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North American Christianity. Wewerewalking
together to an evening dinner party. Aproposof

nothing he said to me, “ Phillip, when _
‘ LS
f '. .
b/

I had just met one of the wiser older saints of

men grow old, some of them go soft-
headed and sentimental whileothers
become cantankerousandirascible.”

It was astrangelesson to be _—
given, but | understood what he ! e
meant about an hour later, when he F [
seated me between two elderly ﬁ L
preachers. Inthesetwo men|
discovered aclassicillustration of rp '
each type. | had been warned!

Over thenext few daysl listened l
to both these men preach, and sure
enough, one was negative and the other positive. | saw
inthosefew daysavery common pattern of two
different stylesof preaching: an affirmative stylethat
looksin thetext for positivethingsto say about people
and anegative stylethat alwaysfindsin thetext things
to criticize about others or the congregation.

Phillip Jensen

By PHiLLIP JENSEN

Some people preach with great fervour sermonsthat
arelittle morethan reflections of their personality —
emphasizing the positive or the negativein thetext and
inthe congregation. These sermonshave
lessto do with “ speaking the words of
God” than reflecting the personality of
the preacher. Either hewill place his
personality upon thetext or hewill select
only thosetextsthat reflect hispersondity.
However, faithful explication of thetext
inan ordered fashion will sometimeshbe
negative and sometimes be positive, for
both areto befound inthe Bible
irrespective of the preacher’ spersonality.

Reasons for Affirmative Preaching
Leaving personality aside, the current choicefor most
preacherstoday isthe affirmative over the negative.
Thereare several reasonsfor thischoice. First, society at
large pushesthe preacher in thisdirection. Educational
model s promote the effectiveness of the affirmative style

seeJensenonp. 10

Gay Spin City

HOMOSEXUAL PUBLIC RELATIONSMACHINESCREATINGANILLUSION OFREALITY

From Condemnation to Acceptance

By any standard, it has been an extraordinary
transformation. Thirty years ago, homosexuality was
the practice of asmall and virtually unseen minority, a
marginalized sub-culture viewed with suspicionand
distaste by society at large. How quickly thingshave
changed. Within the span of ageneration, our society
seemsto have moved from suspicion and condemna-
tion, through grudging tol erance, to open acceptance
and promotion, and now it seemsto have goneall the
way to suspicion and condemnation of those who
might speak ill of homosexuality.

By Tony PavyNE

Perhaps the most potent symbol of thistransforma-
tionin Australiahas been the Sydney Gay and L eshian
Mardi Gras. Fromitsbeginningsasasmall, counter-
cultural protest marchin 1978, the event hasbecomea
juggernaut no longer even requiring its sexual adjectives.
Itisnow known simply as‘Mardi Gras andistouted as
thelargest and most important festival on Sydney’s
calendar. It isbroadcast at primetime on network
television, with bresthlesscommentary from popular
persondities, and live crossesto cross-dressed roving

see Payne onp. 18
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From the Editors

MaNY oF us WERE THRILLED this past September with
the exploits of Marion Jones, Cathy Freeman and
Michael Johnson on the track during the Olympics.
With the eyes of the world turned toward Sydney, we
decided to do aspecial Australian issue of IBMW.

Inthelast several years, we have established strong
tieswith many in that country who are standing for
thetruths of biblical manhood and womanhood. We
offer inthisissueapotpourri of Australian conviction
on thetopics of homosexuality, the men’smovement,
singleness, liberation and the importance of preaching
thenegative.

Thisisthelast issue of IBMWthat will be
published by the editorial staff of the past few years.
With the change of executive directorswill comea
changein the direction of the journal, butwewill let

Newsbriefs

Randy Stinson and Bruce Ware explain that in the
next issue.

Thecurrent staff isgoinginanumber of new
directions. TimBayly continuesto serveasthefull-time
senior pastor of Church of the Good Shepherdin
Bloomington, Indiana. Phil Henry hasjust beguna
Presbyterian pastoratein HannaCity, llinois, just
outsde Peoria. Andrew Dionneiscompleting require-
mentsfor hisD.M. inmus ccompostion, ably helped
by hisomnicompetent wife, Sarah, who hasalso donea
lot of behind-the-sceneswork onthejournd. David
Wegener israising supporttojoin aninternationa team
of lecturersa the Theologica Collegeof Centrd Africa
inNdola, Zambia It hasbeen aprivilegeto serveyou
andwehopethat it has hel ped the cause of God and
truth inthe midst of acrooked and perversegeneration.

QO “Whar nexT for our equa opportunitiesarmed
forces— obligatory whed chair accessintanksand sub-
marines?’ SowritesMick Humein the September 27th,
1999 edition of the London Times, reacting tothe Euro-
pean Court of Human Rights' opinion that Grest
Britain’ sban on homosexuasinthemilitary iswrong. “1
amagaing dl discrimination by the State. But thereis
something perverse about the sentiment which has
turned the ban on gaysinthemilitary intoamajor
nationd issue. It ssemsto havelesstodowithfighting
‘indtitutionalized homaophobia thanwith neutering
masculinity.” Hume continues, “Whilegay menwaking
through Manchester intheir underwear during Mardi
Grasarehailed assymbolsof hedthy culturd diversty, a
charity pin-up calendar posed by Sdfordfiremenis
banned as‘tooladdid’.” Inhisfind andyss, Hume
makesthispoignant observation of our day: “ hetero-
sexud menaretoxic.” Thehomaosexud rightsmovement
isnot an honest quest for thefair treatment of apeople
group that isbeing persecuted for unavoidable persond
attributes— thisinitsdf alie— butitisabattleagaingt
biblical masculinity, aiming to destroy that which God
saysis“very good” (Gen. 1:31).

U From AFA News (10/18/99): “1n Canada, political
correctnessistaking over the barnyard. Press
reports say cows at afederal government research
center in Ottawa can no longer be given names of
women. Nameslike Bessie, Mabel and Elsieare
out, but Bossy and Daisy are still okay. Apparently
the“nofemale” name order wasgiven after a
woman visited the research center and wasinsulted
to discover she shared her name with acow.”

U THe Lonbon Sunpay TeLEGRAPH (May 15, 2000)
reportsthat “ more and morewomenin Britain are

becoming divorced from their husbands after em-
barking on leshian affairs.” Stated reasonsfor these
|esbian rel ationships range from the idea that women
understand women'’ s needs better, to thefact that
women tend to give up their men before their work.
Grester societal acceptance of homosexuality is, no
doubt, another factor. Thisisnot anew phenomenon
— Paul decriesthisabominablebehavior in thefirst
century: “their women exchanged the natural
function for that whichisunnatural” (Rom. 1:26).
Apparently, people have not changed. The natural
man— 2,000 yearslater — till rgjects God’ s perfect
design for men and women that hemight indulgein
the* passing pleasuresof Sin” (Heb. 11:25).

U THe Arrican MeTHoDIST EpiscopaL CHURCH
(A.M.E.) elected afemale bishop on July 10, 2000,
itsfirstinthe A.M.E.’ s213-year existence. As
written in the New York Times (July 12, 2000), Ms.
McKenzie, pastor of PayneMemorial A.M.E.Church
in Baltimore, following her victory said, “I stand
here tonight on the shoulders of the unordained
women who serve without affirmation or appoint-
ment.” Ms. McKenziefurther proclaimed, “Finally,
the stained-glass ceiling has been broken.” Along
with the position, Ms. McKenziewill benefit from
asalary of more than $100,000, paid housing and
travel costs, and acar and driver. Laurie Good-
stein, in the New York Times, notesthat “ candidates
began campaigning as many asfour yearsearlier, at
the last general conference, and some spent the
intervening yearstraveling around the country and
preaching from different pul pitsto maketheir
facesfamiliar to the voting delegates. Some
candidates were said to spend as much as $40,000
ayear inthe quest for abishop’ sseat.”
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New Research onthe Family

FROM THE HOWARD CENTER FOR FAMILY, RELIGION, & SOCIETY

Tiger's Tale

The unexpected and often pernicious consequences of
widespread contraception, welfare, and feminismare
surveyed inthe pages of Society inaninterview withthe
noted anthropologist Liond Tiger, author of suchwaorks
as TheDecline of Malesand The Pursuit of Pleasure.

A principal consequence of contraception, Tiger
suggests, isthat men “ have becomeless committed to
the reproductive process, though not to sexual activity.”
He notesthat upwards of one-third of marriages used
to occur during apregnancy, “ because men clearly
understood their responsibility.” Thepill, by largely
removing men from the reproductive choice, made
them “increasingly reluctant to ‘ do theright thing.””

Accordingto Tiger, thefecklessfathersthat areone
consequence of contraception havesired a“new
kinship system” that Tiger |abels” bureaugamy”: the
union between woman, child, and their bureaucrat.
Fathersare not seen ascritical elementsof thewelfare
family; their diminished importance contributesto the
much-lamented “ deadbeat dad” who enlivensthe
dreams of headline-hunting members of congress.

Tiger explains deadbeat dads by observing that
“many men may resent the fact that even though they
arepublicly labeled as* patriarchs , they are...expected
to support familieswithout the public approval [such
| ‘family man’ used toreceive.”

Tiger suggeststhat we abandon thefolly that the
sexesareidentica or interchangeable: “ Thenotionis
slly that all differencesbetween men and women arethe
result of television, magazines, Barbiedolls, Gl Joeand
stereotypes. Sex differencesare seenin other primates,
too, and they can’t read and don’t own remote controls.”
Source: Liond Tiger (aninterview), “ The Declineof Males,”
Society, 3 Volume 37, No. 2 [January/February 2000]: 6-9.

The Best Preparation for Divorce

Some progressivetheorists have endorsed premarital
cohabitation asasensibleway to preparefor marriage by
testing for compatibility. But inastudy recently pub-
lishedintheJournal of Marriageand the Family, socidl-
ogistsat theUniversity of California, Irvine, report that
what cohabitation best prepares couplesto doisnot to
make wedding vows but rather to break them.

Using datafrom national surveys, theresearchers
establish that “ although cohabitorsheld lessconven-
tional gender and family values, cohabiting hetero-
sexualswereonly dightly lesslikely (94% versus 99%)
to expect sexual exclusivity than married personswho
had never lived together [outside of wedlock]. Once
married, thosewho had lived together [before
marriage] held expectations|[of fidelity] that were not
significantly different [98% versus 99%] from the
expectations of other married people.”

But while couples experimenting with cohabitation
may resembletraditiona couplesintheir desirefor
fiddlity, they arefar morelikely to tumbleshort of this
standard. “Theoddsof arecent infidelity,” there-
searcherscaculae, “weremorethantwiceashighfor
cohabitorsthan for married persons(p< 0.01).” Since
cohabitors' predilectionto betray their partnersstandsout
evenin dtatistical modelsthat control for differencesin
persond vaues, theresearchersreason that “ cohabitors ”
lower investmentsintheir unions, not their lessconven-
tional values, accounted for their greater risk of infidelity.”

Many cohabitors, of course, do eventually marry.
However, belated wedlock does not end therelatively
common betrayalsamong such couples. There-
searchers datareveal that even after taking into
account the nontraditional valuesgenerally linked to
cohabitation, “living together before marriageraised
the net odds of marital infidelity by 39% (p < 0.05).”
Source: Judith Treasand Deirdre Giesen, “ Sexual Infidelity
Among Married and Cohabiting Americans,” Journal of
Marriage and the Family 62[2000] : 48—60.

Superior With Spouses

Married mothers believe that womenin their social
circumstancesmake better parentsthan do single
women. What ismore, single mothersagree. Theway
marital statusaffectssocial perception of parents
recently attracted the attention of psychologists Mark
Bennett and Lynne Jamieson of the University of
Dundeein Scotland. Intheir survey of 200 students
aged 17 to 47, the researchers found that compared to
divorced or never-married parents, married parents
(particularly married mothers) were morelikely to be
“judged to possesstraits of nurturance; smilarly,
married parents[especialy married mothers] were seen
aslesslikely to have negativetraits.” Onthe other
hand, “ never-married parentswere seen assignificantly
more likely than any of the other groupsto have poor
family relations and parenting skills.”

Thisstudy corroboratesearlier research showing that
“dl mothers, regardiessof their own gtatus, perceived
married mothersto besgnificantly more satisfied with
motherhood than single mothers.”

Source: Mark Bennett and Lynne Jamieson, “ Perceptions of
Parents as a Function of their Marital Status and Sex,” Infant
and Child Devel opment 8[1999]: 149154, emphasisadded. =

New Resear ch on the Family isaproduct of the
Howard Center for Family, Religion, & Society, anon-
profit, educational organization based in Rockford,
[llinais. Visit them on theweb at <www.profam.org>
or call them at (800) 461-3113 for more information
about their products and services.
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Snglenessis
agift from
God—as
marriageis—
yetnather is
better; neither
isinferior.

JoHN CHAPMAN

The Holy VVocation of Singleness

THE SINGLE PERSON INTHE FAMILY OFGOD

Why Think about This Topic?

Everyonegtartsby being single. Somepeoplereman
single, and at least half of themarried will end by being
singleagainwhentheir spousesdie. Thisneedstobe
thought about and prepared for so that lifeisfull and use-
ful for the single person. How doesa Christian think about
and preparefor afull and useful lifeasasingle person?

Temporary Dwellers
Beforewebegin, it isworth reminding ourselvesthat in
thisworld we are temporary dwellers— aliens— and
that our real citizenshipisin heaven. In Philippiansitis
described likethis: “But our citizenshipisin heaven.
Andwe eagerly await a Savior fromthere, the Lord
Jesus Christ, who, by the power that enablesHim to
bring everything under His control, will transform our
lowly bodies so that they will belike His glorious body”
(Phil. 3:20). A firm grasp of thistruth will be helpful as
wereflect on where our deepest affections should be.
Whenwe settledown inthislifeasif thisisall there
is, asif webelonginthisworld, wewill find all
Kingdom decisionsdifficult to make. They may seem
unfair and unreasonable. We may begin to think that,
asChrigtians, wearedeprived. Y et, inthelight of
heaven, nothing could be further away from thetruth.
We need to remind ourselvesthat now, intheworld, the
extension of the Kingdom of God and the spread of the
Gospel areour highest priorities. When wetake our
placeinthe New Creation therewill betime and
opportunity to pursue everything that isgood, which
for the urgent sake of the Gospel as single peoplewe set
asideinthislife.

The Bible Has a Positive Attitude to Singleness

| often was madeto feel that being singlewas adraw-
back for aChristian. Y et, the Bible has adifferent
attitude altogether. In answer to the question “Can a
man divorce hiswifefor any reason at al?’ Jesussays
that he may do that only if adultery has been commit-
ted. The disciples are astoni shed by the answer and
concludethat they had better be single and not marry at
all if thisisthe case. Tothis Jesusreplies” Not everyone
can accept thisword, but only thoseto whom it has
been given. For some are eunuchs because they were
born that way; otherswere made that way by men; and
othershave renounced marriagefor the sake of the
kingdom of heaven. The onewho can accept this
should accept it” (Matthew 19:11-12).

Being single, then, isaffirmed by the Lord Jesusasa
holy vocation— asagift — given by God, “for the sake
of the Kingdom of heaven.” So, eventhoughitisthe
norm for peopleto marry (Gen. 2:18), those who can
accept the saying of the Lord Jesus should. Singlenessis

By JoHN CHAPMAN

agift from God — asmarriageis— yet neither is
better; neither isinferior. God forbids one to be made
superior to the other. Paul condemns men “who forbid
marriage and advocate abstaining from foods, which
God has created to be gratefully shared in by those
who believe and know thetruth” (1 Tim. 4:3). Itis
clear from this passage that God will not allow manto
proclaim marriage or singleness greater than the other,
for thiswould beto forbid either institution on a
certainleve.

The Single Person and the Lord’s Affairs

The Corinthian church had written to the Apostle Paul
asking questions about marriage. It isnot clear what the
exact question was, as Paul’ sanswer rangeswidely over
thetopicsof divorce, marriage and singleness. Weknow
from Genesis 2 that God designed marriage for compan-
ionship and for having children — the propagation of a
godly seed. Paul addsthat in the Corinthian situation
marriagewasaguard against immorality andthestrain
of unfulfilled sexua desire(1 Cor. 7:1-2; 9).

For thosewho can, however, the Apostie advises
singleness. He givestwo reasonsfor thisadvice. He
wantsto sparethem “troubleinthislife” (v. 28). Second,
heknowsthat in singlenessthey will beableto give
themsavescompletdly tothe”Lord saffairs’ (v. 32-35).

Marriage, while agift and ablessing, doesbring
difficulties. In Australiaonein threemarriagesendsin
divorce— | suspect that among Christiansthisisless.
However, many Christian couples have children who
don’t become Christians. Thesearejust two trial sthat
can makelifevery difficult for married people. Evenin
Audtralia, then, we see the benefits Paul isdiscussing.
Staying single sparesthe person thetroubles of married
life. Singleness <till allowsusto give oursalvestotally to
thework of the Gospel. Not only that, but single
people generally have more time and money with
which they can devote themselvesto Gospel ministry.
They haveaflexibility that isnot aways possiblefor
married couples because of the consideration which
must be given to spouse and family. Consequently, for
reasons such asthese, singlesare expected to usetheir
giftsand timein away that married people cannot.

| think one of the most trying timesin my lifeasa
single man was between the age of twenty-fiveand
thirty-five. Many of my Christian friends urged
marriage on me. They had recently become married
and wanted meto share the samewonderful experience
they had. | understood this, but when they tried to
makeit aChristian responsibility and suggested that
my ministry would beincomplete without marriage, |
wasirritated. Thisisnot what the Bibleteaches. Indeed
we should be asking single peopleto consider if, asthe
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Lord Jesus says, they can receivethissaying, and
whether, for the sake of the Gospel, they should stay
single. | don't think | ever conscioudy madeadecision
to stay single. | wasjust too busy with ministry and so
didn’'t get around toit. But that is part of Paul’ s point:
singles can be busy with ministry. They are not
distracted with the troubles of the world. Without me
ever stopping to think about it, God has given methe
gift of singleness.

| want to reiteratewhat | said before. A careful
reading of 1 Corinthians7 will show that God wants
the best for us. For somethat will be marriage and for
otherssingleness; neither isbetter than the other. If
you are single and you think you are hardly done by
then, let me advise you to dwell on the advantagesyou
havein flexibility and timefor ministry — and be
happy. Y ou would bewise not toidealize marriage asif
it wereaperpetual state of bliss.

The Temptations of the Single Person

Since marriageis designed for companionship and for
sexual expression, the particular temptationsfor a
singleperson are usualy londliness and sexud fantasy.
Active stepsare needed to avoid fallingin these aress.
Rather than struggle alone, you are able to phone
friends and speak with them or invite them to your
home. Keep feeding your mind on what iswholesome.
ThisisPaul’ scommand: “Whatever istrue, whatever is
honorable, whatever ispure, whatever islovely ... let
your mind dwell on thesethings’ (Phil. 4:8). Those
who are married should pray for single peoplein these
areas of temptation. They may haveagift from God to
stay single. That, however, does not immunize usfrom
temptation; singlesare sinful likeeveryoneelse. Singles
need the Church, asdo married people, to grow in
their lovefor the Lord.

The Single Person and the People of God
Consider the story of therich young ruler who asksthe
Lord Jesuswhat he must do to inherit eternal life. Jesus
tellshimto sell hisgoods and give them to the poor,
that he might haverichesin heaven. Heleaves sadly
after hearing that, because heisvery wealthy. At the
end of the story Peter says, “We haveleft everything to
follow you! What then will therebefor us?” Jesus
replies, “1 tell you the truth, no onewho hasleft home
or brothersor sisters, or mother or father or children or
fieldsfor me and the Gospel will fail toreceivea
hundred times as much in this present age (homes,
brothers, sisters, mothers, children and fields— and
with them, persecutions) and in the ageto come,
eternal life. But many who arefirst will belast, and the
last first” (Mark 10:29-31). There aregreat blessings
for serving God asasingle person.

Single peopleare not alone. They havethe presence
of God with them and they belong to the large family
of the church. | have no children or grandchildren, but
at church I have more“ grandchildren” than | canrelate

to. | visited achurchin Northern Ireland where each
Sunday school classhad * grandparents’ from the con-
gregation. These grandparents had the children around
for teafrom timeto time and prayed for them and
their teacher. | noticed that several of theseweresingle
people. With exampleslikethisof the family of God,
no one— not even singles— needsfear loneliness.

Another point to remember isthat it ispossiblefor
parentsto so “worship” their biological family soasto
neglect thefamily of God. This*" cult of family” can be
asubtleform of idolatry. Jesus addressesthiskind of
idolatry in Luke 14:26: “If anyone comesto Me, and
does not hate his own father and mother and wife and
children and brothersand sisters, yes, and even hisown
life, he cannot be My disciple.”

Some Advice to Marrieds

L et me make somefina commentsto married couples
about some matterswhich have been helpful for me
and somewhich have been lesshelpful asasingle man.
Perhapsthesewill help married couplesminister to
singlesmore effectively.

Several people haveinvited meto bewith them
when they celebratetheir children’ sbirthdays, or when
they have been on afamily outing — especially when
the children wereyoung. | can’'t alwaysgo but | like
being asked. When describing the nature of your
church please don’t excludemeby saying, “Thisisa
family-oriented church.” Y ou could asessily say, “We
aimto cater to all agesof people hereat thischurch.”
I'll feel asif | belong then. If you invite single peopleto
dinner, don't feel you haveto “match” themwith
someoneelseat dinner. It ispossible to have odd
numbers. Finally, please pray for and encourage single
peopleto befaithfully serving Christ. =

John Chapmanisan Anglican Minister. In 1995 he
retired asthe Director of the Department of Evangelism
for the Anglican Diocese of Sydney. Heisa Canonof S.
Andrew'sCathedral, Sydney.

Snglepeople
arenotalone,
They havethe
presancecf God
with themand
theybelongto
thelargefamily

of thechurch.

JoHN CHAPMAN
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W\edon't want
achrigianizng
of theWIdman

—that primi-
tive, tribal man

SOTEPagAN

maETsnmvaTats

trytocapture
—we want
liveschanged
by the power of

God'sSairit.

RusseLL PoweLL

The Wildman Transformed

THETHINVENEER OFMEN'SMINISTRY

Cri stian history documents many instances of
“Christianizing” secular events. Easter was
originally aPaganfestival andisincreasingly
more and morelikeits heathen original than anything
“Christian.” Likewise, Christmas, outlawed by the
Puritansin agreat display of propheticinsight, has
long since reverted to acelebration of sheer material-
ism. When Christiansride on the coattail s of any
secular movement or event, we alwaysrun therisk of
having that movement’ soriginsreturn to haunt us.

Y ou can just imagine aspectator at Cardiff Arms
Park in Wales describing the atmosphere before a
Wales/England rugby football match: “...Weheld
hands and sang our hearts out. Praising what God had
made, thousands of happy faces— men of all back-
grounds— united in one song ‘ Bread of Heaven...
feed menow and evermore...." | felt agreat sense of
encouragement being with these men. | thought,
despitethedifficulties... wewill prevall....”

Itissomewhat disturbing to see how this proclamation
soundsso much likeaPromise K egpersrally might sound.

The men’ smovement in society has sprung out of a
seriesof socia changes, and Christian work amongmen
has a so been given astrong push by those samedevel op-
ments. It isimportant that we think clearly about those
changes and the origins of the secular movement, to
make sure we are being faithful to God when we
minister to men. We don’t want achristianizing of the
Wildman — that primitive, tribal man some pagan
men’ smovementstry to capture— we want lives
changed by the power of God’ s Spirit. Wewant to see
the Wildman transformed into God’ sman.

| am not just throwing stonesfrom the sidelines. |
have, and will retain, adeep involvement in ministry to
Christian men. Our Lord commandsit, and | have
marveled at Hiswork in the hearts of thousands of men.
However, | want to offer words of warning and counsdl.
We need to build our ministry to men on the lasting
Rock of Jesus Christ and God’ sWord. Wemust resist
being influenced by atransitory social phenomenon.
Therugby quote above could bereferring to asuccessful
Chrigtian men’ smeeting. But after reading the source, it
becomes apparent that it isavery different type of
fellowship. How do wetake hold of the opportunitiesto
minister to men today, without being hijacked by the
secular agendaof themen’ smovement?

The Secular Men's Movement

Themen’ smovement that has emerged in many
countries since the Seventieshasnot been asingle
unified development. Rather, it consists of several
divergent branches, each of which springfroma
common origin: the changing role of womenin society.

By RusseLL PoweLL

Aswomen began to leave the home and enter the
workforce, men found themselvesincreasingly chal-
lenged to define their own manhood.

Men wereleft without asense of calling asthe
cultural supportsof biblical manhood wereremoved
(“Dad’'sjobisto provide”). Thrust into aworld that no
longer supported, but rather attacked, theidentity of
men, many turned to various secular “men’ smove-
ments’ for help. Sensitive New-age stockbrokers,
divorced construction workers, homosexuals, herbal
heal ersand super-fit footballersare all membersof this
movement, each having avery different agenda.

The Wildman Strand

One of these groups, the “mythopoetic” strand
(personified by thewriter Robert Bly), hasreceived alot
of publicity for its“ Wildman” theories. Men beating
drumsin the backwoods on weekend retreats makesfor
good copy, and there has been mediacoveragein
abundance. In fact, for many people, thisisthemen’s
movement.

The Men’s Liberation Movement

Another groupisthe“Men’sLiberation” strand which
standsin direct opposition to the Feminist movement.
These are angry men, usually divorced or separated.
Their activism can be seenin court battlesfor fathers
to have the same child custody rightsas mothers. The
sizeof thisstrand isvery large; some have estimated
that 50 percent of thoseinvolved inthemen’s
movement in Australiaare divorced or separated.

SNAGs

Themembersof the“Men’sLiberation” group arethe
direct opposite of thethird strand, the sensitive New-
ageguys(SN.A.Gs). Thisgroupisusudly pro-feminist,
pro-gay rights, and paradoxically, pro-fatherhood. Itis
precisely at the point of fatherhood wherethey believe
many of their problemsstarted. The groupisfilled
with baby-boomerswho grew up with remote fathers
and now desireto be reconnected. These men rebelled
asteenagers and want to experience aprodigal-like
reunion with their fathers. A mid-lifecrisis, ayearning
for their youth, and the hollowness of materialism al
push these men to search for their identity inthemen’s
movement.

Looking Inward

Whether “mythopoetic,” “Men’ sLiberationists,” or
S.N.A.Gs, each group hasthisin common: they all
seek to find masculinity outside of Christ. Despitetheir
apparent differences, each of these groupslook inward
for the solution. Thisinward look promises healing of
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estrangement from their fathers. Thisinward look
holds out the hope of New-age “ connectedness’ with
the“Wildman” past, or “getting in touch with one’s
feminineside.”

Y e, the heart isdeceitful aboveall things (Jer.
17:9). Thesemen don'’t realize that true masculinity
canonly befound in Christ. Looking inward they will
not find what they are seeking. Not that therearen’t
significant thingsto be gained for theminthemen’s
movement. Like all good post-war men, they are
consumers, looking for what they can get. They often
look longingly at women-to-women relationships; the
men’ smovement promisesthat samekind of intimacy.
Men'’ sgroupsalso give them asense of belonging and
support they can find nowhere el se. They gain advice
on handling the stresses and strains of modern lifeand
being agood parent (the secular men’ smovement
would prefer thisgender-neutral term) morereadily
and morereliably from these kind of meetingsthan
from any bar stool. Aswell, these men have often
rejected the stoic “real mendon’t cry” attitude of their
fathers' generation, and have found that the cathartic
release of emotion feelsgood. I’ m sure beating adrum
in asteamed-up tent sounds attractive compared with
watching re-runson television.

The Church, often caught in the compromising
position of following culture, rather than leadingit,
has seen aparallel boomin men’ sgatherings. These
meetingsare ostensibly “ Christian.” But inreality, they
areonly the secular overlaid with aChristian veneer.
The Promise Kegpers and hundreds of other men-only
ministries haveflourished because the conditionsare
right: men arelooking for something more. | don’t
decry this. Itisan opportunity Christians should seize.
If secular society asks, “Isthat all thereis?” we should
answer with aresounding “NO!” However, we must
remember that our answersareradically different from
those being given by the men’ smovement gurus. We
cannot overlay the secular men’ smovement agenda
with aChristian veneer. Wehaveto build aChristian
men’ s movement from the ground up.

Christian Men’s Ministry

Inessence, ministry isministry, whatever groupyou are
trying to reach. Christ must be proclaimed and God's
Word taught to al types of people. Though it can bedone
inmany different ways, the basicsarethe same. However,
| want to givethree specific recommendations about
ministry to men: it must emphasizemalefdlowship, it
must havebiblical integrity, and it must emphasizelove
towards our brothersand families. Though meetingin
men-only gatheringsisnot the only way to minister to
men, | contend that it isone of the best. Inthese settings,
pastors can be moredirect with their language, speaking
specifically to men about wherethey redly liveand move
and havetheir being. Menwill bemoreopenand res-
ponsivewhen their wivesarenot around. They cantalk
frankly about their fail ures, and recommit themselvesto
godly gods. Thismae-only fellowshipisindispensablefor
aChrigianmen’ sminigtry.

Onthe down side, men arevery good at intellectual-
izing matters and talking in the abstract, which isoften
an attempt to avoid dealing with thereal issue. Men
must be called upon to stop thisand to deal with
reality. Arewegrowing spiritually? Arewebeing good
stewards of our time and our money? Areweloving
our wives? Arewe providing for our families? Arewe
spending large amounts of timewith our children?
Ephesians 5 sums up the main thrust of what needsto
be emphasized constantly.

The exhortation on these topics must comefrom a
solid doctrinal foundation, something that is not
always present in some ministriesto men. Emphasizing
truth over emotionisdistinctively manly. Wedo not
promote avague spirituality, but rather believeinthe
basic truths of the historic Christian faith asrevealed in
God' sWord. We need to call on menwho have
forsakentheir first loveto stop being loversof self and
lovers of money and begin againto love God, their
familiesand their churches. And weneed to call each
other back to these basicsagain and again.

Conclusion

| onceread abook in which aChristian psychol ogist
dissected the conversion experience, and pointed out
the common elements between aconversion to
Christianity and becoming, say, acommunist. He went
through all thesimilar psychological elements: the
honeymoon, the finding of peoplewith common
interests everywhere, and the overwhelming desireto
talk about new-found belief systems. When | read it, |
wasvery edgy. The author was describing my con-
version experience, saying it would have been similar if
| had been converted to Marxism. By theend of the
book, | wasforced to reexaminethe object of my faith.
Wasit faith in my “ experience,” in my conversion, or in
all thelittle coincidences? Even granting that these are
God-given, my faith does not rest in them, but inthe
Godwhoisthereandin HisSon Jesus Christ. Likewise,
just because men are meeting together and sharing
doesn’'t makeit particularly Christian. Remember, you
canget asimilar typeof experienceinthebleachersat a
footbal game. =
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Gift of Singleness? You're not Serious?

ALOOK AT PAUL'SCALL TO SINGLENESSIN 1CORINTHIANS7

The Idol of Relationships

1 Corinthians 7:40 saysit is better to be single than
married. What statement could be more outlandishin
our culture? Most Christians probably react to this
with confused acceptance. “Y es, | can seeit’struein
theory — and the apostle saysit, so | believeit, but
that’ sjust not my gift.”

Finding apartner isthe essence, or at least the
required sub-plot, of just about every sitcom, movie
and popular novel. The majority of usgrew up
expecting to become apart of acouple. Itishard to get
our minds around theideathat being singleis better
than being married, or even (moreincredibly) that itis
possibleto be happier single, as 1 Corinthians 7:40
says. How could thisbe?

Indoctrinated aswe are by our rel ationship and sex-
worshipping culture, it can take us sometimeto
understand the reasons behind Paul’ sthinking. We
haveto get over our culture shock first. Nevertheless, it
isavery worthwhile exercisefor usto face aportion of
God sWord that may seem quiteforeign to our
mindset. It convicts usthat what we believe may be
wrong, and forces usto confront our own unwilling-
nessto conform to Scripture.

Reasons to Stay Single

Sowhy isit better to be single? Thereasonsare very
straightforward. Welivein auniquetimeof history, a
timeof crisis, asweseeinverse 26: “ | think then that
thisisgood in view of the present distress, that itis
good for amantoremainasheis.”

Thistime of crisisiswhat should shape our
decisions about whether or not to marry. The Christ
has come; the Kingdom of God has begun. We arejust
waiting on thelast knife-edge of time beforetheworld
ends. Why this short delay? So that more may cometo
repentance, according to 2 Peter 3:9. Thisiswhy Paul
urges usto remain single now.

Verse 34 tellsusthat assingleswe can be devoted to
theLord, whichisagreat blessing evenif our sinful
heartsdon’t realizeit. It meanswe can have amindset
morelikethe Apostle Paul. It meanstimeto be
committed to and sharing in thework with the Lord
and Creator of the universe. That isan amazing
privilege.

Whilemarriageispart of creation, and agood gift
central to our humanity, we arein atimewhen the
urgency of the situation demandsthat singlenessbe
serioudly considered for the purpose of devoting one's
lifeto Kingdom-work. Marriageisgood; but the
Apostle Paul tellsusthat given the task we have, and
the short timeinwhich to doit, singlenessisbetter.

By KIirsTEN BIRKETT AND LoOIS HAGGER

There are many peopleyet to hear the Gospdl, yet to be
challenged about its meaning, yet to betalked to and
madeto think; it isgood to deny ourselveseven such a
blessed thing asmarriagein order to take up thesetasks.

Overcoming Loneliness

Doesthisstir your heart to consider the godliness of
singleness? Maybeit doesin the moment you read it but
sdfishdesreswon’t takelong to assert themselves. Weadl
have at the center of our being thefear of loneliness. We
craverelationship; it drives our fantasies and thoughts
evenintimeswhen society at largeisnot as obsessed
with sex asit isat themoment. God created marriage
becauseit was not good for the man to be alone— the
only thing not good in hiswhole marvellous creation.
Marriageispartly designed to answer londliness, and for
that reason it will alwaysbeattractive.

However, we need to say more about |oneliness. For
weno longer liveinthe garden; welivein afallen
world after the resurrection, which adds further
elementsto theissue. In our fallen state, marriageisin
itself no guarantee of not being lonely. Many married
peoplearelonely. Also, for Christians, lonelinessisnot
anecessary product of singleness. Inthefamily of God
we need never belonely. Jesushasgiven usfamily
members beyond counting. Contentment is something
which can and should belearned, either married or
single, and it isamatter of knowing that your heart
belongsto God. No earthly relationship will ever come
closeto that.

Misconceptions of Marriage

Practically speaking, only ashort time of reflection
showsthat we should not be too romantic about
marriage. Marriage does not solveyour problems,
particularly your emotional ones. It may remove some
issues, but it will bring along its own complications—
complicationswhich make dedicated work for the
Kingdom of God moredifficult to do. Younger singles
usually fail to appreciatetheredlity that beingsingle
means being free from awhol e range of burdensand
sorrows. Thesingle person hasno day-to-day worries
about raising children or working out issueswitha
spouse. Married women facethe possibility of deasthin
childbearing. Childlessness, or the death of achild, can
be so heartrending asto destroy the marriageitself.
Anyonewho has seen afriend go through thisterrible
pain startsto appreciatethe blessing of being spared
suchapossibility. Parental worriesnever quite go away,
either. Will your teenage children turn thewrong way?
Will they get into danger?What if they reject Chritianity?
You cannot guarantee that your children will besaved.
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Itisalsowrong to assumethat therelationshipitself
will be permanent. Marriageisthe closest of human
relationships, and thisvery closeness meansthat any-
thing that breakstherelationship isdreadful. The
death of ahushband or wife, divorce, or adultery: these
arereal possihilitiesthat happen to people. Y our own
spouse, whom you think isatrue Christian, committed
to the Gospel, may gradually becomeliberal to the
point a which you no longer sharethe same views. He
or shemay even give away Christianity entirely, and
may leave the marriage. There are so many thingsthat
can break arelationship, and sinful human beingsare
only too likely to find them. The blessing of marriage
comeswith risks, and requires constant, prayerful
effort — sometimes even that is not enough.

The Freedom of Singleness

Intheface of thefallenness of theworld and our call to
do God' swork inthese critical times, we can beginto
appreciate why being single, inthewords of the
Apostle Paul, might be better. Both thejoysand the
sorrows of marriage cause Christiansto be concerned
about the things of the world, not the things of the
Lord (1 Cor. 7:32-33). Marriageties Christiansto this
worldinstead of leaving them freeto look to the next.
Married people are called uponto live for the new
creation just as much as single people— but they will
find agreat many more distractionsthat take their
minds away from thisgoal. Paul describesthem this
way: “their interestsaredivided” (v. 34a).

We congratul ate people when they get married, and
soweshould, for it samarvellousblessng—but it's
good also to remember Paul’ sdown-to-earth attitude.
Far from congratul ating couples, healowsmarriage as
aconcession, and urges peopleto avoiditif possible
that they might be*freefrom concern” (v. 32) and
have“ undistracted devotionto the Lord” (v. 35).

Therewill, of course, bedifficult timesduring
singleness. Itishard to face grief alone, and grief will
come, evento the single person. Parents, brothersand
sisterswill die. Accidentsand illnesswill happen.
Sometimesyou just want abig hug and there’ sno one
thereto giveit. Coming hometo an empty house,
making meals by yourself, and not having anyoneto
talk with can be overwhelming at times, pushing the
single Christian to hisutter limit.

However, on balance, the practical benefits of
singlenessfar outweigh the practical problems; wejust
findit hard to seethem. Itisvery distressing to see
single people bitter, angry and torn up by their single
dtate, for if they only opened their eyesthey could find
great advantagesin being single. We need to recognise
these things— not in ahedonistic and selfish way, but
just to appreciate that singlenessisablessingina
complicated world.

Pragmatically, staying single meansbeing ableto
accept invitations or go placeswithout therestrictions
of someone else’ stimetable. It means, probably, having

more money to spend asyou wish. It givesmoretime
for going out, pursuing hobbies, and catching up with
friends.

Without viewing these asfreedomsto aid usin our
pursuit of pleasing the Lord (v. 32), they would be
rather selfish reasonsto stay single. There can also be
very sdlfish reasonsfor getting married. Consider your
truereasonsfor desiring marriage. Isit becauseyou
want to serve your spouse and giveyour lifeto hisor
her welfare? Or have you accepted society’ sdecreethat
alifewithout sex isnot worth living? Perhapsyou are
conscious of your lack of social statusasasingleand
want ahandy partner for all those socia occasions?
Examineyour heart carefully and seeif your desiresare
truly conformed to those of our heavenly Father.

Jesushasrisen, and wearecdled upontolivefor
Himinadifficult and fallen world. Thisdoes not mean
that wemust besingle, or must get married. It doesmean
that we must make our decisionscarefully, based on
what we know to betrue, not on what we are deceived
intobelieving. Any lifewill havetrias, but let’ sbe
redigtic; isbeing singlereally that much moredifficult
than being married? Our work isthe same: to serve
God, to glorify Him and make Him known to others.
Thegrest gift of sSinglenessisbeing given so many more
opportunitiesto carry out our commongoal. =

Kirgten Birkett worksfor Matthias Media aseditor of
kategoriaand haswritten several books. LoisHagger is
currently sudying at atheol ogical collegeand has
ministered towomen at university aswell asequipped
women for minigry.
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Jensen continued frompage 1

of teaching, asdo most studiesin advertising and
publicrelations. Also, therelativism of today’s
postmodern thought is positive about all statements—
all statements, that is, except negations! Theideology
of amulticultural society requires positivity about
alternative views and frowns upon any communication
that threatensthe fragile peace that has been
established between communities.

Second, the current climatein religiouscircles
favorsaffirmative preaching. Coursesin pastoral
counseling point to the advantages of non-judgmental,
positive communication. Pastors haveto perform. The
key to evaluation isno longer God' sjudgment on the
last day (1 Cor. 4:1-5) but the growth in congrega-
tional numbers, budget and buildings. Leadersinthe
church aretempted to belike modern politicians,
leading by following the popular sentiments expressed
insurveysand polls.

Third, the pastor’ s own congregation often pushes
him to preach affirmatively. These churches do not
choose ministersto change them, but rather those
who will confirm them in their current beliefsand
practices. Thereisafeedback system at work. The
affirmative preacher is affirmed by the congregation
into greater affirmation in his preaching, whilethe
negative preacher is constantly negated out of
preaching negatively. There are hardly any attempts
these daysto negate affirmative preaching or to affirm
negative preaching. Our sinful desiresto bewell-
thought of by people encourage usto think well of
them and speak positively to them. The pressure on
pastorsto maintain what is already there— and
thereforeto preach positive sermonsthat unite all
partiesin the congregation — ismassive. Thesinful
hearts of the preacher and the congregation seek
pleasant, peaceful thingsthat will confirm themin
their sinfulnessrather than remind them of
judgement and challenge them to repent.

Advantages of Affirmative Preaching

Even though wefacethese pressures, thereare
advantagesto affirmative preaching. The affirmative
preacher rightly reflectsthe generous graciousness of
our God and Savior and of the Gospel we preach.
Thereissomethingill-fitting to the Gospel of Graceto
see amean-spirited negative preacher denouncing
everything and everybody.

Evangdligtically, the affirmative preacher being more
inclusivein hislanguage, content and manner will be
appreciated by alarger and wider audience. Hiswidth
of appeal makesit easier for the congregation to invite
all sortsand conditions of mento hear the message.
When people comethey arelesslikely to be offended
by trivial, minor and irrelevant issues asthe preacher
will be more attuned to confirm them in their present
position.

Pastorally, the more affirmative preacher will
establish and devel op relationshipswithin the
congregation that will enable himto minister privately
to people. The non-confrontational, non-judgemental
attitudesfrom the pul pit increase peopl€’ sopennessto
talk about problems, issues and sinfulness, knowing
that the preacher is sympathetic and supportive.

Disadvantages of Affirmative Preaching

Over time, however, people cometo understand that
the preacher who isaways positive cannot be trusted
with thetruth. He may make you feel good, but heis
not addressing thereal issues of life. The public
relationskind of saccharine preacher isfirst loved,
believed and trusted, then questioned, doubted and
finally despised.

The positive preacher findsit very difficult to change
rolesin private counseling to say anything negative.
Peoplewho cometo him will not expect to hear the
truth, but to be confirmed in their opinions. Being
negative about atopic when speaking to acongregation
isconsiderably easier than being negativeto aperson
about hisbehavior privately and face-to-face.

Affirmative preaching encourages ministersto be
“men pleasers’ (Gaatians1:10). | cannot recall
publicly speaking against Roman Catholicism without
being criticized — even though asaProtestant, |
should be expected to be critical of Roman Catholicism.
Y et whenever | make even asmall positive mention of
Rome, | am always commended by people.

Woe unto you, said Jesus, when all speak well of
you and blessed are you when men revile you and say
all manner of falsehood against you because of me.
Rejoice and be glad for thisishow they treated the
prophets of old and because your reward inthe
kingdom of heaven will be great (cf. Matthew 5:11—
12). Thesewords are not necessary for thosewho are
called to preach a popular message, but for thosewhose
task islikely tolead to unpopul arity.

Biblical Evaluation

The outcome of an action should not beignored, but
Christians ought to make decisions based on the
rightness of the action, not onitsoutcome. The
rightness of an actionisrevealed in the Scriptures.

Because God isthe author of Scripture and the
Creator of theworld, we can expect theright actions,
revealed in Scripture, to have the best outcomein
God' sworld. Sometimesthe outcomeswill belong-
term rather than immediate. Sometimesitisonly in
eternity that wewill be ableto see the outcomes or the
value of the outcomes.

In preaching we areinstructed by God to speak “the
very wordsof God” (1 Peter 4:11). Thesewordsfrom
God are sometimes negative and sometimes positive.
Thefaithful preacher will deliver bothin proportion. As
itisthe negativethat currently needsreinstating in our
culture, let uslook at that side of the Bible' steaching.
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First, wemust notethebiblical evidencefor negative ~ Advantages of Preaching Negatively
preaching. It wasthefa se prophetsin Jeremiah’ sday The power and clarifying effect of the negativeiswhy
who preached “ peace, peace” when therewas no peace. preacherstoday must also preach negatively. For some
I saiah’ stask in preaching wasto confirm peoplein the yearswe haverun University missionsunder thetitle
judgment that was coming upon them. Nathan was not “Know Christ, Know Life.” Itisauseful punfor we
affirming King Davidwhenhesaid, “ Y ou arethe man!” arealso ableto preach on“No Christ, No Life.”
It was Paul who had to contend with Peter and even Most people patiently patronizethe positive
Barnabasover thetruth of the Gospel by opposing Peter  expression (Know Christ, Know Life). They feel glad
to hisface. It wasour Lord Jesus himself who preached that knowing Christ has been such apositive
woes, warned people of coming divison that hewas experiencefor usthat wefeel now intouch withlife
bringing, and called upon peopleto hate even their itself. They have had the same experience through
closest family members. Remember, Jesuswastheone Buddhaor transcendental experience or even golf.
who introduced theword Gehenna(i.e., “hell”). However, when we preach the negative they become
Second, we need to note that certain key concepts angry, because we are confronting them with the Thepreacher
areby their very naturenegative. Theclassicexampleis  claimsof Christ. The negative proclaims moreclearly
repentance, since it meansthe denunciation and that without Christ thereisno life. Thuswe make
renunciation of our present and former lives. Itisto clear what we mean when we say that with Christ we must not J ust
say noto yourself aswell astaking up the crossand know life.
following Jesus. Paul described his settled evangdlistic In an age of postmodern relativism any assertionis
ministry interms of declaring “to both Jews and believed, but the hardest onesto accept are negatives. mm |y)($
Greeksthat they must turn to God in repentance and When all viewsareegually valid, negative views push
havefaithinour Lord Jesus’ (Acts20:21). the relativism into the absurd — from which some )
Just as becoming aChristian requiresthis negative peoplerecoil. idol atry but
action of repentance, so growing and going onasa But itisnot just evangelistic preaching that needs
Christian requires negating ourselves. Beingled by the  to benegative. Christians need to be warned about the
Spirit of God requiresall Christiansto “put to death dire consequences of continuing in sin. Some alsodenounce
the misdeeds of thebody” (Romans 8:13), asour dying ~ evangelicalsbelievetheoreticaly insin, but aretoo
with Christ also requiresusto“put todeath ... whatever ~ naive and trusting about human naturein practice. .
belongsto our earthly nature” (Colossians 3:5). How does thisresponsibility to preach “the itandwarn
Mortification is negative, painful work, but onewhich negative” affect our preaching on manhood and
will bring forth great joy. womanhood? ) )
Thi rd?the prgachejr rz]ust preach in such away asto Intoday’ scultural climate, it isimportant that othersagaingtit.
negate the sinful, worldly, and self-determining preachers, especially pastors, havethe courageto
patterns of fallen humanity. Not in theway of the addresstheissueasit appearsin the Scriptures. We
world, but by divine power he must fight, demolish must not avoid the potentialy divisive passageslike PHILLIP JENSEN

strongholds, and take every thought captiveto Christ
by demolishing argumentsand every pretension that
setsitself up against the knowledge of God (cf. 2
Corinthians 10:4-5). The preacher must not just
personally fleeidolatry but also denounceit and warn
othersagainst it. The prophets of old used sarcastic
mockery to ridiculeidolatry. The overseer isnot only
to exhort in sound doctrine, but a so to refute those
who contradict (Titus 1:9).

The preacher iscalled upon to use the Word of God
intheway it wasintended, which includes negative
preaching. Since God’ sword teaches, rebukes, corrects
and trainsin righteousness, so the preacher must teach,
correct, rebuke and trainin righteousnesswith great
patienceand care.

Fourth, thereisthelogica power of the negative
found in thetext of Scriptureitself. Sothemore
powerful part of thewords of Jesusisnot Hisclaim
that Heistheway, the truth and the life, but that there
isno other way to the Father except through Him. Or
to say that somebody should be born againisnot as
strong asto say that no one can see the kingdom of
God unlessheisborn again.

1 Timothy 2 for the sake of holding the congregation
together and causing no offence.

Inparticular, itiscritical that preachersnegatethe
feminist worldview asit collideswith biblical truth.
Thismust be done both in terms of theworld outside
the church and in terms of theinroads that feminism
has made amongst Christian people. To only preach
those aspects of the rel ationship between men and
women wheretheworld and the Bible agreeis
seriously to distort not only the Bible asawhole but
alsothevery passageswherethereisagreement —
because they comein the context of aBiblewhichis
quiteaiento feminism.

Negative preaching isnot everything and isnot to
be encouraged as an expression of personality, but it
doesneed agood deal of affirmation, in order that it
might return to itsrightful place amongst those who
would speak the very words of God. =

Phillip Jensenismarried to Helen and hasthree adult
children. Heiscurrently Anglican Chaplaintothe
University of N.SW and Rector of . Matthias Anglican
Church, Centennial Parkin Sydney, Australia.
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“If the Son Shall Make You Free. . .”
JESUS AND THE LIBERATION OF MENANDWOMEN
By Peter G BoLt
hilethe movement towardstheliberation of United Nations Human Rights Committee“if Austra-
Wwomen iswell underway, many within the lian laws can be shown to violate the guarantees set out
movement wish to pressfurther. Though inthe Covenant. Here, the claim would bethat the [ F] aninigdsare
some seemto befairly disillusioned about achieving religious exemptions under the Sex Discrimination Act
much more, others continueto work aggressively breach the guarantee of non-discrimination on the
toward amore completeliberation.t grounds of sex set out in the Covenant.”® ur gi ng theuse
At the present time somefeministsare urging the Courtney Howland (senior fellow, International
use of the blunt instrument of International Law Rule of Law Center and scholar-in-residence, The
againgt religious groups who promote any distinction George Washington University Law School) smilarly of theblunt
between men and women. They consider that the arguesthat religiousfundamentalism, which shefinds
“liberty and equality rights” of women should belong in Buddism, Christianity, Hinduism, Islam and
amongst the*human rights_ and fun_damental free- Judai_sm, _i saparticular threat to the* liberty and instrument of
doms’ protected by the United Nations Charter of equality rights’ of women. A statethat allowsa
1948. If suchamoveissuccessful, thenthosewho hold  religiousbody to subordinate women or “that crestesa
tothebiblical portrait of male-femalerelation— a zone of autonomy for religion to impose such religious |nternational
view which | will call Biblical Relationalism— will be laws upon women, isin violation of the Charter.”*
amongst those targets whose beliefs and practiceswill
be declaredillegal at the bar of International Law. Against Feminist “Fundamentalism” Lawagainst
After discussing thismove, | will attempt to show Jean Curthoys, until recently alecturer in philosophy
that this attack upon orthodox doctrine springsfrom at Sydney University, hastaken issuewith her feminist o
feminist fundamentalism. Against theassumptionthat  colleagues over the nature of their argumentation. rd IgIoUSgroups
Biblical Relationalismisadavery fromwhich women Although shewasresponding inthefirst instance to
need to beliberated, the article then showshow this Bodyjamming (acollection of essaysfrom thosewithin
pattern of rel ationshi ps between men and women Australian academic feminist circlesinreactiontoa who promote
actualy flows out of the great freedom that can be book by Helen Garner, aprominent Australian author
enjoyed in Christ and promotes the common good of intrigued by gender relations), her criticisms apply . . .
society. Sincethe United Nations protectsreligious more broadly to feminist argumentation such asfound any digtinction
belief and practice, and encourages every personto in Charlesworth and Howland.®
pursue what isfor the common good, it isapity that Curthoys maintainsthat feminist theory foundin
feminist fundamentalists seek to useits political power Bodyjamming “isnot just poor theory, but . . . itis betweenmen
against those who are explicitly protected by it. pseudo-theory, by which | mean that it violatesthe
norms of reason. . . . Thisviolation iseffected by
No Exemptions for Churches conceptual moveswhich transfer the burden of proof and wormen.
In February 2000, Hiliary Charlesworth, professorand ~ from evidence and argument onto the alleged political
director of the Centrefor International and PublicLaw  character of thetheory but which concesal that transfer
at the Australian National University, an international within amaze of confusions.”® Perer BoLT

lawyer with Roman Catholic roots, argued that
International Law should be used as part of the
strategy to prevent church practiceswhich assumethat
men and women are different.

Dueto previoussuccessful lobbying, Australian
churches enjoy exemption from certain aspects of the
Sex Discrimination Act that protects, for example, the
beliefsand practices of those churcheswhich still only
ordain suitable males. Thisexemptionis problematic,
according to Charlesworth.

Aswell asusing all thenormal meansof political
lobbying, Charlesworth thinksthat Australian women
should also “ useavailableinternational remediesto
argue against the exemptions.” 2Under the Optional
Protocol to the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights, Australians cantake acasetothe

Sincethe book isfilled with “ unsubstantiated claims
about what Garner purportedly maintained,” and
makes almost no appeal to evidence or reason, the
conclusionisclear. We should accept the conclusions
of Bodyjamming because of the“ specid capacity for
insight of the author and/or their standing asan
established intellectual.” Itissimply an appeal to
authority which “ settlestheoretical questionsonthe
basisof political loyalties.””

Because politicsthereby replacesreason, and
becomesthe* concealed criterion of truth,” argumenta-
tion suffers. Curthoys demonstratesthisby referenceto
“the most popular themein contemporary academic
feminism,” namely, the patriarchal dualismsof Western
thought. Here, confusion arisesfrom three central

Continued on next page
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moves: (1) the assertion that Western thought is
dominated by “dualisms’; (2) the assertion that
dualismsarehierarchical and patriarchal; and (3) the
conclusion that aradically new form of thought is
required, namely, feminist theory.®

To establish thegoverning role of duaisms,
attention isdiverted from the content of the dualisms
totheform. Listsof dualismsare simply presentedin
order to show their governing role. Thedualismsare
then declared to be patriarchal, an easy way to dispose
of ideaswithout ever having to meet them.® Curthoys
showsthat this second move relies upon confusion.
Thedilemmaisthat fault must be found with the
binary form, which isabsurd, for asalogical formitis
simply and awaysneutral. Thefinal resultisthatitis
“feminist thought,” with its* sexing of language,” that
providestherefuge against confusion. Thethree moves
lead to “feminismitself asthearbiter of intellectual
worth.” %0

Thus, feminism hasbecome authoritarian, akind a
fundamentalism. “ The transformation of radical
movementsinto authoritarian ones— their corrup-
tion, in short — ismarked by the fact that they cease
acting on the basis of morality and reason but rather
set themselves up asthe measure of the good and the
true. At that point their intellectual and moral claims
become fraudulent, amere disguisefor the attempt to
exercise unjustifiable power.” ! The danger at the
moment isthat this* unjustifiable” power isseekingto
usethe strength of the United Nations against any who
does not hold to the agenda set by feminist theory.
Feminist fundamentalism isnow pitted against what it
deemsto bereligiousfundamentalism.

The “Fundamentalist” versus Feminist
Fundamentalism

This present article by no means seeksto defend all
“fundamentalisms’ inall religions. Howland lumps
enough groupstogether to enable her to portray
“fundamentalism” asthefount of all kinds of evil, but
too many to enable any insight into the real people
concerned. However, sincethisarticleassumesa
Biblical Relationalism that proposesthat men and
women are complementary, on thiscriterion aloneit
would place the author under Howland' s“fundamen-
talist” label.

Rather than seeking to expose all thefallacies
present in the arguments of our international lawyers,
thisarticle seeksto answer what seemsto beafunda-
mental attitude problem for both Howland (more
stridently) and Charlesworth (moremoderately). Both
authors assume what seemsto be an inescapabl e part of
feminist thought, namely, that the pattern of male and
femalereationshipsfoundin Biblical Relationalismis
adavery from which women need to be liberated.

Thiswould be agreat surpriseto the biblical
writers. They would seethat the“liberation” being

offered to women by today’ sfeminismisthedavery
fromwhich they need to berescued. The New Testa-
ment presentsits own pattern of relationships as part
of aglorious new freedom that isfound in Christ.

Pairs and Freedom

In New Testament times, people knew what it wasto
beadave or to beafree person. Jesusdrew upon the
institution of davery in Histeaching (e.g. Matt.
10:24-25; 13:27), and He wasin contact with slaves
(Luke 7:8,10) and slave owners (Matt. 8:9; John 4:51).
Although it isamatter of speculation asto whether
Paul himsalf used daves, hisletters, likethose of Peter,
show that he waswell acquainted with theinstitution
and itsabuses, and the famous case of Philemon reveals
that on at |east one occasion hewasinvolvedin acase
of returning arunaway slaveto hismaster. Asthe
Gospel penetrated every level of society, davesand free
“sat together” as part of the same Christian
congregation (1 Cor. 7:21-22; Col. 3:22-4:1; Eph.
6:5-9; 1 Tim. 6:1-2). Slavery was apart of the society
at large, aswell as part of the society of Christian
churches. The use of the metaphor of freedom was
thereforewell anchoredin these social relities.

Thepaired terms*” daveand free” appear inthe New
Testament alongside other pairsor dualisms. Thereare
different kinds of paired terms, however. Someare
given to show how far-reaching somethingis— a
“limiting pair.” By including two boundariesalong a
particular axis, these pairs can be used to show just
how inclusive somethingis: “ great and small,” “rich
and poor,” “ Jew and Greek,” “ circumcised and
uncircumcised,” or, to return to our topic, “ lave and
free” (cf. Gal. 3:28; 1 Cor. 12:13; Eph. 6:8; Col. 3:11,
Rev. 6:15; 13:16; 19:18).

But therearea so“relational pairs.” Theuseof these
termsimplies somekind of complementary relation-
ship exists between the two. Sometimesthese can be
symmetrical, such as“brothers,” “sisters,” and “fellow-
workers.” But at other times, they are*asymmetrical,”
that is, they cannot be reversed: “husband and wife,”
“parent and child,” “ mother-in-law and daughter,”
“master and slave,” and “ruler and citizen.”

Whereasthe“limiting pairs’ are used inthe New
Testament to show that all people have equal accessto
Christ (e.g., Gal. 3:28), these “relational pairs’ provide
how to live properly amongst other human beings—
how to behaveintheir social relations. The feminist
whorgectsall “duaisms,” riskslosing the New
Testament’ swisdom on how she might properly relate
to her fellow human beings.®®

Freedom in Christ

Because God did not spare His Son, but gave Him up

for usall, we can beassured of God’ sloveand Hiswill-

ingnessto finish what He has started (Rom. 5:1-11;

8:28-39). The Crossisthe source of trueliberation.
Paul warnsthe Galatians about allowing anyoneto

endavethem again, for Christ died to set them free (Gal.
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5:1). Jesustold the crowdsthat “ the truth shall set you al” (Mark 10:44), “to serve, and to give Hislifea
free” (John 8:32), and that the freedom brought by the ransom for many” (Mark 10:45).
Son of God was*truly freedom” (John 8:34). He We have been freed to become daves! But davery
explained that sinled humanity into being “homeless’ was no longer ametaphor |oaded with contempt, for
intheworld (cf. John 8:34-35). John' s Gospel shows Jesus Christ had transformed the metaphor when He
that Jesuscameto “liberate” from suchdavery—togive  died asaslave on behalf of humanity (Phil. 2:6-11).
usapermanent home (14:1-7), to bring eternal life The Christian life can now bedescribed as“ davery,” as
(3:16), and to raise people up onthe Last Day (6:40). long asitisunderstood along the lines of Jesus Christ.

Paul repeats these same themes. Wehavebeen The New Testament bringsto light the many
“freed fromsin” (Rom. 6:18), and “enslaved to horrendousforms of davery that existinthisworld. It
righteousness,” which isthe exact opposite of theway also points out that people can embrace aform of
it used to be (Rom. 6:20). And then, after adiscussion liberationthat isreally adeadly davery (e.g., Gal. 5:1,2
of the negative effects of thelaw when it meetssinful Peter 2:19; cf. Phil. 3:18-19). But when the metaphor
peoplelike ourselves (Romans 7), Paul declaresthat of “davery” isappliedtothe Chrigtian life, itisina Thisdoctrineof
“thelaw of the spirit of lifein Christ Jesus has set you highly paradoxical way. For this“davery” isfreedom,
freefrom thelaw of sin and of death” (Rom. 8:2). and freedom indeed.

Christ’ svictory on our behalf hasgiven usanew - i i
leaseon life. The Spirit of God liveswithinus,andour ~ Freedom to Serve i SJbJ ugatl L
livesaretransformed. Our rejection of God ledtoa Being set free by Christ from self-interest, we now
messed-up world (Rom. 1:18-31). The Gospel serve othersfrom genuinelove (Gal. 5:13). Service of i Stenmaj by
brought liberation from “the futile ways of lifeinher- othersfocuses upon their need to be saved and molds
ited from your forefathers’ (1 Peter 1:18; cf. 4:3-4), usinto being flexiblefor their sake (1 Cor. 9, esp. 19;
such asthe fornication and idolatry mentioned inthe 10:31-11:1). Inthisway, freedom leadsto aservice the notion of
apostolic decreesissued for the Gentiles (Acts 15:29). that can be described asbeing “adavetoal, that |
Thenew lifeof the Spirit leadsto alifestyle of free- might win themore” (1 Cor. 9:19).
dom, for thereisno law against thefruit of the Spirit Thisdoctrine of self-subjugation istempered by the (x]‘rﬂm‘e‘][anty
(Gal. 5:22-23). notion of complementarity. The Spirit of God has

But freedom from sin means much morethan this. gifted each person in someway, and this gifting isnot
Because His desath conquered “him who had thepower  for hisown self-aggrandizement, but for the benefit of Peren B
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of death,” He hasfreed usfrom our slavery to thefear
of death (Heb. 2:14-15). Jesus Christ has broken the
stranglehold of sin. Our worldisunder the wrath of
God, and thewages of sinisdeath (Rom. 6:23).
Because Jesus died and rose from the dead, welook to
our ultimate liberationin God' sgloriousfuture, but for
now we begin to experience the freedom from that
davery to sin that has now been broken. Even now our
lifeistransformed, aswe put on the resurrection life
(Rom. 6:12-14).

The Paradox

The paradox of Christian freedomisthat it leadsto
“davery.” Paul says, “ Though | am free with respect
toall, I have made myself aslaveto all” (1 Cor.
9:19). He placed this pattern before the Corinthians
(1 Cor. 11:1), the Romans (“we have been freed
from sin, and enslaved to God” ; Rom. 6:22), and
Galatians (“through love become slavesto one
another”; Gal. 5:13). Peter, likewise, callshisreaders
toliveas“slavesof God” (1 Peter 2:16). The
paradoxical nature of these sayingsis clear fromthe
sensethat the language of slavery isno longer strictly
correct, for we are adopted as God' s children (Rom.
8:15; cf. John 8:35-36). Any talk of slavery is
speaking “in humanterms’ (Rom. 6:19). The
paradox goes back to Jesus Himself, who spoke of the
first (i.e., in status) being thelast (i.e., of least
importance), and then used this paradox of Himself.
Hewasthe greatest, and yet He became “adave of

others. ThisisPaul’ stheory of ministry — aservitude
totheinterests of others, and astewardship that was at
work in the Christian community (cf. 1 Cor. 1-4).

Therisen Christ has equipped His Church for the
work of service (Eph. 4:11-12). Thevariousgiftsare
given to the Church — they belong to “us’, not to
“me”. They areto be used, when needed, for the sake
of the other person, to be exercised with enthusiasm,
appropriately, and governed by love (1 Cor. 12; Rom.
12; 1 Peter 4:8-11). In our freedom we are equipped,
so that we can have an impact on others, so that they
too might sharein that ultimate freedom at the
Resurrection Day.

Freedom to Serve in Society
Although Jesuslived with all the constraints of aman
in aparticular society, He operated by aview of redlity
that relativized human political structures, and enabled
Him to function with a certain freedom from them (cf.
Luke 17:26; John 18:36). Paul enjoyed this same sense
of being, freefrom obligation to others (e.g., 1 Cor.
9:1,19). The Christian’ sfirst loyalty isto the Kingdom
of God, not to the earthly kingdom inwhich he
belongs. Hewill be different from theworld around
him — in worldview, values, commitments, and
behaviors. This causesthe persecution of Christianity
fromtimeto time, for the State only toleratescivil
religion well, rather than the alternative commitment
necessary to Christianity.** But it does not mean that
Continued on next page
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Christianswill bebad citizens, for theduty to bea
good citizen isanother aspect of Christian freedom (1
Peter 2:16).

Because ChristisLord of thisworld, the freedom to
serve Christ extendsinto ordinary socid life. Weareto
live asfree people (1 Pet. 2:16), knowing that we have
only onemaster. Itisafact of history — evenif itis
not an argument to retain theinstitution of slavery —
that thosefirst-century slavesinthe New Testament
churches had found afreedom that enabled them to
transcend the social institution in which they lived.
They wereliberated by the knowledgethat their
ultimate master wasin heaven and they could serve
with their eyes on Him (Eph. 6:6-7; Col. 3:22-25;
1Tim. 6:1-2; 1 Peter 2:18-25). No matter what your
situationinlife, Christ freesyouto serve.

Freedom and Order

Serviceisrendered within our socid relations. Our
serviceisshaped, firgtly, by whowe are. If an elder, then
thereisan elder’ sroleinthe church (1 Pet. 5); if anew
convert, thereare certain responsibilitiesto avoid (1
Tim. 3:6); if further down thetrack, there are other
problemsto avoid (2 Tim.1:6-7). Itisalso truethat the
structureof serviceisdifferent for malesand femalesin
theNew Testament (cf. 1 Tim. 2:12).

Our serviceisshaped, secondly, by our “davery” to
thosewe serve. Because everything we have has been
giventousby God (1 Cor. 4:7), and al for the
common good (1 Cor. 12:7), therelationshipsin
whichwelive must necessarily shapeour service. Love
isto guide the use of what we have been given (Gal.
5:13; 1 Cor. 13), so that Christ’ schurch might be
strengthened (1 Cor. 12-14).

Thismeansthat our service must berendered inthe
context of aproper orderliness: “al thingsshould be
donedecently andin order” (1 Cor. 14:40). Our sinful
heartstell usthat freedom must befromall restraints (cf.
Gen. 3). The“freedom generation” that aroseinthe
closing decades of the twentieth century gradualy
crossed al boundaries. The post-modern world is|eft
with so many blurred edgesthat there seemto beno
more boundariesto cross. Aswe enter the twenty-first
century, our society provides much evidence of fragmen-
tation and disorder — theglorification of chaos. Butis
freedom from everything that orderslifetruefreedom?

TheBibletellsusthat God madetheworld an
orderly place, not achaos, so that it would be habitable
(Isa. 45:18-19). Sinisthe attempt to throw off God's
order. Thisisportrayed for usin Genesis 3-11. Here
boundariesare crossed, and, in particular, God's
creation order is overturned between man and
woman.” But when Christ setsusfree, wefind that we
arenow freeto livewithin God’ sorder onceagain.
Freedom does not imply disorderliness, spontaneity,
haphazardness, or smply an ad hoc responsivenessto
the ever-changing situation. Freedom from slavery to
sin, meansthat we are now permitted tolivein God's

way, according to plan, ordered by our Creator, living
by Hiswill. Itisinthisorderlinessthat wefind true
freedom.

So, for example, wefind that even tongues and
prophecy, the spiritual giftsthat are regarded by many
today asthe most spontaneous of gifts, areto be
exercised with due order: alimited number of speakers,
speaking in turn, with interpretation, and judged by
others (1 Cor. 14:26-33). Asiswell known, the same
chapter al so regulatesthe rel ations between women
and men in the congregation. Women areto ask
guestions of their husbands at home, rather thanin the
congregational setting, whileaprophecy isbeing
judged. Thisillustrates both the ordering of the
assembly, and the ordering between husband and wife.

A few comments on thisordering of the relations of
husband and wifearein order. First, thedualismis
neutral, describinga“relationa pair,” which shows
that we are created to berelated. Second, thisisan
ordered relationship. If using theterm * hierarchy” has
too many negative connotations, thenit can be
described more neutrally as* asymmetric” (i.e., theman
and woman are not reversiblein therel ationship). But
if we don't use hierarchy then something islost. When
human lifeisconsidered relationally, and human
beings are regarded as deeply interdependent, then a
hierarchy allowsaresponsibility for care.® Third, it
must also be stressed that thisordered relationshipis
amongst peopl e of equal value and statusin the eyes of
God, and oneinwhich thereisgenuine
complementarity (for weareal gifted for the common
good). However, thereisadefinite order and asym-
metrical responsibilities, for themale hasthe primary
responsibility of care, and thewomaniscalled upon to
respond to that care through submission. Fourth, itis
inthisorderly lifethat we serve. The Gospel freesusto
live according to the“order” that wefind not only in
age and station, but alsoin gender. Instructions can be
found for proper relationships between the elder and
theyounger, parent and child, master and slave, ruler
and citizen, and even the weak and the strong, aswell
asmen and women.

Service occurswithin these structures, as part of
these relationships. Our freedomin Christ will one day
issuein our ultimate freedom in the ageto come. In
the meantime, we have been freed to serve. This
ordering of human relationshipsisfor the common
good of men, women, the Church, and society.

Conclusion

The United Nations Declaration providesfor freedom
of religiousbelief and practice (Articles 2, 18), and also
theright and responsibility for all peopleto work
towardsthe common good (initsentirety).

Christianity isavoluntary movement, which people
enter freely, even women, and so it is protected by the
“right to freedom of peaceful assembly” (Article 20). As
amissionary movement, Christians have aways sought
to persuade peoplein both public and private arenasto
freely assemblewith us. The freedom of speech and
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opinion that allowsthisisalso protected by the
Declaration (Article 19). There have beentimesin
history when, inthe name of Christianity, power has
been used to coerce people, but thisisactually alapse
from the Christian way of gentle persuasion. Part of
thetask of Christianity inthisday and ageisto
persuade the world about the biblical patternsof male
and femalerelations. Thisbearsupon our church
practices (protected by Article 18), our family life
(protected by Article 12), our patterns of marriageand
family (protected by Article 16), and the specia care
and assistance afforded to mothers and children
(Article25), aswell associety, since“thefamily isthe
natural and fundamental group unit of society, and is
entitled to protection by society and the State” (Article
16.3). Christians, like any other group in society, have
thefreedom, and in fact, theresponsibility (Article
29.1) towork towardswhat they believeto bethe
common good, even using the appropriate channel s of
government (Article 21).

It isagreat indictment on feminist fundamentalism
that it losesfaith in reason and persuasion, and resorts
to political muscle against the Church. To attempt to
usethe UN Declaration against the freedoms of other
personsisexpressly against the Declarationitself
(Article30).

But thereisan even greater tragedy here. If femi-
nism managesto bring Biblical Relationalism before
the bar of International Law;, it will do so by tragically
misperceivingtheLord swaysas* chainsand shackles,”
when Biblical Relationalismispart of Christ’ sglorious
liberation for humanity. Christ istheway to true
liberation for both women and men. “If the Son shall
set you free, you shall befreeindeed” (John 8:36). =
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1. Though | have used the singular “movement,” | am well
aware of the great variety amongst feminists. See,
Kirsten Birkett, “Man as Woman. Perspectivesfrom
Feminist Anthropology,” inWWho Am|? Per spectiveson
Christian Anthropol ogy, ed. R. J. Gibson, Explorations
14 (Adelaide, Australia: Openbook, forthcoming). |
quote from the unpublished paper, with the author’s
kind permission, parts of which will be included in her
forthcoming book, The Essence of Feminism (Kingsford,
NSW: Matthias Media).
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12. | follow the suggestions made by Graham Cole,
“Ordination of Women in Evangelical Anglican
Perspective,” inPersonhood, Sexuality and Christian
Ministry, ed. B. G Webb, Explorations 1 (Homebush
West, NSW: Lancer, 1987), 77-78.

13. Once again, see the loss of womanhood and the | oss of
humanity identified by Kirsten Birkett, “Man as
Woman.”

14. E. A. Judge, “ The Beginning of Religious History,”
Journal of ReligiousHistory 15.4 (1989), 395, 402.

15. J. T. Walsh, “Genesis 2:4b-3:24: A Synchronic
Approach,” Journal of Biblical Literature96(1977),
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Thepublic
personacf
homosexuality
hasreceived
aconplete
mekeover,
whichhas
largdly taken
placethrough
thehard
workand
campaigning of
gayactivigs.

Tony PaynE

Payne continuedfrompage1

reporters. The presentation sometimes approachesthe
surreal, asthe commentatorsintroduce each float or
group in the parade and say something nice about
them: “ And now we have the Fetishist Society, wearing
their trademark black leather. They’ reasmall and very
tight-knit group, the Fetishists, but they do alot for
the community, and it’ slovely to seethem here
tonight...” and so on.

Accordingto primetimetelevision, what was
considered deviant thirty yearsago isnow aperfectly
normal and healthy part of the community. How has
our society changed to thisextent in such arelatively
short space of time?What hasdriven thisremarkable
transformation? In thisshort article, | want to consider
that question from just one angle— the angle of spin.

The Public Persona of Homosexuality
In many respects, the victories of the gay lobby over
the past thirty years have been PR victories.
Homosexuality isnot more prominent and “ normal”
today because of amassiveincreasein the number of
homosexual s (the best most recent studiesput the
figure at between 1 and 2% for men, and lessthan 1%
for women). Nor have there been any major scientific
breakthroughs or discoveriesthat might account for
theprocessof “normalization” that we have witnessed.
What has changed isthe portrayal of homosexuality
in public discourse— in newspapers, magazines, film,
and the electronic media. The public personaof
homosexuality hasreceived acomplete makeover,
which haslargely taken place through the hard work
and campaigning of gay activists. They have succeeded
inwinning to their cause the opinion shapersand
ideological gatekeepersof our community. Itishard to
think of ametropolitan newspaper or major media
outlet in Australiathat isnot positive towardsthe gay
agenda, and some quite militantly so.

The'70s

ThisPR triumph has had several landmarks. One of the
first wasthedecisonin 1973 by the American Psychiat-
ric Association to declassify homosexuality asatreat-able
disorder. Itisnow known that thisdecision wastakenin
large measure because of the behind-the-scenes activity
and funding of the National Gay Task Force. The
NGTF understood well that if the APA could be
persuaded to remove homosexuality fromitsbooks, an
important plank would belaid in the argument that
being gay was perfectly normal and acceptable, likeleft-
handedness. And soit proved to be.

It isworth noting, however, that in the 1970s and
early 1980s, thefocus of gay protest and PR was quite
different from what we are used to seeing and hearing
today. During the 1970s, the gay |obby wasinsistent
that homosexuality wasachoice, not abiological
given. Thekey phrasein policy formation and anti-
discrimination lobbying at thistimewas" sexual

preference,” not “sexual orientation.” In
information kits, policy documents and public
discussion, homosexuality was portrayed asan
alternativelifestyle choicethat could be
experimented with and chosen. As prominent
Australian gay activist of the period Dennis
Altman so succinctly put it, “being gay isa
choice.” Altman, and othersin the movement,
were alarmed at the prospect that if homosexuality
were seen as having abiological or even psycho-
logical “cause,” thenit could be bred out or cured.
Theactivists of ' 70s vehemently defended their
right to choose their form of sexuality, and sought
to persuade political parties and the mediato
support them in thisright.

The '80s

Inthemiddleto late’ 80sall thischanged, anditis
not unreasonableto suggest that the AIDScrisis
wasasgnificant factor. If homosexuality wasa
lifestyle choice, then AIDS represented aterrible
curse on thischoice, with wider health ramifications
for society asawhole. Theradical sexual choiceof
promiscuous homosexuality was no longer an
exciting free-love product that could easily be sold.
However, if gaynesswas not achoice but abiologi-
cal inevitability, then AIDS could becast asa
further terrible crossfor an aready stigmatised
minority to bear. The PR presentation of homo-
sexuality becamelessthehipandradical lifestyle
alternative, and morethebiological flipsideto
normal heterosexuality. Thecliché of theloving gay
couplein astablelong-term rel ationship became a
staple of gay publicity and aregular ingredient in
popular films(e.g., 4Weddingsand a Funeral ).

The gay lobby’ s own polling showed them that
thiswastheway to go. Their PR research told
themthat if ordinary people could be convinced
that homosexuality had an innate biological cause,
then they would be moreinclined to be tolerant of
homosexuality. AsKirk and Madsen arguedin
After theBall: How America Will Conquer its
Hatred of Gaysin the 1990s, the key to changing
peopl € sattitudes wasfirst to desensitizethem to
the “oddity” of homosexuality, to portray gaysas
normal people, “just like us.” The biological
argument was important for this, becauseit placed
gaysinthe category of a“normal” minority, like
left-handers or redheads, rather than asubversive
or radical minority, like skinheads or religious cult
members.

The '90s

Thewidely reported studies of theearly’ 90s, which
purported to show somekind of biological or genetic
“cause’ for homosexuality, werethusaboon for the
gay cause. It dlowed themto run hard with the
argument that being gay wassimply theway some
peoplewereborn, and that to deny or repressit was



FALL 2000

19

pointless. Moreover, if “ gayness” weresimply part of the
biological norm, thenit could not betreated in any way
asbeing harmful, dirty, sinful or deviant.

That these studieswere stringently criticized by
other scientistsin their fields as being poor methodo-
logically, and that the resultsfailed to berepeated in
subsequent experiments, never got in theway of agood
mediastory. “ Science discoversgay gene’ wasthe
headline.

Positive reporting and mediacoverage such asthis
has been critical to the gay lobby’ s PR success. The Gay
and Leshian Mardi Grasisacasein point. The
dominant mediahave been complicitinthe
“mainstreaming” of Mardi Gras, not only by the
publicity and coveragethey have givenit, but by their
reporting, year after year, of extraordinarily inflated
attendance figures. Despitethefact that it hasbeen
shown repeatedly that not more than 120,000 people
(at maximum) could physically occupy thefootpaths
and buildings along the parade route, parade
organizersannually claim that “more than 500,000”
people cometo witnessthe parade. Oneyear, thefigure
was 700,000. These exaggerationsaredutifully
repeated by the media, and assume an auraof truth,
thusfurther boosting the impression that
homosexuality isnormal, acceptable, and widely
approved of.

Broader Public Still Suspicious

Theinteresting question to pose, in light of thegay PR
victories, ishow much the attitudes of the broader
public have actually changed.

The strangething isthat accurate statistics
regarding the ordinary Australian’ strue opinions about
homosexuality arevery hard to come by. In researching
thisarticle, | scoured university librariesand databases
withlittle success. The only vaguely recent research|
could discover wasan opinion poll from 1992. It asked
two questions: “ Do you believeall Australian statesand
territories should remove lawsthat make sex between
consenting adults of the samesex illegal 7’ and “How
accepting areyou personally of peoplehaving
homosexual relationships?’

The picture which emerged wasthat afair propor-
tion of Australianswould liketo see homosexuality
decriminalized (45% said yes; 37% said no and 11%
didn’t know). However, the proportion who were " very
accepting” of homosexual relationships remained much
smaller (only 12%; 39% were only “ somewhat
accepting” and 38% were*“not at all accepting” of
homosexual relationships).

What thispoll suggests, and what anecdotal contact
with ordinary Australianswould confirm, isthat many
more peopl e remain suspicious and intolerant of
homosexuality than the barrage of positivegay PR
would suggest. In other words, agreat many
Audtraliansdon’t want to see gays|ocked up for what
they doin private, but they wouldn’t want their son to
be oneeither.

Stand Strong

What doesthismean for usas Bible-believers?
Primarily, it meansthat we must not lose our nerve. In
theface of themedia, it istempting to believe that
everyoneispro-gay and that we are the last pathetic
minority to havethe dightest misgivings. Thisisnot
the case. Asthe Bibleitself would suggest, people know
deep down that homosexuality isnot normal or right.
That perceptionisstill abroad in our community to
some significant extent. We may not think itis, aswe
watch our nightly news, go to the moviesand read the
newspaper — but we must remember that theillusion
of reality which the mediarepresentsisjust that, an
illusion. Theworld that the mediaprojectsasthe“real
world” isahighly edited and tightly controlled con-
struction, shaped by all sortsof forcesand values. Itisa
painting, not awindow.

The normalization of homosexuality in our society
has been aPR triumph, but it largely existsinthe
manufactured world of mediastoriesand newspaper
editorials. Thisdoesnot mean that thisvictory isnot
important or significant. Public perceptionshave
changed to some extent, and will continueto do so.
But we must not change our message, nor be afraid to
proclaimit. Some Christian leadershave sadly
succumbed to the spin, accepted the normal cy of
homosexuality, and “ gone off message.”

Let usresolve not to follow them. We must
continueto tell thetruth, not only becauseit isthe
truth, but also because only the truth, in the end, will
set peoplefree. =
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TheDanversStatement
AFFIRMATIONS

Based on our understanding of Biblical teachings, weaffirmthefollowing:

1. BothAdam and Evewerecreatedin God'simage, equa before
God as personsand distinct in their manhood and womanhood.

2. Distinctionsin masculine and femininerolesare or-
dained by God as part of the created order, and should find an
echoin every human heart.

3. Adam’s headship in marriage was established by God
before the Fall, and was not aresult of sin.

4. The Fall introduced distortionsinto the rel ationships
between men and women.

« Inthehome, the hushand' sloving, humble headship tends
tobereplaced by domination or passivity; thewife' sintelligent,
willing submission tendsto bereplaced by usurpation or servility.

* Inthe church, sin inclines men toward aworldly love of
power or an abdication of spiritual responsibility, andin-
clineswomen to resist limitations on their roles or to neglect
the use of their giftsin appropriate ministries.

5. The Old Testament, aswell asthe New Testament, mani-
feststhe equally high value and dignity which God attached to
theroles of both men and women. Both Old and New Testa-
ments also affirm the principle of male headshipin the family
and in the covenant community.

6. Redemptionin Christ aimsat removing the distortions
introduced by the curse.

* Inthefamily, husbands should forsake harsh or seffish leader-
shipand grow inloveand carefor their wives; wivesshould
forsakeresistanceto their husbands’ authority and grow inwill-
ing, joyful submissiontotheir hushands’ leadership.

* Inthe church, redemptionin Christ givesmen and women
anequa shareintheblessingsof sdvation; nevertheless somegov-
erning and teaching roleswithin the church arerestricted tomen.

7. Inall of life Christ isthe supreme authority and guide
for men and women, so that no earthly submission—domes-
tic, religious or civil—ever impliesamandate to follow ahu-
man authority into sin.

8. In both men and women aheartfelt sense of call to ministry
should never beused to set aside Biblical criteriafor particular
ministries. Rather, Biblical teaching should remainthe authority
for testing our subjective discernment of God' swill.

9. With half the world's popul ation outside the reach of
indigenous evangelism; with countless other lost peoplein
those societiesthat have heard the gospel ; with the stressesand
miseriesof sickness, malnutrition, homelessness, illiteracy,
ignorance, aging, addiction, crime, incarceration, neuroses,
and loneliness, no man or woman who feelsa passion from
God to make His grace known in word and deed need ever
livewithout afulfilling ministry for the glory of Christ and
the good of thisfallen world.

10. Weare convinced that adenial or neglect of these prin-
cipleswill lead toincreasingly destructive consequencesin our
families, our churches, and the culture at large.

Thisstatement of affirmationsmay be reproduced without change
andinitsentirety for non-commercia purposes
without the prior permission of CBMW.

Quoted and Quotable

he wise woman builds her
house, but the foolish tears
it down with her own hands.
Proverbs14:1 (NAS95)

hat is called matriarchy
issimply moral anarchy,
in which the mother alone
remainsfixed because dl the
fathersare fugitive and
irresponsible.
G. K. Chesterton,
The Everlasting Man

formsof homosexudity

areof asmilar nature,
in thet they are not just homosexu-
dlity but a philosophic expresson.
One mugt have understanding for
thered homophile' s problem. But
much modern homosexudity is
an expression of the current denid
of antithesis. It hasledinthiscase
to an obliteration of the digtinc-
tion between man and woman.
Sothemdeand thefemdeas
complementary partnersare
finished. Thisisaform of homo-
sexudity whichisapart of the
move-ment below the line of
despair. But thisisnot anisolated
problem; it isapart of theworld-

ack inthestudy, | asked
'Solzhenitsyn about hisre-
lations with the West. He knew
that things had gone wrong, but
had no intention of making any
gpologies “Instead of sedluding
mysdf hereand writing TheBig
Whed, | supposel could have
gpent time making mysdif likeble
totheWest,” hesad. “The only
problem isthat | would have had
to drop my way of lifeand my
work. And, yes, itistrue, when |
fought the dragon of Communist
power | fought it a the highest
pitch of expresson. The peoplein
the West were not accustomed to
thistone of voice. Inthe Wes,
one must have abalanced, cam,
soft voice; one ought to make sure
to doubt onesdif, to suggest thet
onemay, of course, be completely
wrong. But | didn’t havethetime
to busy mysdf withthis Thiswas
not my main god.”
TheNew Yorker,
Feb. 14, 1994, p. 74

And thisisan examplethat
is worth noting, that the
city, which was the abode and
seat of wisdom, the fount of al

extremefolly, so that they
might be awarning to al
generdtionsthat dl the
acuteness of thehuman
mind, aided by learning
and teaching, is nothing
but foolishness, wheniit
comes to the Kingdom of
God.... The vanity of
humanwisdomishere
branded by the Spirit with
eternd dishonor, becausein
the placeit had its chief
sedt, theredarknesswas
thicker, idolatry was most
rampant, and Satan had
more freedom to drive the
mindsof menincircles
with hiscapers.
John Calvin,

CommentaryonActs17:16

I tisasad casethat

good (pastors and
elders) should settle them-
selves solongin the con-
stant neglect of so great a
duty (as church discipline).
The common cry is, “Our
people are not ready for it,
they won't bear it.” But,
isn'tit rather the fact that

Spirit of the generation which the arts, the mother of human- you will not bear the
surroundsus. ity, surpassed all the othersin trouble and hatred which
FrancesA. Schaeffer, blindness and madness. ... And itwill occasion?
TheGodWhoisThere  thereis no doubt that God al- Richard Baxter,
lowed the Atheniansto fall into TheReformed Pastor
NONPROFIT
ORGANIZATION

BEr ]tk

U.S. POSTAGE PAID




