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Preface (2006)

Aconservative backlash against radical feminism has reverberated through pop
culture during the last twenty years; simultaneously, egalitarianism has been
steadily encroaching to where it is now the cultural norm. Two decades ago few
would have believed that American women today (some of them mothers and
wives) would be fighting in the American armed forces in the deserts of Iraq.
Although there are occasional protests against this newly regnant egalitarian-
ism—even at the secular level—there is no question that the culture is predomi-
nantly egalitarian. Against this backdrop, the re-release of Recovering Biblical
Manhood and Womanhood: A Response to Evangelical Feminism (RBMW) is
most timely, and it will continue to serve a vital role in shaping current evangel-
ical attitudes about gender roles in the church and home.

While evangelical complementarians have delivered an impressive body of
exegetical and theological argument, from the Danvers Statement in 1987-1988,
to the RBMW in 1991, and to Wayne Grudem’s Evangelical Feminism and
Biblical Truth in 2004, there has been a continuing erosion of commitment to the
church’s classic understanding of what the Bible teaches about male-female role
relationships. An increasing number of evangelical publishers (once bastions of
conservatism regarding gender roles) are publishing books from a feminist per-
spective, and some of them now refuse to print anything that assumes or advances
complementarianism. Likewise, well-regarded campus ministries have adopted and
implemented functionally egalitarian patterns of ministry, and many evangelical
faculties, even in the most conservative of institutions, promote egalitarianism.

Sadly, perhaps the most significant factor in the weakening of biblically
defined roles in marriage, family, and the church is the teaching and practice
within a growing number of evangelical congregations. Ministers are embracing
egalitarianism; they no longer believe or teach what the Bible says about male and
female roles. Among those ministers who continue to believe, a large number
assume that gender distinctions are not of vital importance; consequently, their
congregations follow the culture rather than the Bible. Increasing numbers of men
entering the ministry have little or no formal training, so they lack a thorough
grasp of biblical teaching so as to equip their officers and congregations with the
truth.

As a result, there are complementarians conceding their biblical stance on the
issue, wittingly or unwittingly. Some conservative evangelicals are serving in
denominational settings where the battle over women’s ordination was fought
years ago; they tend to see this as an issue of the past. These leaders believe our
challenge is to empower women to serve more broadly and visibly, thereby
unleashing the fetters in which the church has wrongfully bound them. They say
that as long as women are not ordained to the pastorate, or maybe to eldership,
Scripture is being obeyed. They claim that women can do anything in the church
that non-ordained men can do, as if that secures a biblical view and answers all
the practical matters relating to the ministry of women in the church. Still other
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evangelicals are looking for a middle ground between evangelical egalitarianism
and complementarianism. Unfortunately, all of these proposals so far appear to
be nothing more than a repackaging of egalitarianism.

It is clear that the upcoming generation has not been introduced to the
church’s time-honored understanding of the Scriptures on matters pertaining to
gender roles. To this new generation we must stress that complementarianism is
cause for celebration rather than apology because it provides the relational
framework in which men and women experience covenantal privileges and
responsibilities. Both men and women are image bearers of the living God
and equals before the cross. When male and female live and work together as
God intended, there is nothing more beautiful, satisfying, delightful, and God-
glorifying—a truth to be lived and celebrated, shouted from the rooftops, and
proclaimed in the streets.

By contrast, egalitarianism cannot come to grips with the unique creation of
man as male and female, and its upholders assert that there is no legitimate dif-
ference between men and women in the home and church, at least not one that
allows for male spiritual leadership. As a result, egalitarianism devalues God’s
creation design and redemptive calling of women. It fails to do justice to the dis-
tinctions that exist between the sexes and wrongly equates any acknowledgment
of role distinctions with inequality and discrimination. Wise pastors, godly
Christian women, and many others involved in ministry realize that preaching,
teaching, and discipleship must promote a practical embrace of biblical woman-
hood in the local church.

We can make headway by emphasizing to our congregations the important
distinction between masculinity and femininity. However, such distinction will
further erode if the church continues to devalue it. Additionally, we must promote
healthy, heterosexual, monogamous marriages. In order for this to happen, the
church must make biblical application to contemporary marriage. Teaching and
learning the biblical distinctions in our mutual marital responsibilities and ways
of relating is essential. Contrarily, egalitarianism is part of the disintegration of
marriage in our culture, whether explicit or implicit, witting or unwitting.

We must also lead Christian women toward a joyous embrace of godly, male
leadership in the church as we simultaneously direct their men toward a self-
denying, other-serving embrace of the leadership role. For this to happen, minis-
ters and other church leaders must teach what the Bible says about qualified
church leadership, even amidst the opposing claims of egalitarians, which are
becoming more pronounced and histrionic. They often view the exercise of male
leadership as domination or abuse, so bravery is required when addressing the
Bible’s teaching on male-female roles and functions in the home and church.
Meanwhile, many evangelicals have been stung by accusations of chauvinism; as
a result, they want to placate the culture’s suspicion of male clergy. They desire
to reach a hostile culture and are afraid of alienating it with unpopular views.
Such evangelicals believe the biblical view but don’t preach and teach it, instead
doing their best to disguise it in church life. However, blurring distinctions by
means of covert androgyny will only further weaken our churches.

The current controversy necessitates a strong restatement of the comple-
mentarian position, mainly because Scripture is utterly clear on gender distinc-
tives in both home and church. It is never safe to act contrary to biblical teaching;
therefore, a Bible-embracing church will work to ensure that men and women in
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the congregation embrace it in its totality. Gender distinctives will be boldly,
clearly, and lovingly proclaimed from the pulpit, as well as discreetly and appro-
priately applied in the context of discipleship. When God-given distinctives are
denied, altered, or ignored, disaster occurs in marriages, families, and churches.
Blurrmg spousal roles can lead not only to marital failure but also to gender con-
fusion in children.

Another reason why complementarianism is vitally important to the spiritual
health of Christian congregations is the cultural transition confronting them.
Male-female role relationships, the definition of the family, homosexual rights—
all of these are bellwethers of our culture. These indicate a mega-shift from a
Judeo-Christian framework to a pagan worldview. Until about 1970, our culture
fed off the residue of traditional Christianity; since that time we have seen a dra-
matic and rapid shift to an essentially pagan ethos. Unfortunately, this ungodly
framework is being imported into the church by self-avowed Christian leaders
through their compromise on the subject of biblical manhood and womanhood.
Bruce Ware, professor of theology at Southern Baptist Seminary, says:

Today the primary areas in which Christianity is pressured by the culture to
conform are on issues of gender and sexuality. Post-moderns and ethical rela-
tivists care little about doctrinal truth claims. These seem to them innocuous,
archaic, and irrelevant to life. What they do care about, and care about with a
vengeance, is whether their feminist agenda and sexual perversions are toler-
ated, endorsed, and expanded in an increasingly neo-pagan landscape. Because
that is what they care most about. It is precisely here that Christianity is most
vulnerable. To lose the battle here is to subject the church to increasing layers
of departure and surely it will not be long until ethical departures (the church
yielding to the pressures, for instance, of women’s ordination to the pastoral
ministry) will yield to even more central doctrinal departures, like questioning
whether Scripture’s inherent teaching about manhood and womanhood renders
it fundamentally untrustworthy for the Christian life. I find it instructive that
when Paul warns about departure from the faith in the latter days, he lists first
“ethical compromises and the searing of the conscience” as a prelude to the doc-
trinal departures.!

Ware points out that ethical compromise is followed by doctrinal sellout. We
evangelicals care about doctrine; however, if we capitulate to the current ethical
reordering, doctrinal unfaithfulness is certain to follow. The church has been
called to counter and bless the culture, not to copy and baptize it. All too often
our churches reflect, rather than constructively engage, worldly culture. Perhaps
worst of all, many evangelical leaders claim that if we want to reach the lost, we
must become like them. This is a recipe for disaster. Dorothy Sayers refuted this
notion: “It is not the business of the church to conform Christ to men, but men
to Christ.”? That is precisely the challenge we face in this area of biblical man-
hood and womanhood. Will the church shape her values to the prevailing cultural
mores and norms, or will she positively impact and influence our culture?

At the core of this topic lies the fundamental issue of biblical authority. If we
write off, ignore, or distort the Bible’s teaching on gender roles, then we are bound
to do so with everything the Bible teaches. Indeed, the Bible is so clear on male-
female distinction that ministers find it challenging to uphold biblical truth from
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the pulpit, knowing what kind of reaction they may provoke in hearers who have
been steeped in a feminist culture. This is where the manhood-womanhood issue
becomes an issue of scriptural authority. Are we going to perform a hermeneuti-
cal twist when the Bible’s teaching makes us culturally uncomfortable, or are we
going to let the lion loose, let God be God, and let his Word speak and rule in
our lives? If we deny biblical teaching about manhood and womanhood, the pos-
sibility of a definitive interpretation is lost. If we can wrest egalitarianism from
the Bible, we can pervert it to say anything we wish.

Pagan ideas underlie evangelical egalitarianism, based, as it is, on ideas bor-
rowed from cultural feminism. Egalitarianism must always lead to an eventual
denial of the gospel. When the biblical distinctions of male and female are denied,
Christian discipleship is irretrievably damaged because there can be no talk of cul-
tivating distinctively masculine or feminine virtue. One can only speak of a vague
androgynous discipleship. But that’s not how God made us. We need masculine
males and feminine females in order to generate the kind of discipleship that
results in a commitment to complementarianism.

From the complementarian viewpoint, the gender controversy of the past
twenty years has revolved around faithfulness to the Bible. Such was the empha-
sis when RBMW originated fifteen years ago, and it is the emphasis underlying
this reissue of the book. We are reminded here of Paul’s letters to Timothy and
Titus and his exhortation to hold fast the Word and deal decisively with those
who undermine it. All too often, however, we are enticed by worldly substitutes.
When facing hardship, we are apt to seek a friend before turning to the Psalms.
When tempted to doubt God’s provision, we turn to human leaders before going
to the words of Jesus. When angry, we seek someone who will justify us rather
than the wisdom of Proverbs. Within us all is the tendency to turn to the unin-
spired books of men ahead of the inspired Book of God. This fleshly pull has
impacted how the current gender discussion is progressing. Complementarians
continue to articulate a compelling vision of God’s beautiful design for men and
women, yet much of this articulation amounts to no more than a defense against
the onslaught of new interpretations, definitions, and approaches from an egali-
tarian subset within evangelicalism.

Egalitarians often claim that we cannot look to the Bible to settle these types
of disputes; rather, we should look to church history or elsewhere. Most of the
new egalitarian arguments are rooted outside of the Bible and instead seek cred-
ibility through history, archaeology, and manipulation of original Bible language.
Each of these arguments is an attack on one of the perfections of Scripture: its
authority, sufficiency, verbal plenary inspiration, and clarity. When these areas
are undermined, the inerrancy of Scripture is ultimately at stake. In 1978 the
Chicago Statement on Biblical Inerrancy issued this warning:

We are conscious too that great and grave confusion results from ceasing to
maintain the total truth of the Bible whose authority one professes to acknowl-
edge. The result of taking this step is that the Bible that God gave loses its
authority, and what has authority instead is a Bible reduced in content accord-
ing to the demands of one’s critical reasonings and in principle reducible still
further once one has started. This means that at bottom independent reason
now has authority, as opposed to Scriptural teaching. If this is not seen and if
for the time being basic Evangelical doctrines are still held, persons denying the
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full truth of Scripture may claim an Evangelical identity while methodologically
they have moved away from the Evangelical principle of knowledge to an unsta-
ble subjectivism, and will find it hard not to move further.?

Many of those leading the egalitarian movement continue to profess a high
view of Scripture and a trust in the total truthfulness of the Bible, even while their
practice contradicts their profession. Paul’s charge to Timothy, “guard the good
deposit” (1 Tim. 6:20), is what keeps complementarians in the battle and gives
us the impetus to encourage one another to stand firm. So much is at risk in this
debate: the health of the home and church; the way in which we understand the
Christ-church paradigm; how we apply God s Word to the Christian life; and the
way we raise masculine sons and feminine daughters.

In the middle of all of this, Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood
is still the bedrock text. The subtitle, A Response to Evangelical Feminism, con-
tinues to fit simply because the biblical arguments for complementarianism are
the same. Unbiblical interpretations will come and go, but the Bible will maintain
the same clear and consistent message of God’s good design for men and women.
That is why many of the evangelical feminist arguments have changed in the last
decade whereas the complementarian defenses have not. This is why the book you
hold in your hand will be a valuable resource for decades to come, and it is our
prayer that many in the body of Christ will embrace God’s design for men and
women, and that homes and churches will be strengthened as we yield ourselves
to the Word of God.

J. Ligon Duncan, Ph. D. Randy Stinson, Ph. D.
Senior Minister, First Presbyterian Church Executive Director
Jackson, MS Council on Biblical Manhood
and Womanhood
Chairman of the Board, Assistant Professor of Family
Council on Biblical Manhood and Gender Studies
and Womanhood Southern Baptist Theological Seminary

Adjunct Professor of Theology
Reformed Theological Seminary
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Acontroversy of major proportions has spread through the church.

It began over 20 years ago in society at large. Since then an avalanche of fem-
inist literature has argued that there need be no difference between men’s and
women’s roles—indeed, that to support gender-based role differences is unjust
discrimination. Within evangelical Christianity, the counterpart to this movement
has been the increasing tendency to oppose any unique leadership role for men in
the family and in the church. “Manhood” and “womanhood” as such are now
often seen as irrelevant factors in determining fitness for leadership.

Many evangelical Christians have defended this position in writing. They
include Letha Scanzoni and Nancy Hardesty (1974), Paul Jewett of Fuller
Seminary (1975), Richard and Joyce Boldrey of North Park College (1976),
Patricia Gundry (1977), Berkeley and Alvera Mickelsen of Bethel College and
Seminary (1979), Catherine Clark Kroeger (1979), E. Margaret Howe of Western
Kentucky University (1982), Gilbert Bilezikian of Wheaton College (1985), Aida
Spencer of Gordon-Conwell Seminary (1985), Gretchen Gaebelein Hull (1987),
and many others, in articles, lectures, and classroom teaching. Although they have
disagreed on details, their common theme has been the rejection of a unique lead-
ership role for men in marriage and in the church.

Yet these authors differ from secular feminists because they do not reject the
Bible’s authority or truthfulness, but rather give new interpretations of the Bible
to support their claims. We may call them “evangelical feminists” because by per-
sonal commitment to Jesus Christ and by profession of belief in the total truth-
fulness of Scripture they still identify themselves very clearly with evangelicalism.
Their arguments have been detailed, earnest, and persuasive to many Christians.

What has been the result? Great uncertainty among evangelicals. Men and
women simply are not sure what their roles should be. Traditional positions have
not been totally satisfactory, because they have not fully answered the recent
evangelical feminist arguments. Moreover, most Christians will admit that
selfishness, irresponsibility, passivity, and abuse have often contaminated “tradi-
tional” patterns of how men and women relate to each other.

But the vast majority of evangelicals have not endorsed the evangelical fem-
inist position, sensing that it does not really reflect the pattern of Biblical truth.
Within our churches, we have had long discussions and debates, and still the con-
troversy shows signs of intensifying, not subsiding. Before the struggle ends, prob-
ably no Christian family and no evangelical church will remain untouched.

We have edited this book in the hope that it might lead to a constructive solu-
tion to this controversy. Our secondary purpose is to respond to evangelical fem-
inist writings like those mentioned above—hence the subtitle, A Response to
Evangelical Feminism. We consider these authors to be brothers and sisters in
Christ, and we have endeavored to respond to them in sincerity and love. Yet we
also consider their essential position to be wrong in the light of Scripture, and ulti-
mately harmful to the family and the church. Therefore we have tried to respond
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to them in detail and with clarity, and we have in many cases attempted to show
that their interpretations of Scripture are simply not persuasive, and should not
be accepted by Christians.

But our primary purpose is broader than that: We want to help Christians
recover a noble vision of manhood and womanhood as God created them to be
—hence the main title, Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood. Our
vision is not entirely the same as “a traditional view.” We affirm that the evan-
gelical feminist movement has pointed out many selfish and hurtful practices that
have previously gone unquestioned. But we hope that this new vision—a vision
of Biblical “complementarity”—will both correct the previous mistakes and
avoid the opposite mistakes that come from the feminist blurring of God-given
sexual distinctions.

We hope that thousands of Christian women who read this book will come
away feeling affirmed and encouraged to participate much more actively in many
ministries, and to contribute their wisdom and insight to the family and the
church. We hope they will feel fully equal to men in status before God, and in
importance to the family and the church. We pray that, at the same time, this
vision of equality and complementarity will enable Christian women to give
wholehearted affirmation to Biblically balanced male leadership in the home and
in the church.

Similarly, we desire that every Christian man who reads this book will come
away feeling in his heart that women are indeed fully equal to men in personhood,
in importance, and in status before God, and, moreover, that he can eagerly
endorse countless women’s ministries and can freely encourage the contribution
of wisdom and insight from women in the home and church, without feeling that
this will jeopardize his own unique leadership role as given by God.

On an even deeper level, we hope that every woman reading this book will
come away saying, “I understand much more fully what it means to be a woman,
and I am thankful that God made me a woman, remarkably different from a man,
yet immeasurably valuable in God’s sight and in His plan for the world.” And we
hope that every man reading this book will come away saying, “I understand
much more fully what it means to be a man, and I am thankful that God made
me to be a man, remarkably different from a woman, yet immeasurably valuable
in God’s sight and in His plan for the world.”

If that happens, then perhaps the path will be opened for clearing away much
confusion, for diffusing much frustration over male-female relationships, and for
healing many of the heartaches that smolder deep within millions of men and
women who have been the victims of a society without direction on how to under-
stand our wonderful gift of sexual complementarity.

A brief note about terms: If one word must be used to describe our position,
we prefer the term complementarian, since it suggests both equality and beneficial
differences between men and women. We are uncomfortable with the term
“traditionalist” because it implies an unwillingness to let Scripture challenge tra-
ditional patterns of behavior, and we certainly reject the term “hierarchicalist”
because it overemphasizes structured authority while giving no suggestion of equal-
ity or the beauty of mutual interdependence.

Twenty-two authors from many denominational backgrounds contributed to
this book, and it is inevitable that not every author would agree with every detail
in the chapters written by the other authors or by the editors. Where there are
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occasional differences in details, we have attempted to call attention to that fact
in the notes, and we must say here that the positions advocated in the chapters
are those of the individual authors. Yet the authors share a common commitment
to the overall viewpoint represented in the book, and in every case the editors felt
that the chapters were consistent with the position endorsed by the Danvers
Statement published by the Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood in
1988 (see Appendix 2). It is commitment to that position that has guided the
inclusion of articles in the book.

Many people have helped in correspondence, typing and editing, and com-
piling the indexes and we wish especially to thank Debbie Rumpel, Carol
Steinbach, Mary Morris, Tammy Thomas, Noél Piper, John O. Stevenson, Eric
Hoehn, Caren Hoehn, and E. Calvin Beisner for their accurate and tireless help.
Lane Dennis of Crossway Books has been an eager supporter of this project from
the start, and Fieldstead and Company provided an early and generous grant that
enabled the project to get off the ground. We also acknowledge with apprecia-
tion the responsible, solidly Biblical work of several evangelical scholars whose
earlier books defended a view compatible with the one represented here, especially
George W. Knight III (1977, 1985), Susan T. Foh (1979), Stephen B. Clark
(1980), and James Hurley (1982).

The Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood has sponsored and
endorsed this as its first book project, and we are grateful for the support of the
Council in this work. (A list of Council members appears in Appendix 2.)

Most of all, we want to thank our wives, Noél Piper and Margaret Grudem,
who have faithfully supported us in this work and in their prayers, and who have
for many years of marriage (22 and 21 years, respectively) been partners with us
in the exciting task of discovering more and more the true nature of Biblical man-
hood and womanhood, in all its fullness and joy. For this we thank God, the giver
of every perfect gift, to whom alone be glory.

John Piper and Wayne Grudem
January, 1991

NOTE ON HOW TO USE THIS BOOK:

We do not expect that many people will read a book of this length from cover
to cover. The book is arranged so that people can read first the chapters that
interest them most. Those who want an overview of the book may read chap-
ters 1 and 2. Those interested in discussion of specific Biblical texts can turn
to chapters 3-11, while theological questions are treated especially in chapters
12-14. Specialized studies (from history, biology, psychology, sociology, and
law) are found in chapters 15-19, and questions of practical application are
treated in more detail in chapters 20-25. Finally, in chapter 26 we give a care-
ful response to the statement issued by Christians for Biblical Equality, and
then try to put the whole controversy in perspective and express our hopes for
the future.




Foreword

For Single Men and Women
(and the Rest of Us)

Jobn Piper

e know you are there—almost sixty million of you in America. And we are

listening. One of the most important things we have learned is that we do
not know what it is like to be single in America today—at least not the way you
know it. Margaret Clarkson made this very plain to us:

Because married people were all single once, they tend to think that they know
all there is to know about singleness. I suggest that this is not so; that there is a
vast difference between being single at 25 or 30, with marriage still a viable pos-
sibility, and being single at 45 or 50 or 60, with little or no prospect of ever
being anything else. Singleness has a cumulative effect on the human spirit
which is entirely different at 50 than at 30.!

What I would like to do in this foreword is try to let single people do as much
of the talking as possible—people like Jesus and the Apostle Paul and some con-
temporary men and women who serve in the single life. This way we will be lis-
tening and speaking at the same time. I realize I am going to filter all of this
through my happily married lens. It is futile in one sense for me to write this chap-
ter, except that I do not put it forward as something definitive about the single
experience today, but as a call to married folks to listen and a statement to sin-
gle folks that this book and this issue have to do with you, even though many of
its chapters deal with marriage. Enough singles have read this foreword already
to let me know that some things I say hit the nail on the head and some things do
not fit their experience at all. My hope is to listen closely enough and speak truly
enough that married and single people will be helped along in the conversation.

We also pray that in the process there will be tremendous encouragement and
challenge for your faith and ministry. We believe the vision of manhood and
womanhood in this book is utterly relevant for single people. Why this is so will
become clear before we come to the end of this foreword.

We hear at least eight important theses on singleness when we tune in to Jesus
and His contemporary single followers.?

xvii
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I. Marriage, as we know it in this age, is not the final destiny of any
human.

My mother was killed in a bus collision near Bethlehem in Israel in 1974. She was
fifty-six years old and had been married to my father for thirty-seven years. As
the grief began to heal, God gave my father another wonderful wife. I rejoice in
this. But it has caused me to take much more seriously the words of Jesus to the
Sadducees concerning marriage in the resurrection. They told Jesus about a
woman who was widowed seven times. “At the resurrection,” they asked, “whose
wife will she be?” Jesus answered, “When the dead rise, they will neither marry
nor be given in marriage; they will be like the angels in heaven” (Mark 12:25).

This is important to me because it means my father will not be a bigamist in
the age to come. Why? Because in the resurrection, marriage as we know it will
not exist. This has profound significance for singleness in this life. It means that
if two wives will not be one too many, then no wives will not be one too few. If
love in the age to come is transposed into a key above and beyond the melody of
marriage in this life, then singleness here will prove to be no disadvantage in eter-
nity.

In fact, there is some warrant for thinking that the kinds of self-denial
involved in singleness could make one a candidate for greater capacities for love
in the age to come. No one has left anything for the sake of the kingdom, says the
Lord Jesus, who will not receive back far more (Matthew 19:27-30). Many
unmarried people have strengthened their hands with this truth. For example,
Trevor Douglas, a single missionary with Regions Beyond Missionary Union,
working in the Philippines among the Ifugao people, wrote in 1988:

In the end, however, Christians know that Jesus will more than make up for
every cost incurred by being a single male missionary. As I have applied his
promises in Matthew 19:27-30 to myself, I see a tremendous exchange taking
place in eternity. The social cost of not fitting in a couple’s world will be
exchanged for socializing with Jesus around his throne. I’ll trade the emotional
cost of loneliness and the family hurt for companionship with new fathers,
mothers, and families. I'll exchange the physical cost for spiritual children. And
when ’'m snubbed, I love to think of eternity and the privilege of going from
the last of the gospel preachers to the head of the line. The rewards are worth
everything.’

Il. Jesus Christ, the most fully human person who ever lived, was not
married.

In 1987, I wrote an editorial for the Minneapolis Star-Tribune during a volatile
controversy over advertising condoms on television.* The concern of the networks
was to help curb the spread of AIDS. My basic point was: “In the act of endors-
ing protection from disease, the ads also endorse its cause, namely, sexual promis-
cuity.” T said that the claim that condoms make for “safe” sex betrayed an
incredible naiveté about human nature.

My argument went like this: “Personhood is deeper and more significant than
what is physical. Only a superficial view of personhood says we will be ‘safe’ if
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we can avoid a disease while pursuing acts that Western civilization has over-
whelmingly called immoral and that the Bible indicts as dishonoring to our cre-
ator. . . . Not only the Biblical teaching but also the testimony of human
conscience in varied cultures around the world have said for centuries that extra-
marital sex and homosexual activity are destructive to personhood, to relation-
ships and to the honor of God, who made our sexuality to deepen and gladden
the union of man and woman in marriage.”

You can imagine that this did not go unchallenged. I got a letter from one
young man who spoke for a certain group of single people when he said, “My
girlfriend and I have lots of good sex together. We think your ideas are repres-
sive leftovers from the Victorian era that make people neurotic and miserable. We
think our sexuality is part of our personhood, and not to enjoy it is to be incom-
plete people. We have no intention of getting married to meet the expectations of
any puritans. And we think a life of slavery to virginity would mean being only
half human.”’

When I wrote back to this man, the centerpiece of my response was this: The
most fully human person who has ever lived, or ever will live, is Jesus Christ, and
He never once had sexual intercourse.

This can be powerfully liberating to single people who may think at times,
“This one thing I will never have, sexual relations, and in not having it I will not
be all I was meant to be.” To this thought Jesus, the virgin, says, “A student is
not above his teacher, but everyone who is fully trained will be like his teacher”
(Luke 6:40). We will always have mountains of truly human Christ-likeness yet
to climb, but sexual intercourse is not one of them. For He never knew it. And
He is infinitely whole.

The paradox we may feel in this is captured in the title of Luci Swindoll’s
book on singleness: Wide My World, Narrow My Bed. Single by choice at forty-
nine (when she wrote the book), she shows that the narrow path of the Son of
Man, who had no place to lay his head (not even on a woman’s shoulder), leads
into a wide world of wonder and freedom and joy and love.®

Cheryl Forbes illustrates how she and other single women and men have been
inspired by the “wideness” of Jesus’ single life:

Jesus is the example to follow. He was single. He was born to serve. . .. He
had deep friendships among all sorts of people—men, women, single, married.
That was his work, an intimate part of his ultimate mission of dying on the cross
for our sins. . . . His relationships with Mary, Martha, Peter, and the other dis-
ciples helped prepare him for his death. No one can love in the abstract. He
allowed himself to be interrupted by needy children, distraught fathers, hungry
men and sick women. . .. Jesus sought to make himself vulnerable.”

lll. The Bible celebrates celibacy because it gives extraordinary
opportunity for single-minded investment in ministry for Christ.

Paul said that he wished everyone could know the freedom for ministry that he
enjoyed as a single person (1 Corinthians 7:7). He went on to explain,
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I would like you to be free from concern. An unmarried man is concerned about
the Lord’s affairs—how he can please the Lord. But a married man is concerned
about the affairs of this world—how he can please his wife—and his interests
are divided. An unmarried woman or virgin is concerned about the Lord’s
affairs: Her aim is to be devoted to the Lord in both body and spirit. But a mar-
ried woman is concerned about the affairs of this world—how she can please
her husband. I am saying this for your own good, not to restrict you, but that
you may live in a right way in undivided devotion to the Lord. (1 Corinthians
7:32-35).

Many single people give thanks for this truth in their own lives. It seems to
come out most often in a cherished freedom for flexible scheduling and for risk-

taking. As a single missionary in Kenya, Rhena Taylor wrote:

Being single has meant that I am free to take risks that I might not take were I
a mother of a family dependent on me. Being single has given me freedom to
move around the world without having to pack up a household first. And this
freedom has brought to me moments that I would not trade for anything else
this side of eternity.®

Trevor Douglas similarly describes the freedom for risk that he has experi-

enced:

The first advantage [of being single] is that it’s best adapted to perilous situa-
tions. . . . In rugged life among primitive tribes, in guerrilla-infested areas, or
in disease and famine, the single man has only himself to worry about. . .. Paul
claims that being single and male best fits the “shortness” of the time. Doing
God’s work is a momentary thing. Advantages and opportunities come and go
very quickly. The single lifestyle enables one to get the most out of the time God
gives for his work. . .. One of my chief delights is that I don’t have to fit my
ministry around a family schedule. I don’t have to be home at a certain time
each night. My time is the Filipinos’ time.’

Douglas quotes one of his heroes, another single missionary with radical sin-

gle-mindedness, David Brainerd:

I cared not where or how I lived, or what hardships I went through, so that I
could but gain souls for Christ. While I was asleep I dreamed of these things,
and when I awoke the first thing I thought of was this great work. All my desire
was for the conversion of the heathen, and all my hope was in God."

A single friend at our church read this third point and responded like this to

balance the scales:

I believe that singles have flexibility in scheduling but are not totally free from
anxiety. While 'm happy to be free from balancing husband and family needs
and ministry, I must face other “practical” needs should Jesus tarry—retire-
ment, housing, finances, etc. The reality is that single women have to plan for
the future as singles. We must be good stewards with the resources we have,
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but studies show that women don’t earn the same salaries that men do for the
same tasks. And in ministry everyone earns less than in the secular world, but
it’s a choice that has been made, but that doesn’t mean I don’t feel the tension.

How do singles balance a career that requires more than forty hours a week
plus other outside commitments (continuing education, etc.) with the “extraor-
dinary opportunity for single-minded investment in ministry”? I think there will
be those singles who interpret this to mean that because they are not married
they are “expected” to devote every non-working hour to ministry— something
not expected from those who are married. I don’t think that is what you are
saying.

Unfortunately there are many in the church who reinforce this error in
thinking. This thinking can turn into an abusive situation. Singles can be guilted
and shamed into doing too much. I believe there must be a caution to singles
not to become “over-invested.” Singles must protect their spiritual, physical,
and emotional health as well as those who are married. Singles need to be
affirmed to take time to develop nurturing relationships (“family”).

IV. The Apostle Paul and a lot of great missionaries after him have
renounced marriage for the sake of the kingdom of God.

“Don’t we have the right to take a believing wife along with us, as do the other
apostles and the Lord’s brothers and Cephas?” (1 Corinthians 9:5). With these
words Paul shows that it was normal and permissible for him as an apostle to have
a wife. But he chose not to use this legitimate right (cf. 1 Corinthians 9:15). He
was the first of a long line of single men and women who have renounced mar-
riage for the sake of the gospel, as Jesus said some would: “For some . . . have
renounced marriage because of the kingdom of heaven” (Matthew 19:12).

This renunciation has, in most cases, required immense courage and devo-
tion to Christ. Ada Lum, a single woman working with International Fellowship
of Evangelical Students in Southeast Asia, told this moving story of devotion:

Flying from Rome to Munich I had warm fellowship with an attractive and spir-
ited nun. I learned this was her first visit home to Germany after thirty years as
a missionary. No wonder she was excited! I could also tell that she loved Christ
and had served him happily even through the war in the Philippines, where she
had been imprisoned in an enemy camp. We talked about our faith in Jesus
Christ and our walk with him. Then she showed me her plain gold ring on the
inside of which was inscribed, “Wed to Christ.” But there certainly was noth-
ing neurotic about her. She was refreshingly human!!!

Mary Slessor was doing work in the interior of Calabar, West Africa, at the
end of the nineteenth century and was deeply desirous of a companion. Her hope
centered on Charles Morrison, a man who was working with the mission on the
coast. They were engaged, but the mission would not allow him to transfer to the
interior because of his poor health. She would have to move to Duke Town. She
wrote:
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It is out of the question. I would never take the idea into consideration. I could
not leave my work for such a reason. To leave a field like Okoyong without a
worker and go to one of ten or a dozen where the people have an open Bible
and plenty of privilege! It is absurd. If God does not send him up here then he
must do his work and I must do mine where we have been placed. If he does
not come I must ask the Committee to give me someone else for it is impossi-
ble for me to work the station alone.'

With similar single-minded devotion to her calling, Lottie Moon broke an
engagement with a brilliant young scholar because he “adopted the Darwinian
theory of evolution.” Years later she said, “God had first claim on my life, and
since the two conflicted, there could be no question about the result.”!3

Elisabeth Elliot tells of a conversation she had with Gladys Aylward, mis-
sionary to China:

She had been a missionary in China for six or seven years before she ever
thought of wanting a husband. When a British couple came to work near her,
she began to watch the wonderful thing they had in marriage, and to desire it
for herself. Being a woman of prayer she prayed—a straightforward request that
God would call a man from England, send him straight out to China, and have
him propose. She leaned toward me on the sofa on which we were sitting, her
black eyes snapping, her bony little forefinger jabbing at my face. “Elisabeth,”
she said, “I believe God answers prayer! He called him.” Then, in a whisper of
keen intensity, “but he never came.”'*

One of the reasons the choice to be single can be courageous is that for some
it is the choice of very painful loneliness. Trevor Douglas illustrates this with a
story from one of his friends:

Perhaps loneliness takes the heaviest toll. At creation, God knew that man
needed companionship. The single male missionary forfeits that legitimate need
and embraces loneliness. I well remember how a fellow single missionary
brother poured out his heart to me. “Christmas is especially bad,” he said.
“That’s the hardest. Once I was invited to spend Christmas with a family, but
after I got there [ wished I had never gone. I felt like they were just trying to do
me a favor. I felt like an intruder. Next Christmas, I drove off in my car far
away, rented a motel room, and sat there and cried.”"

The courage to be single (and I realize that marriage requires its kind of
courage too) is not just found among missionaries. Many young men and women
in more ordinary circumstances have made incredibly hard decisions to avoid a
marriage they at first thought was right. Elva McAllaster writes a whole chapter
on such stories under the title “The Courage to Stay Single.” For example:

Mara had the courage. She was already wearing a diamond when she began to
realize that Larry’s moods were so unpredictable that, in spite of all the quali-
ties for which she adored him, he was not good husband material. Nor was he
ready to be a father. She thought of his moods—those black moods—and she
shuddered, and stood by her courage.'®
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Mervin had courage, too. He was already engaged, as a matter of fact,
when he began to feel ominous intensities of penned-in and nailed-down limi-
tation. He knew it would make him feel like sixteen varieties of a heel to break
the engagement, but he knew increasingly that Erma was wrong for him.
Wrong, wrong, wrong. When Erma nervously wanted the wedding to be sooner
than they had first planned, her insecurity liberated Mervin’s emotions, and his
emotions liberated his whole future—as he would now describe it.!”

The point is this: singleness has been a noble and courageous path for min-
istry ever since Jesus and the Apostle Paul chose it “because of the kingdom of
heaven.” It is no sign of weakness to want to be married. It is normal, and it is
good. The courage comes when you sense God calling you to singleness (for this
chapter of your life) and you accept the call with zeal and creative planning for
His glory.

V. The Apostle Paul calls singleness a gift from God.

“I wish that all men were [single] as I am. But each man has his own gift from
God; one has this gift, another has that” (1 Corinthians 7:7). In essence, Jesus
pointed to the same thing in Matthew 19:12 when He said, “The one who can
accept this should accept it.”

With the gift comes the grace to be chaste. Margaret Clarkson is right: “His
commands are his enablings.” She reminds the single person, after dealing with
her own single sexuality for more than forty years, that chastity is not only com-
manded but possible, year after year, as a gift from God. She quotes John White’s
Eros Defiled to make the point:

Just as the fasting person finds he no longer wishes for food while the starving
person is tortured by mental visions of it, so some are able to experience the
peace of sexual abstinence when they need to. Others are tormented. Everything
depends upon their mindset or attitude. The slightest degree of ambivalence or
double-mindedness spells ruin.

I cannot stress this principle enough. Neither hunger for food nor hunger
for sex increases automatically until we explode into uncontrollable behavior.
Rather, it is as though a spring is wound up, locked in place, ready to be released
when the occasion arises. And should that occasion not arise (and here I refer
especially to sex), [ need experience no discomfort.”'®

Single people do not always discover singleness as a gift at the beginning of
their journey. Ada Lum admits that it was a process for her to come to this place:

For a long time I did not consider that my single status was a gift from the Lord.
I did not resent it—to be frank, in my earlier idealistic period I thought that
because I had chosen singleness I was doing God a favor! But in later years I
was severely tested again and again on that choice. Then, through Paul’s words
and life and my subsequent experiences, it gently dawned on me that God had
given me a superb gift!"”

But single people are not generally treated as the bearers of a superb and spe-
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cial gift from God. They are sometimes treated as abnormal in the church. Perhaps
the only text people can think of is Genesis 2:18, “It is not good for the man to
be alone.” Conclusion: singleness is not good. Trevor Douglas candidly describes
the cost of being a single man in this kind of atmosphere:

Jesus admitted that singleness is costly, so much so that not everyone can endure
it. The obvious cost is the attitude that single men might be gay, or at least
slightly strange, and perhaps anti-female. Our North American society is struc-
tured definitely for couples. Not so the tribe of Ayangan Ifugaos among whom
I work. Although 99 percent of the men are married, they don’t look at the one
percent as weird. The social cost only hits me when I return home—in the
churches, among Christians, who, of all people, should know better.?°

Well, is it good or not good to be alone? If it is not good—not God’s will—
how can it be called a “gift from God”? How could Jesus, who never sinned, have
chosen it for Himself? How could Paul say it was a great asset for ministry?

Two answers: First, Genesis 2:18 was a statement about man before the fall.
Perhaps, if there had been no fall, there would have been no singleness.?! Everyone
would have had a perfectly compatible personality type for someone; people and
situations would have matched up perfectly; no sin would have made us blind or
gullible or hasty; and no great commission—no lostness, no famine, no sickness,
no misery—would call for extraordinary measures of sacrifice in marriage and
singleness. But that is not our world. So sometimes—many times—it is good for
a person to be alone.

But second, almost no one has to be really alone. That’s the point of the next
thesis. But let me include here another insight from another single person who
read this foreword:

I believe that Genesis 2:18 extends beyond the principle of marriage. As a gen-
eral rule, it is definitely not good for man (or woman) to be alone. God created
us to function within relationships. Most of the time, it will not be necessary
for the single person to be alone, even though the marriage relationship does
not exist. Many married people are very much alone emotionally. Sometimes
marriage keeps one from being alone, but not always.

VI. Jesus promises that forsaking family for the sake of the kingdom will
be repaid with a new family, the church.

“I tell you the truth, no one who has left home or brothers or sisters or mother
or father or children or fields for me and the gospel will fail to receive a hundred
times as much in this present age (homes, brothers, sisters, mothers, children and
fields—and with them, persecutions) and in the age to come, eternal life” (Mark
10:29-30). Many singles have discovered these hundreds of family members in the
body of Christ. It is often not their fault when they haven’t. But many have.
Margaret Clarkson’s large-hearted book, So You’re Single, is even dedicated “TO
MY MARRIED FRIENDS whose love and friendship have so enriched my life.”
She obviously found a “family” in many of the families in her life.

Dietrich Bonhoeffer, the German pastor who was hanged for conspiring to
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assassinate Hitler, was single. He knew the needs of single people for family, and
was moved, in large measure for this reason, to write his little book, Life
Together. He said simply, the single person “needs another Christian who speaks
God’s Word to him.”?? That is what the church is for.

Elisabeth Elliot comes at this need for family from another side, and asks,
“How may a single woman enter into the meaning of motherhood if she can have
no children?” She answers:

She can have children! She may be a spiritual mother, as was Amy Carmichael,
by the very offering of her singleness, transformed for the good of far more chil-
dren than a natural mother may produce. All is received and made holy by the
One to whom it is offered.?

This ideal is not a reality for many smgles But Jesus had a great vision of hun-
dreds of wonderful relationships growing up in the lives of single people who
choose the kingdom road of obedient singleness rather than accepting marriage
from an unbeliever. We who are leaders in the churches should open our eyes to
make the same discovery that Frank Schneider made:

For the first time in years of Christian service, we were aware of an affluence of
intelligent, capable, loyal, energetic, talented single adults who only wanted
someone to care enough to recognize they exist. Some lonely, some deeply hurt,
others very self-sufficient and quite in control, but all desiring fellowship in a
Christian atmosphere where they can feel they belong.?*

VII. God is sovereign over who gets married and who doesn’t. And He
can be trusted to do what is good for those who hope in Him.

Job speaks not just for those who had and lost, but also for those who never had,
when he says, “Naked I came from my mother’s womb, and naked I will depart.
The LORD gave and the LORD has taken away; may the name of the LORD be
praised” (Job 1:21). God rules in these affairs, and we will be the happier when
we bow before His inscrutable ways and confess, “. .. no good thing does he with-
hold from those whose walk is blameless” (Psalm 84:11). “He who did not spare
his own Son, but gave him up for us all—how will he not also, along with him,
graciously give us all things?” (Romans 8:32).

Margaret Clarkson’s personal statement of submission rings with the
strength that comes from bowing before the sovereignty of God:

Through no fault or choice of my own, I am unable to express my sexuality in
the beauty and intimacy of Christian marriage, as God intended when he cre-
ated me a sexual being in his own image. To seek to do this outside of marriage
is, by the clear teaching of Scripture, to sin against God and against my own
nature. As a committed Christian, then, I have no alternative but to live a life
of voluntary celibacy. I must be chaste not only in body, but in mind and spirit
as well. Since I am now in my 60’s I think that my experience of what this means
is valid. I want to go on record as having proved that for those who are com-
mitted to do God’s will, his commands are his enablings. . . .
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My whole being cries out continually for something I may not have. My
whole life must be lived in the context of this never-ceasing tension. My pro-
fessional life, my social life, my personal life, my Christian life—all are subject
to its constant and powerful pull. As a Christian I have no choice but to obey
God, cost what it may. I must trust him to make it possible for me to honor him
in my singleness.

That this is possible, a mighty cloud of witnesses will join me to attest.
Multitudes of single Christians in every age and circumstance have proved
God’s sufficiency in this matter. He has promised to meet our needs and he hon-
ors his word. If we seek fulfillment in him, we shall find it. It may not be easy,
but whoever said that Christian life was easy? The badge of Christ’s disciple-
ship was a cross.

Why must I live my life alone? I do not know. But Jesus Christ is Lord of
my life. I believe in the sovereignty of God, and I accept my singleness from his
hand. He could have ordered my life otherwise, but he has not chosen to do so.
As his child, I must trust his love and wisdom.”?’

Ann Kiemel Anderson gave poetic expression to what thousands of Christian
singles have discovered about the relationship of desire for marriage and devo-
tion to a sovereign God:

Jesus, if this is Your will,
then YES to being single.
In my deepest beart, i want to marry,
to belong to a great man;
to know that i am linked to bis life . . .
and he to mine . . .
following Christ and our dreams together . . .
but You know what i need.
if i never marry, it is YES to You.?°

VIil. Mature manhood and womanhood are not dependent on being
married.

This is why the rest of this book is relevant for single people, even when it is deal-
ing with marriage. The question every man and woman should ask earnestly is
this: “What does it mean to be a woman and not a man?” Or: “What does it mean
to be a man and not a woman? What is my masculine or feminine personhood
(not just anatomy and physiology)?” We are persuaded from Scripture that mas-
culinity and femininity are rooted in who we are by nature. They are not simply
reflexes of a marriage relationship. Man does not become man by getting mar-
ried. Woman does not become woman by getting married.

But it is clear that the form that a man’s leadership, provision, and protec-
tion take varies with the kind of relationship a man has with a woman—from the
most intimate relationship of marriage to the most casual relationship with a
stranger on the street. And the form that a woman’s affirmation of that leader-
ship takes will also vary according to the relationship. Mature femininity does not
express itself in the same way toward every man. A mature woman who is not
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married, for example, does not welcome the same kind of strength and leadership
from other men that she would welcome from her husband. But she will affirm
the strength and leadership of men in some form in all her relationships with wor-
thy men. I know this will need a lot of explanation. That is what I try to do in

Chapter 1.
The point here is simply to stress that for single people sexual personhood

counts. It does not first emerge in marriage. No one is ready for marriage who
has not discovered in practical ways how to live out his mature masculinity or

her mature femininity. Paul Jewett is right:

Sexuality permeates one’s individual being to its very depth; it conditions every
facet of one’s life as a person. As the self is always aware of itself as an “I,” so
this “I” is always aware of itself as himself or herself. Our self-knowledge is
indissolubly bound up not simply with our human being but with our sexual
being. At the human level there is no “I and thou™ per se, but only the “I” who
is male or female confronting the “thou,” the “other,” who is also male or
female.”

This is not dependent on marriage. Ada Lum illustrates this for single
women:

At any age the single woman needs to respect herself as a sexual being whom
God created. She is not less sexual for not being married. Sex has to do with
biological drive for union with one of the opposite sex. Sexuality has to do with
our whole personhood as a woman or a man. It has to do with the ways we
express ourselves in relation to others. It has to do with being warm, under-
standing, receptive sexual beings when we relate to another female or to a child
or to a man who is the least prospect for a husband! . . . I try to treat him as I
do my two brothers. I enjoy Leon and Dick. I respect them. I like to hear them
talk about masculine things in masculine ways. I am pleased when they treat
me thoughtfully. . .. With care and discretion a single woman can and should
be a real woman to the men around her.?®

Cheryl Forbes gives another illustration of one kind of feminine expression

as a single person:

To be single is not to forego the traditional “womanly” pursuits. Whether you
live alone or with a husband and children, a house or apartment is still a home
that requires “homemaking.” And marital status has nothing to do with the
desire for warm, comfortable, aesthetically pleasing surroundings. God gave
each of us a desire for beauty; it is part of our desire for him, who is loveliness
incarnate. Why should a single woman reject that part of her image as a crea-
ture of God? . .. I am a better and more imaginative cook now than I was five
years ago. I am free to experiment on myself and my friends. I have the time
and the money to entertain people around the dinner table, something I might
not want or be able to do if I cooked for a family three times a day every day.”

The point is that, married or single, your manhood or your womanhood mat-

ters. You dishonor yourself and your Maker if you disregard this profound
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dimension of your personhood. Our culture is pressing us on almost every side to
discount this reality and think of ourselves and each other merely in terms of a
set of impersonal competencies and gender-blind personality traits. It has the
appearance of promoting justice. But the failure to take into account the profound
and complementary differences of masculine and feminine personhood is like
assigning a truck driver the task of writing the choreography for two ballet artists.

Our prayer is that God will give to millions of single Christians in our day a
deep understanding and appreciation for their own distinct sexual personhood,
that Christ will be magnified more and more in you as you offer His gift of sin-
gleness back to Him in radical freedom from the way of the world, and that you
will grow deeper and deeper in joyful devotion (on the Calvary road) to the tri-
umphant cause of Jesus Christ.

I close this foreword with a final word of hope from a woman of deep insight
and long singleness. Margaret Clarkson looks back over a lifetime of singleness
and extends a hand to those just starting:

When Christian was crossing the River at the close of Pilgrim’s Progress, his
heart failed him for fear. He began to sink in the cold, dark waters. But Hopeful,
his companion, helped him to stand, calling out loudly, “Be of good cheer, my
brother; I feel the bottom, and it is good.” Then Christian recovered his faith,
and passed safely through the waters to the Celestial City.

If there are singles who find the waters of singleness dark and deep, who
feel, “I sink in deep waters; the billows go over my head; all his waves go over
me,” this is my message to you concerning singleness: “Be of good cheer, my
brother, my sister; I feel the bottom, and it is good.”?°
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Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Life Together, trans. John W. Doberskin (New York: Harper and
Row, 1945), p. 23.

Elliot, “Virginity,” p. 3.
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Endnotes to Chapter One

1.

~N O\ (a

(o)

10.

11.

Between November 1983 and May 1984 I carried on a debate concerning this issue with
my friends and former colleagues Alvera and Berkeley Mickelsen in our denominational
periodical, The Standard (of the Baptist General Conference). In these monthly articles I
tried to lay the exegetical foundations for how men and women are called by God to relate
to each other. The names of the articles are: “Male, Female and Morality” (November,
1983), pp. 26-28; “Satan’s Design in Reversing Male Leadership Role” (December,
1983), pp. 33-35; “Jesus’ Teaching on Men and Women: Dismantling the Fall, Not the
Creation” (January, 1984), pp. 32-34; “A Metaphor of Christ and the Church” (February,
1984), pp. 27-29; “Creation, Culture and Corinthian Prophetesses” (March, 1984), pp.
30-32; “The Order of Creation” (April, 1984), pp. 35-38; “How Should a Woman Lead?”
(May, 1984), pp. 34-36.

. The cassette tapes of seven sermons on manhood and womanhood can be ordered by

writing to Council on Biblical Manhood and Womanhood, P.O. Box 1173, Wheaton, IL
60189.

. Paul K. Jewett, Man as Male and Female (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Pub. Co.,

1975), p. 172.

. Man as Male and Female, p. 173. The reference is to Emil Brunner, Das Gebot und die

Ordnungen (Tuebingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1933), p. 358.

. Man as Male and Female, p. 178.
. Man as Male and Female, p. 187f.
. The teaching in 1 Peter 3:1-7 concerning the differentiation of roles is not based explicitly

on the order of creation, but neither is it based on convention. Rather it is rooted in the
example of “holy women who hoped in God” (v. §). Sarah is cited as an example of
submission, not because she complied with Abraham’s wish that she pose as his sister
(Genesis 20), which is the amazing example of submission we might have expected Peter
to use, but rather because she said “my lord” when speaking offhandedly to herself about
her husband. This seems to suggest that the root of Sarah’s submission was a deep
allegiance to Abraham’s leadership that expressed itself without coercion or public
pressure.

. This is developed and defended exegetically by Ray Ortlund, Jr. in Chapter 3.
. The limitation of this chapter is seen, for example, in that I will say very little about the

capacity of a woman to bear children, and the special role that she has in nursing and
nurturing them. Nor do I say anything about the man’s crucial role in nurturing healthy,
secure children. My focus is on the significance that manhood and womanhood have for
the relational dynamics between men and women and the implications of these dynamics
for the roles appropriate for each.

The fact that a Christian wife and church member, according to Acts 2:17, may
“prophesy” implies, at least, that she may often have ideas and insights that a wise and
humble husband and pastor will listen to and adopt. On women and prophecy see Wayne
Grudem, The Gift of Prophecy: In the New Testament and Today (Westchester: Crossway
Books, 1988), pp. 215-225.

This understanding of masculine responsibility will be developed, for example, from the
way God comes to Adam first after the fall, implying his special responsibility in the failure
even though Eve had sinned first. This accords with other pointers in the early chapters
of Genesis before the fall that God meant for Adam to have a special responsibility for
leadership (establishing a pattern of initiative) in relation to Eve. The sharing of initiatives
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