vs. 5 he got up early to leave yet the father bribed him with food and 

drink then urging him to stay another night, again in vss. 8-9 the 

father urges him to eat, drink and stay long into the day forcing the 

Levite to prolong his journey.13 The Levite was suppressed in his 

attempts leaving him without a voice and in a way being objectified by 

his father-in-law will. This will be seen again with the townsmen of 

Gibeah. The events here in the home of the Levite’s father-in-law 

																																																								
11	Boling, Judges, 274.	
12 All Biblical references unless noted will come from the New Revised Standard Version.  
13 Note: Moore agues that the accounts come from two different sources. “The lingering of the 
narrative, the multiplication of identical or equivalent phrases, the alternation of singular and 
plural verbs, and especially the doublets in v.9, give ground for the surmise that two versions of 
the story have been united; but the attempts to analyze the verses have not been successful.” 
Moore, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Judges, 410. 
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though rather extravagant are not seen as overly excessive. Instead 

there is a kind of empathy for the Levite in his attempts to simply take 

what is his and head home. The father-in-law is in no way seen in a 

negative manner, instead only as a model of hospitality as set by 

Abraham in Genesis 18. 

  

Hospitality VS. Homosexuality: Judges 19:16-26 

 

 The Levite despite his best efforts to begin his journey “early in 

the morning” was detained until evening. He refused to stay yet 

another night and begins his journey home.14 Refusing to turn to a 

foreign territory the Levite pushes toward an Israelite city of Gibeah. 

At his arrival he is not welcomed with the customary hospitality. No 

Israelite offers him a place to stay. His welcome comes from a 

foreigner from the hill country of Ephraim.15It is an interesting note 

to see how the write show that the Levite’s refusal to turn to a foreign 

territory yet while Gibeah which belongs to Benjamin, who are the 

																																																								
14 Note: To strengthen Moore’s two different sources theory, vs. 10 excludes the man’s servant 
from the list of travelers only to find him again in vs. 11. “But the man would not spend the night; 
he got up and departed, and arrived opposite Jebus (that is, Jerusalem). He had with him a 
couple of donkeys, and his concubine was with him”   
15 Note “It is clear that the writer of the story was not a Benjaminite. He not only wishes to make it 
clear to his audience what the ethnic situation was, but also anticipates what follows by 
emphasizing that the territory involved was Benjaminite.” Boling: Judges, 275.		
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people of Israel, he finds no hospitality except by a foreigner. A 

foreigner opens his home to someone of the people of Israel when the 

people of Israel ignore him. Daniel Block suggests that as an alien 

resident of Gibeah, the old man knows how the people of the city are. 

He understands that the walls of the city are there to protect the city 

from an outside threat yet the problem lies on the inside of the 

walls.16 This notion leads one to wonder if the old man at one time 

experienced the interrogation of the townsmen? This notion would 

only strengthen his plead to the men to “not act so wickedly” to the 

Levite. Which leaves to question his offering of his daughter and the 

concubine. If his understanding on the notion of the men of Gibeah 

was this evil, leaves open the question, why did he not warn the Levite 

and conceal him to go elsewhere?  

 The noticing of the resemblance to the story of Lot in Genesis 19 

goes without note. Moore argues,  

“that the whole verse has been interpolated from Gen. 19, with 

which it is almost verbally identical: … the resemblance 

between the two verses is too mechanical to be the result of 

mere reminiscence.”17  

																																																								
16	Block, Judges, Ruth, 532.  
17 Moore, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on Judges, 418.		
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With this note from Moore, a comparison of the two texts will be only 

to critique one, so I will stick with Judges 19. This text along with 

Genesis, though they seem to be the same, is often used as the text to 

condemn “homosexuality” rather than the true nature of the text, lack 

of “hospitality.”  

  As the Levite enjoyed the good nature of his host, the perverse 

lot, the townsmen/people of Israel, surrounded the home. Their 

demand to send out the Levite for them to “know.” The use of this 

verb in all of the Old Testament does not mean to simply have sexual 

intercourse with another. The use of this verb in the OT often means, 

“to become acquainted with.” In the times this story is found this 

could be the simple reasoning for the men of Gibeah’s demand. A 

foreign man comes into town. They do not know of the reason he is 

here. He could be here as a spy, sent to find their weakness for an 

appending attack. The request is not one that is unheard of. Yet the 

conclusion or confusion seems to come from the host reply. In the 

asking of the men not to such wickedness strengthens the sexual 

innuendo. The men disregard the plea of the host in their demand of 

the Levite to “know. ”Yet the offer and acceptance of the concubine 

shifts the notion of homosexual rape rather it strengthens the 
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honor/shame nature. If the intent were truly that of a homosexual 

intent, I question the acceptance of a woman over a man. Why did the 

host and Levite not offer the young male servant? In all of the 

commentaries surrounding this passage the young servant seems to 

slip away, while the intent of homosexual rape toward the Levite 

remains even after the acceptance of a woman.  

 Greg L. Bahnsen defends the notion that the intent in both 

Genesis 19 and Judges 19 are purely that of homosexual desire.18  An 

interesting note the old man here in Judges is not a mere alien to the 

city, this given strength in light of his approach to the men. He knows 

he nature of why the men are asking to “know’ the Levite. It is not a 

knowing of acquaintance, the knowing is of great wickedness. He 

states: 

“It calls for a strange mentality to see (1) how a simple desire of 

the townsmen to get acquainted would be a breach of 

hospitality, (2) how it could be deemed seriously wicked 

(especially in light of the city customs...), and (3) why it would 

be so vile as to warrant dramatic divine punishment.”19   

																																																								
18 Again in my agreement with Moore, I will address Judges 19 the same as Genesis 19.  
19 Greg L. Bahnsen, Homosexuality: A Biblical View (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1978), 
34. 
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Bahnsen’s notion on the offering of the daughters of Lot can be used 

in the offering of the daughter of the old man; the men of the town 

would not need to get acquainted with her thus it would not break the 

protocol of hospitality. It is in the offering of her along with the 

concubine a sexual decoy away from the customary protocol 

regarding male visitors. It is in the “acceptable” translation of “to 

know” that is called in to question and leaving the meaning of the 

scripture up to the reader. “The conclusions of such an arbitrary 

procedure commend themselves only to those already predisposed to 

avoid the obvious and natural meaning of the text.”20    

 This view is not the same as other views who indeed see this as 

a sin of hospitality, or that of a honor/shame society. Gale A. Yee 

states:   

“Rape is a crime of violence, not of passion, and the men of 

Gibeah want to humiliate the Levite in the most degrading way, 

by forcing him into a passive role, into the woman’s position.”21   

The position of a woman was also as a shamed vessel. The only thing 

that would bring here a note of worthiness was that of the penetration 

of a man (a non-shamed vessel) thus bring her honor. Women were 

																																																								
20 Bahnsen, Homosexuality: a biblical view, 34 
21 Gale A. Yee, Judges and Method, New Approaches in Biblical Studies (Minneapolis: Fortress 
Press, 1995), 85. 
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nothing more than property of men. To dishonor the Levite’s 

concubine was to dishonor him. It was placing him in the position of 

a woman due to the fact that he did not protect his property. The men 

of Gibeah knew this would be the case in accepting her as the offering. 

Again I will point to the notion that if it were homosexuality driven, 

they would not have accepted her. Let us not again forget the Levite 

has a young male servant with him. Rape again is a violent not 

passionate act done only to exhort power on the victim. In the case of 

homosexual rape the object is to demasculinate another male though 

homosexual same-sex sex. Not in the case of accepting a female. In 

this case the demasculination is found in the taking of another man’s 

property. Both notions are still found in modern culture. If we look 

within our prison systems rape is a form of power not out of sexual 

lust. There is not evidence of sexual desire for the Levite rather that of 

a showing of power.   

 The notion of homosexuality is not the nature of this horrific 

text found in Judges 19, it centers around hospitality or lack there of. 

Sexual rape is found in the OT in regards to heterosexual lust22, yet 

there is no condemnation of heterosexuality. Judges 19 is not a 

passage condemning homosexuality or homosexual rape; it is one of 
																																																								
22 See Rape of Dinah (Genesis 34) and Rape of Tamar (2 Samuel 13)  
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blatant lack of hospitality and intent to do the Levite physical harm. 

For when he “recounts the story in a call for vengeance, he does not 

ascribe sexual intent to them: he says, “They meant to kill me.”23 

Judges 19 is not about homosexual desire or rape it is about general 

wickedness. This passage along with Genesis 19 is not about 

homosexuality; they are about blatant lack of care for a fellow human.    

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

																																																								
23 Eugene F. Rogers, JR., Sexuality and the Christian Body (Oxford: Blackwell Publishing, 1999), 
257. 
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