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Once an influential evangelical writer, Virginia Mollenkott now
blames what she calls “heteropatriarchy” for virtually all social ills,
including racism and classism. As a practicing lesbian she adds that
“compulsory heterosexuality is the very backbone that holds patriarchy
together.”!” She realizes that homosexuality will break that backbone.
“If society is to turn from patriarchy to partnership, we must learn that
lesbian, bisexual, and gay issues are not just private bedroom matters
of ‘doing whatever turns you on.” They are wedges driven into the
superstructure of the heteropatriarchal system.”!8

On a much less radical level, evangelical egalitarian feminism
makes a similar move. Gretchen Gabelein Hull, a board member of the
Council for Biblical Equality, speaks of the “sin of patriarchy”: “[To]
Christianize patriarchy is to end it and its abuses against women and
minorities.”!” According to Hull, one does not reform patriarchy in the
light of the Christian revelation of God as Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ;?° rather, one eliminates it! The end-result—where egalitarian
Christians refuse to go—is the elimination of the God of Scripture, the
great Patriarch from whom all families derive their name (Eph. 3:14).
The Jewish feminist Naomi Goldenberg implicitly fingers God the
Father, author of the Judeo-Christian Scripture, as the architect of the
patriarchal society. “We women are going to bring an end to God.”*!
How are they doing?

Sexual Deconstruction Through Feminism

The Curriculum Commission has recommended to the California
State Board of Education that homosexual couples be presented in the
public schools’ health curriculum as having an alternate acceptable
family lifestyle.?? Is it mere happenstance that liberalism’s conversion
to monistic spirituality coincides with major changes in sexual practice,

7Virginia Ramey Mollenkott, Sensuous Spirituality: Out from Fundamentalism (New York:
Crossroad, 1992), 12.

18]bid., 13.

Christians for Biblical Equality: Books, Reprints and Tapes Catalogue, August 1991. See also Rebecca
M. Groothuis, Women Caught in the Conflict: The Culture War between Traditionalism and Feminism
(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1994), who believes that patriarchy is the result of sin, which the
Bible progressively shows must be rooted out (115).

2Groothuis, ibid., 122 too denies the possibility that patriarchy can be reformed along
Christian lines.

21Naomi Goldenberg, Changing of the Gods: Feminism and the End of Traditional Religions (Boston:
Beacon Press, 1979), 5.

2(ood News, Etc. (July 1992), 3.



Sexual Perversion: The Necessary Fruit of
Neo-Pagan Spirituality in the Culture at Large 265

gender roles, and family structures? The sexuality of western civiliza-
tion has been deconstructed in just one generation. The role of women
has changed drastically, representing a mega-shift in the perceptions of
human sexuality. Feminism has opened doors to many other changes
as well. Oddly, not many are willing to consider feminism as a major
driving force of the neo-pagan ideal,? though the radicals do at every
occasion. For example, Naomi Goldenberg ties the feminist movement
directly to an attack on Judeo-Christian foundations: “. . . when fem-
inists succeed in changing the position of women in Christianity and
Judaism, they will shake these religions at their roots.”?* In 1971 when
she first met feminists she remembers thinking, “Such women will
change the world.”?

Liberal theology can run the gamut from the white, straight, male
Harvard professor of theology to the lesbian ecofeminist witch who has
severed all ties with biblical Christianity. But the twain do meet. Mary
Daly, who screams blasphemies on every page of her recent books pro-
moting witchcraft and erotic “spiritual” lesbianism, receives accolades
from Harvey Cox, respected liberal theologian and the Victor S.
Thomas Professor of Divinity at Harvard Divinity School. Daly dis-
misses the incarnation of the eternal Son as the “symbolic legitimation
of the rape of all women and all matter” and describes as “bull . . . the
apostles creed.”?® Cox considers her “a woman who makes a Big
Difference” of whom he is a self-styled “fan.”?’

Sexual Deconstruction Through Homosexuality

The proof of this mega-shift and of its radical implications is the
growing acceptance and power of the homosexual community,

2Few Christian books on the New Age broach this subject, so that great sections of the church
have been swept along by a more modified, sanitized form.

2Goldenberg, Changing of the Gods, 5.

>bid., 2. William Oddie, What Will Happen to God? Feminism and the Reconstruction of Christian
Belief (San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 1984), 11-15 makes remarks to the same effect.

26“Mary Daly in Cahoots with Jane Caputi,” in Mary Daly’s and Jane Caputi’s Websters’ First New
Intergalactic Wickedary of the English Language (Boston: Beacon Press, 1987), 78, 186.

»Donna Steichen, Ungodly Rage: The Hidden Face of Catholic Feminism (San Francisco: Ignatius
Press, 1991), 330. See Leila Prelec, “BC Campus Scene of Small Daly Protests,” National Catholic
Register, April 30, 1989, 1. See also Cox’s endorsement of Daly’s latest book, Outercourse: The Be-
Dazzling Voyage Containing Recollections from My Logbook of a Radical Feminist Philosopher (San
Francisco: Harper, 1992) in the 1992 Harper/San Francisco Catalogue Religious Studies, 17. This
book by Daly is a further promotion of ecofeminist erotic lesbian witchcraft. In 1988 Cox is sur-
prised by the reemergence of witchcraft (see his Many Mansions [Boston: Beacon Press, 1992],
195). Four years later he is the enthusiastic supporter of a witch/philosopher.
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which has many average citizens convinced that heterosexuality may
not be the norm. “We are no longer seeking just a right to privacy and
a protection from wrong,” says a leading spokesman for the move-
ment. “We have a right . . . to see government and society affirm our
lives.”28

The project is succeeding in modern-day America in spite of
the millions of Americans who oppose it. The boundaries move
every day. Today one of the major debates is the place of gay groups
on high school, junior high, and even elementary campuses.?”
When the Los Angeles Unified School District sponsored an end-
of-year prom for gay students, the news report tried to get readers
to believe there was nothing more natural for the progress of
American democracy than a teenage boy making himself a lace dress
to wear at that dance!®”

In academia, feminism and homosexuality have urged each other
to more and more radical positions, as the well-researched and finely
titled article “Coming Out Ahead: The Homosexual Movement in
the Academy” demonstrates.>! The author reports that “at many col-
leges, gay/lesbian/bisexual student associations are among the most
active . . . on campus, funded by student fees and by institutional funds
from the university’s Office of Multiculturalism.” He notes that at
Harvard each dorm has a designated gay tutor; at Columbia
University, the chairman of the English Department is committed to
“hiring, tenuring and working with” gay and lesbian scholars. Many
universities, including Stanford, the University of Chicago, the
University of Iowa, and Pitzer College, offer spousal benefits to
homosexual partners of faculty members.>?

2A speech by Jeff Levi in 1987 to the National Press Club in Washington, cited in Joseph P.
Gudel, “That Which Is Unnatural: Homosexuality in Society, the Church and Scripture,”
Christian Research_Journal (Winter 1993), 10.

See the article “Gay Rights Moves on Campus” on the front page of the L.A. Times (January
10, 1994).

3Ibid.

31By Jerry Z. Muller, Associate Professor of History at the Catholic University of America, in
First Things (August/September 1993), 17-24. “Most important in measuring the influence of
homosexual thought in the academy is its impact upon women’s studies, by far the fastest grow-
ing area within the humanities and social sciences, both institutionally and in terms of publica-
tions. It is estimated that there are now five hundred women’s studies programs, thirty thousand
courses, and fifty feminist institutes” (18). One of the leading ideas in academic feminism is that
lesbianism is the most “authentic form of feminism.”

*Ibid.
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Sexual Reconstruction: Androgyny, the New Spiritual Human
PAGAN ESCHATOLOGY

Many believe that the liberated woman may well be instrumental in the
realization of a unified humanity and a global religion. But doesn’t
feminism have to do only with social conditions and democratic rights?
What does it care about religion? Wrong. Feminists see themselves as
called to transform both society and religion. Roman Catholic theolo-
gian Paul Knitter is a thinker committed to the development of one
worldwide religion. He is also the general editor of the series Faith Meets
Faith whose recent offering is entitled After Patriarchy: Feminist
Transformations of the World Religions.>> This book argues that since the
“second class status, if not the outward oppression, of women . . . [is]
rooted in the theologies . . . of world religions,” it is feminism’s glob-
alized vision of gender and sexual liberation that will transform all the
world’s religions. At that point emancipation will be won for all. This
rosy religious future on earth will come about because a new and
higher form of humanity is in the process of taking control of the
planet.

This new spiritual human being is of indeterminate sexuality or,
in many cases, specifically homosexual. It should come as no surprise
that the revival of pagan religion in our day should be accompanied by
a stark reappearance of pagan homosexuality 3* In other words, homosex-
uality is not merely biological destiny (though many believe it is). Its
extension and acceptance are not merely the good and just applica-
tions of democratic and human civil rights (though most would see
it in that light). If the connection with pagan spirituality is correct,
homosexuality has a deeply religious component, whether or not any
particular homosexual is aware of it and whatever the causes of such
a lifestyle.3

A particular religious commitment is always accompanied by a par-

3Paula M. Cooey, ed., After Patriarchy: Feminist Transformations of the World Religions (Maryknoll,
NY: Orbis Books, 1991).

3#Much of what follows is drawn from my more scholarly article dealing with the same theme,
“Androgyny: The Pagan Sexual Ideal,” Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society (JETS)
(September 2000), 443-469.

35This can be seen in the apparently innocuous statement of a contemporary homosexual aca-
demic who aftirms “the fact that human sex is not a strictly binary category”—see Martti
Nissinen, Homoeroticism in the Biblical World: A Historical Perspective (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
1998), 12. From the fact of physical and sexual perversions, Nissinen actually argues for moral
and spiritual relativism.



268 BIBLICAL FOUNDATIONS FOR MANHOOD AND WOMANHOOD

ticular sexual theory and practice. One does not need to invent a scar-
let, conspiratorial thread to explain this unusual agreement. There is a
logical and theological inevitability that monistic belief will work itself
out in all domains of human existence, and especially in the domain of
sexuality.** Homosexuality is not just biology. Says a gay spokesman,
“being a gay man or lesbian entails far more than sexual behavior alone
... [it entails] a whole mode of being-in-the-world.”?”

HOMOSEXUALITY AND SPIRITUALITY IN HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE

Homosexuality has been identified with pagan spirituality in many ages
and many places. An androgynous priesthood was associated with the
worship of the goddess Istar in the Sumerian age (1800 B.C.),?8 as well
as in Syria and in Asia Minor during the first millennium B.C.3° From
the Roman Empire at the beginning of the Christian era, the Great
Mother under the names of Atargatis or Cybele had androgynous
priests, called Galli, who castrated themselves as a permanent act of
devotion to the goddess. This organic connection is documented in the
modern world in ancient religions that persist today. The Siberian
shamans, known as Chukchi, and the shamans of Central Asia engage
in ecstatic rituals and dress as androgynes.*’ This is true also of
Amazonian shamans and celtic priests (ancient and modern), as well as
the Indian hijras. The hijras, who go back into the mists of Hinduism,
are a religious community of men who “dress and act like women and

3C. G. Jung, Mysterium Coniunctionis: An Inquiry into the Separation and Synthesis of Psychic Opposites
in Alchemy, Bollingen Series XX, trans. R. F. C. Hull (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press,
1970), 244-245 identifies this same phenomenon, though not directly associated with sexual-
ity. He states: “Anyone familiar with the spirit of alchemy and the views of the Gnostics in [the
writings of the church father] Hippolytus will be struck again and again by their inner affinity.”
But he notes that the alchemists “could have known nothing of Hippolytus, as his
Philosophumena, long believed lost, was rediscovered only in the middle of the nineteenth cen-
tury in 2 monastery on Mount Athos.” It is interesting that in this same context Jung states his
indebtedness to the alchemists as those “who first put me on the track of a psychological inter-
pretation”; ibid., 249.

37]. Michael Clark, “Gay Spirituality,” Spirituality and the Secular Quest, ed. Peter H. Van Ness
(New York: Crossroads/Herder, 1996), 335.

3Nissinen, Homoeroticism, 28. For what follows of this older period, I am greatly indebted to this
study. According to Helmer Ringgren, Religions of the Ancient Near East, trans. John Sturdy
(Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1973), 25, naked “eunuchs” were associated with the cult to
the Sumerian goddess Inanna, including an hieros gamos (“holy marriage”) rite (ibid., 12).
Ibid., 31. According to Nissinen, ibid., 149, n. 73, there is evidence of Galli, androgynous
priests, in the third century B.C.

“Mircea Eliade, Shamanism: Archaic Techniques of Ecstasy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1972), 125. See also Nissinen, Homoeroticism, 34.
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whose culture centers on the worship of Bahuchara Mata, one of the
many versions of the Mother Goddess worshipped throughout India.”*!

A recent book tracing the history of gay male spirituality argues that
“gender-variant men have fulfilled a sacred role throughout the millen-
nia.”*? In American Indian religious practice, homosexual transvestite
males—berdaches—have often functioned as shamans. For example,
among the Navajo the nadle, a feminized male, served as a reconciler of
conflict. According to an expert in the field, the “asexual priest-shamans
.. . true hermaphrodites, dressing and behaving like women,” have a
priestly function because “they combine the two cosmological planes—
carth and sky—and also from the fact that they combine in their own
person the feminine element (earth) and the masculine element (sky).
We here have ritual androgyny, a well-known archaic formula for the . . .
coincidentia oppositorum [ “the joining of the opposites”].”* The same phe-
nomenon in different garb is appearing in our time.

A disturbing trend is now being identified—young people declar-
ing themselves “homosexual” at earlier and earlier ages. Bisexuality is
cool on many high-school campuses, to keep options open.** The Utne
Reader, promoting the Gay Straight Alliance, which is active in schools
to encourage children as young as thirteen to “come out” as gays or les-

#See Serena Nanda, Neither Man Nor Woman: The Hijras of India (Belmont, CA: Wadsworth
Publishing, 1990), xv. cited in Nissinen, Homoeroticism. According to Tal Brooke, Avatar of Night
(Berkeley, CA: End Run Publishing, 1999), 331, Sai Baba, a leading Hindu guru and Goddess-
worshipper (see 193, 200), with whom Brooke was closely associated before his Christian con-
version, was androgynous and practiced homosexuality with a number in his inner circle.

“Robert M. Baum, “Homosexuality and the Traditional Religions of the Americas and Africa,”
in Arlene Swidler, Homosexuality and World Religions (Valley Forge, PA: Trinity Press
International, 1993), 15. See also Edward Carpenter, “On the Connection between
Homosexuality and Divination, and the Importance of the Intermediate Sexes Generally in
Early Civilizations,” Revue d’ethnographie et de sociologie, 11/12 (1910), 310-316 and Intermediate
Types Among Primitive Folk (London, 1914); Walter Williams, The Spirit and the Flesh: Sexual
Diversity in American Indian Culture (Boston: Beacon Press, 1986).

#Mircea Eliade, Shamanism, 352.

“Lambda Report (January-February 1998), 5. See an article on Kate Bornstein’s My Gender
Workbook in The Washington Blade (February 13, 1998), 13, where sexual fluidity is the subject:
“I hated my body for 50 years,” says Bornstein. “As a boy, part of the reason I hated it was
because it was a boy body and it had a penis and everything. I was anorexic from high school
on, seriously anorexic, hospitalized and all that. Then I lived for a year as a woman. Then I
learned to hate my body as a woman body. When I finally stopped being a woman and started
being a transsexual Lesbian, I learned to hate my transsexual Lesbian body. . . . I'm just starting
to say, ‘Yeah, my body’s six feet tall, my arms are long, my jaw is kind of square, I have stubble
on my face because I couldn’t afford all my electrolysis, I've got a pot belly from time to time—
but you know what? I like my body.” Most people think I'm attractive and that stuns me.” This
newfound self-acceptance, Bornstein says, is “amazing,” adding, “I think it comes from frying
my brain enough that I don’t have to listen to social standards. That’s what I hope all the ques-
tions in the workbook will do, is fry people’s brains so they don’t have to bow down to what
anyone else says about them.”
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bians, says that for young people, “sexual identity can be fluid . . . it’s
not so absolute . . . this means rejecting the labels of male and female.
If you erase those lines, then the whole thing changes.”*> What they are
erasing is Genesis 1:27: “So God created man in his own image . . . male
and female he created them.” The “whole thing” is quite simply the
redefinition of human society and personal sexual identity.

Is this abnormal? Is this socially and historically revolutionary?
Recently a coalition of medical, mental health, and religious organizations
produced a booklet, Just the Facts About Sexual Orientation and Youth, and
mailed it to the heads of all 14,700 public school districts. The booklet
declares with disarming moral certitude that homosexuality is not abnor-
mal. Ken Jennings, executive director of the Gay, Lesbian and Straight
Education Network, was surely right, however, when he observed: “I
think this is a history-changing moment.”# Changing the moral sensi-
bilities of the next generation will certainly change history. Though rarely
pointed out, the actual fact is both how much this social trend erases the
4,000-year-old Judeo-Christian and western understanding of reality and
gives expression to an essential notion of pagan spirituality.

The “ascended Masters” of contemporary occultism are having a
grand old time. One of them, the spirit-guide of a prominent New Age
writer, Barbara Marx Hubbard, reveals that sexual identity confusion
in young people is a good thing, because in the New Age, people will
be androgynous. Androgyny is part of the neo-pagan utopian vision
and fits with the beliefs and hopes of Wiccan feminists. Emily
Culpepper, an ex-Southern Baptist and now a lesbian pagan witch, sees
gays and lesbians, in her words, as “shamans for a future age.”’ Virginia
Mollenkott, calling herself “an evangelical lesbian feminist,” describes
gays and lesbians as “God’s Ambassadors.”#® Rosemary Ruether
believes androgyny is the sexual ideal.*’

The pagan vision seems to be progressing according to plan.

Andy Steiner, “Out Early,” Utne Reader (January-February 2001), 17.

+Erica Goode, New York Times News Service (November 23, 1999). Ironically, the booklet opposes
reparative therapy (changing homosexuals into heterosexuals) because that can cause guilt and
anxiety and because of homosexuality’s religious nature. Thus the Coalition will oppose the dis-
cussion of the value of reparative therapy on church/state constitutional grounds! Incredibly, the
religious group supporting this “moral” progress is the Interfaith Alliance Foundation.

+“Emily Culpepper, “The Spiritual, Political Journey of a Feminist Freethinker,” in Paula M.
Cooey, ed., After Patriarchy, 164.

4Virginia Mollenkott, Sensuous Spirituality, 42, 166.

“Donna Steichen, Ungodly Rage, 302: “Androgyny is her model for a human species liberated
from ‘dualistic’ gender into ‘psychic wholeness.”



Sexual Perversion: The Necessary Fruit of
Neo-Pagan Spirituality in the Culture at Large 271

Traditional values are not winning.>° On the cutting edge of culture
and in the high schools of the land, they are losing big-time. In a moral
climate where democratic theory has recently freed itself of transcen-
dent values and theistic underpinnings in favor of polyvalent pagan
practice, nothing short of a spiritual revival can stop the rot.

Though often pushed as an agenda of civil rights of the same nature
as civil rights for minority races, the homosexual/androgynous revival is
surely deeply connected to the revival of pagan esoteric spirituality in our
time. What is the relationship? Why call homosexual androgyny pagan?

The Pagan Religious Significance of Androgyny/Homosexuality

Androgyny, the joining of male and female in the same person, reflects
and confirms the experience at the heart of pagan monism—namely, a
mystical moment where distinctions disappear and opposites are joined
together. This is not to suggest that everyone engaging in such activity
thinks about the ultimate spiritual stakes.>' For most people, ignorance
is bliss. However, the link between androgynous sexuality and spiritu-
ality is explicitly established by influential pagan theorists in both the
ancient and the modern world. Their explanations, though separated by
vast distances and great periods of time, are strikingly similar and thus
independently testify to the coherent connection this chapter seeks to
underline. Eliade saw androgyny in many traditional religions as “. . . an
archaic and universal formula for the expression of wholeness, the co-
existence of the contraries, or coincidentia oppositorum . . . symboliz[ing]
... perfection . . . [and] ultimate being.”>?

The basir, “asexual priest-shamans . . . true hermaphrodites, dress-
ing and behaving like women,” have a priestly function because they
combine earth and sky, feminine and masculine in a ritual androgyny,
a well-known archaic formula for the coincidentia oppositorum.>

The androgyne is the physical symbol of the pagan spiritual goal,
which is the merging of two distinct entities, the self and God, and a
mystical return to the state of godhead prior to the mistake of physical

59The University of Chicago has just issued the results of a study showing that in 1972 46 per-
cent of Americans lived in a traditional, two-parent/children family. Today only 26 percent do;
see The New York Times (November 24, 1999), B3.

stAfter I had given a lecture on this theme, a homosexual thanked me for showing him (for the
first time) where his sexual drive was taking him spiritually and religiously.

52Mircea Eliade, Myths, Dreams and Mysteries (New York: Harper and Row, 1975), 174-175 and
Patterns of Comparative Religion (New York: New American Library, 1974), 420-421.

53Mircea Eliade, Shamanism, 352.
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creation. On the sexual plane, the homosexual androgyne affirms his
power by willingly joining what God has put asunder. A gay leader at
a Pagan Spirit Gathering in 1985 made this spiritual claim: “We feel
there is a power in our sexuality . . . [a] queer energy that most cultures
consider magical. It is practically a requirement for certain kinds of
medicine and magic.”>*

The physico-theological mechanism seems to function as follows:
Androgynous persons, whether homosexual or bisexual, are able to
express within themselves both sexual roles and identities. In the sex
act they engage both as male and female and thus taste in some form or
other both physical and “spiritual” androgyny.>® As in classic monistic
spirituality, they have, on the physical plane, joined the opposites,
“proving” and experiencing that there are no distinctions. Just as the
distinctions inherent in heterosexuality point to the fundamental the-
istic notion of the Creator/creature distinction, so androgyny in its var-
ious forms eradicates distinction and elevates the spiritual blending of
all things, including the idolatrous confusing of the human and the ani-
mal with the divine, as Paul showed in Romans 1:18-27.

Contemporary gay thinkers make the same point. J. Michael Clark,
professor at Emory University and Georgia State University, a gay
spokesman, turns to Native American animism for an acceptable spiri-
tual model. Specifically, the berdache, an androgynous American Indian
shaman, born as a male but as an adult choosing to live as a female, con-
stitutes a desirable gay spiritual model. The berdache achieves “the
reunion of the cosmic, sexual and moral polarities”>® or the “joining of
the opposites.” How interesting that the berdaches were known as “sacred
Balancers,” unifying the polarities to “nurture wholeness.”>” One can-
not help but recall that the great vocation of Anakin Skywalker in the
Star Wars series is to balance the two sides of the force.®

CONCLUSION

It is evident that sexual perversion and the elimination of sexual dis-
tinctions are not incidental footnotes of pagan religious history but rep-

54Cited in George Otis, The Twilight Labyrinth (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1997), 180.

5Mircea Eliade, The Two and the One (New York: Harper, 1969), 112 mentions homosexual
practice in ritual androgynous initiation.

s6Ibid., 342.
57Ibid.
3In George Lucas’s film The Phantom Menace.
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resent one of paganism’s fundamental ideological commitments. As we
have noted, the pagan priesthood is identified, across space and time,
with the blurring of sexual identity via homosexual androgyny.>® If his-
tory is a wise teacher, we may surely conclude that paganism will always
give enormous priority to destroying God-ordained monogamous het-
erosexuality and to promoting androgyny in its varied forms.

Though we must be concerned with the scriptural interpretations
and practices of our evangelical egalitarian brothers and sisters in order
to show the clarity and importance of the biblical message about cre-
ational sex, it is nevertheless true that the real opponent in the Sex
Wars,* as in the Spirit Wars,*! is not Christian feminism but the fiercely
anti-Christian religious paganism that now surrounds us on every side.

Joseph Campbell, one of the spiritual creators of Anakin and Star
Wars,%2 was an apostate Roman Catholic who sought wisdom in the
pagan myths and delivered much of it on public television.®> He
describes the calling of every human being, though born in one sex or
the other, to transcend duality. This is to be done, as in the ancient mys-
tery religions, by undergoing a series of initiations (or mystical experi-
ences), whereby the individual “realizes that he is both mortal and
immortal, male and female.”®* This is a socially explosive message in a
time of sexual and religious chaos. How explosive? We can get some
idea of the power of this modern paganism by measuring the world-
wide success of the Lucas movies—and then realizing that this is just a
drop in a bucket of constant indoctrination going on in the media, in
the public schools, and on the university campuses. As our modern
world more and more brings together western material success and
eastern spirituality and unites the globe around the twin notions of eco-
nomic well-being and the spiritual unity of all religions, it is not diffi-
cult to see that the next great opponent of Christian truth will be
triumphant, globalist paganism—in both its spiritual and sexual forms.

5See my article “Androgyny: The Pagan Sexual Ideal,” mentioned above, for an extended doc-
umentation of this fact.

®“See my forthcoming book on pagan and biblical sexuality.

¢1See my book Spirit Wars: Pagan Revival in Christian America (Mukilteo, WA: WinePress, 1997),
to appear in revised form as Pagans in the Pews (Ventura, CA: Regal, 2001).

©George Lucas recognized Campbell as one of his spiritual mentors, and Campbell was a con-
stant guest at the Skywalker Ranch.

In a PBS series, shown in the late 1980s. One must not miss the irony of taxpayer money being
used to promote a deeply religious, anti-Christian, prosyletizing apology for pagan spirituality.
“Joseph Campbell, The Power of Myth (New York: Doubleday, 1991), 58.
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THE UNCHANGEABLE
DIFFERENCE: ETERNALLY FIXED
SEXUAL IDENTITY FOR AN AGE OF
PLASTIC SEXUALITY

Daniel R. Heimbach

Abstract: “Plastic sexuality” is the idea that sexual identity has no fixed
meaning and that anyone can shape his or her sexual identity any way
he or she chooses. This view, now sweeping academic circles and over-
flowing into popular culture, is growing because it denies there is any
objective basis for fixed gender roles in any sort of human relationship—
in work, in play, in the family, in religion, or even in procreation.
Christians can oppose this by showing the Bible teaches that differences
in human sexual identity are fixed for eternity.

Christians have always believed that the meaning of human sexual iden-
tity involves something more than biological reproduction. Even out-
side the church, few have disputed the idea that who we are as sexual
beings involves something more than physical form. Yet, when we start
looking at what this “something more” might be, agreement breaks
down rather rapidly because we find deep difterences of opinion about
whether or to what degree sexual identity is fundamental to actually
being human. This will be clear after asking a few simple questions.

Is sexual identity something basic to humanity itself; or is it sim-
ply peripheral? Do sexual differences matter even at the most funda-
mental level of human existence, or is sexual being ultimately irrelevant
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at the core of human identity? Does basic human identity lie beyond
whatever differences divide men from women and women from men?
Or is the division between male and female humanity essential to who
we are as human beings? In theological terms the issue has to do with
whether differences in sexual identity will characterize human exis-
tence eternally. Or will they someday come to an end? Will sexual being
remain when we who know Jesus Christ are raised to a state of sinless
immortality at the return of Christ, or will it pass away along with pain,
suffering, and death when the present order is replaced by a new
heaven and earth (Rev. 21:1-4)?

After commenting on the relevance of an opposing way of think-
ing now arising in contemporary western culture, I will present argu-
ments to support why I believe Scripture teaches there is an eternal
dimension to the difference that distinguishes male from female
human beings. These arguments will also serve to explain why I think
this particular biblical doctrine is pivotal for Christians right now as we
battle the culture over the meaning of male versus female gender iden-
tity and the morality of gender roles in relationships between men and
wormen.

[. CONTEMPORARY RELEVANCE OF THE [SSUE: THE RISE OF
“PLASTIC SEXUALITY”

Today the “essential” or “fixed” nature of human sexual identity is
under fire mainly because it stands in the way of the social and moral
deconstructionism that underlies hardline feminism and homosexual
militancy. The essentialist view of human sexual identity is the view
associated with traditional Christian morality. It refers to thinking
there is some objective reality that establishes a fixed, unchangeable
meaning to the difference between men and women. It involves the
conviction that while men and women share a common humanity,
there is something fundamental about human sexual identity that is not
the same when men as men are compared to women as women. And
not only is this difference real, it also is terribly important because it is
rooted in nature or in creation or in the will of God.

In recent years a growing number of social scientists have started
promoting a very different view concerning human sexual identity.
This view, sometimes referred to as the “constructionist” view, is based
on the idea that human sexual identity is something conditioned
entirely by the social and cultural history of a people and by personal
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choice. Constructionists claim there are no fixed features that define
or restrict who we are as sexual beings, and so of course there can be
no moral boundaries that depend on thinking sexual difterences are
actually real.

Constructionist scholars writing for academic journals and books
are now saying that human sexuality is “plastic,” by which they mean
individuals are free to “shape” their sexual identities any way they
choose. Adrian Thatcher explains that “plastic sexuality” is the idea that
human sexuality is something “malleable,” something “able to adjust
to changing circumstances”; that is, a person’s sexual identity is some-
thing “in his or her control.”" And social scientist Milton Diamond
claims a person can “develop and express his or her potential in any
direction, on all levels of sexuality, without attaching a negative value
to any variation just because it is different.”

In a similar vein, Andrea Dworkin, in Woman Hating, argues that
the categories “man” and “woman” are in fact “fictions, caricatures,
[or] cultural constructs” that are “demeaning to the female, [and a]
dead-end for male and female both.” John Stoltenberg, in Refusing to
Be a Man, goes so far as to claim that physical, biological differences we
think distinguish male from female and female from male are cultur-
ally determined as well.* And Anthony Giddens, in The Transformation
of Intimacy, asserts:

“Sexuality” today has been discovered, opened up and made acces-
sible to the development of varying life-styles. It is something each
of us “has,” or cultivates, no longer a natural condition which an
individual accepts as a preordained state of affairs. Somehow, in a
way that has to be investigated, sexuality functions as a malleable
teature of self, a prime connecting point between body, self-iden-
tity and social norms.>

1See Adrian Thatcher, “Postmodernity and Chastity,” in Sex These Days: Essays on Theology,
Sexuality and Society, eds. Jon Davies and Gerard Loughlin (Shefticld, England: Sheffield
Academic Press, 1997), 127-130.

>Milton Diamond, “Human Sexual Development: Biological Foundations for Social
Development,” in Frank A. Beach, ed., Human Sexuality in Four Perspectives (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1977), 58.

3Andrea Dworkin, Woman Hating (New York: Dutton, 1974), 174.

4John Stoltenberg, Refusing to Be a Man: Essays on Sex and Justice (Portland: Breitenbush Books,
1989), 28.

sAnthony Giddens, The Transformation of Intimacy: Sexuality, Love & Eroticism in Modern Societies
(Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1992), 15.
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Such thinking naturally rejects all fixed gender roles. In fact, the
logic of plastic sexuality deconstructs all normative standards—
whether moral, cultural, or even biological—that depend on thinking
differences between male and female are real. Of course, whatever sex-
ual ethic comes from such thinking has to wreak havoc with all efforts
aimed at generating or maintaining deeply human relationships
between men as men and women as women. Any ethic based on the
idea of plastic sexuality must naturally despise the notion of comple-
mentary difference in sexual union; and it must ridicule evidence that
good might result from cooperation between fixed differences in sex-
ual identity. This means the idea of plastic sexuality in the end destroys
the social and moral foundations upon which the institution of mar-
riage depends. So proponents of plastic sexuality actually praise the
demise of traditional marriage as if it were some kind of moral goal.®
Indeed, what they seek is realization of an ironic notion of “sexual
equality.” The notion is ironic because while motivated by a desire to
improve human sexual relationships in the name of “equality,” their
goal, if realized, actually dehumanizes human sexuality by reducing
sexual identity to distinctionless, monolithic sameness incapable of
sustaining any meaningful relationship.

Ultimately the sort of moral thinking that arises from a plastic
notion of human sexual identity must be characterized by intentional,
self-conscious rebellion against God. Why? Because any moral per-
spective that denies there is any real or meaningful difterence between
men and women at all has to result in an ethic that disdains the will and
work of the Creator.

Yet, even as the nonessentialist, plastic view of human sexuality
gains popularity in the culture, arguments justifying the position
remain weak.” No anthropology denying the essential nature of human
sexuality can explain the mysterious depth involved in relationships

¢Adrian Thatcher says, “In a world of plastic sexuality . . . monogamy has to be ‘reworked’ [and]
... ‘fidelity’ has no meaning,” “Postmodernity,” Sex These Days, 129.

"The growing popularity of such thinking in the culture can be measured in the way colleges
and universities across the nation have been multiplying courses in a new and rapidly growing
field that goes under the name of “sexuality studies.” Most, if not all, courses being developed
for this new field either affirm or assume the constructionist or plastic view of human sexual-
ity. Here are several excerpts taken from various college and university catalogs around the
nation. A course in “Queer Histories” at Yale University is an:

Examination of analysis for gender studies and study of sexuality within a historical
framework. Readings look at different aspects of what is “queer,” including gender and sex-
ual nonconformity, compare past and present notions of nonconformity and examine how
historical perspective can influence understanding of modern categories.
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joining men as men with women as women. Nor can it explain the per-
sistent power for both good or evil generated by interaction between
the sexes, a power that very obviously persists even where biological
reproduction is completely out of the picture.

Universal human experience leans another way, and even without
the Bible common experience warns Christians that perhaps we should
look more closely at what the culture is busy rejecting. While some
Christians seem beguiled by the song of sirens promoting a view of
sexual equality that denies the importance of sexual differences, evan-
gelicals must resist the trend by examining what gives meaning to dif-
ferences in human sexual identity.

[I. THE IMPORTANCE OF DISTINGUISHING BEING AND FUNCTION

Before looking at direct evidence in Scripture, we should set the stage
with a little philosophical discussion. What I have in mind is something
justassumed in the Bible, but that we must make explicit in order to avoid
confusing influences arising from our culture. So before looking at what
the Bible says about the permanent nature of sexual being, we need to
understand the importance of distinguishing between sexual being per se
and functions that are assigned to men and women as sexual beings. If we
fail to see this distinction, we can easily misread Scripture and might fail
to appreciate how consistent the Bible is in all it says about norms that
govern the way men relate with women and women with men.

Any serious examination of the essential nature of human sexual
identity has to start by assuming that we can distinguish conceptually
between sexual being per se and sexual functions that relate to specific
sexual identity. It starts by understanding there is a conceptual differ-
ence between our existence as sexual beings and our acting on the basis
of either one of two specific sexual identities—either as male or female.®

A course in “Queer Lives” at Hampshire College in Massachusetts is offered as:

An introduction to thinking about lives and work of lesbians, gay men, transsexuals and
transgendered people (groups currently allied politically under the term “queer”) mainly
through their autobiographies and their work as artists and activists. The course will trace
the social and cultural history of queer people from the end of the 19th century to the queer
liberation movement of the present day, stressing race and class issues as well as gender.
And a degree in “Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual Studies” offered at the University of California

at Riverside promises to address such issues as: sexual identity and orientation; gay, lesbian and
bisexual representation; gay, lesbian and bisexual perspectives on the arts; sexuality and cultural
diversity; intersections of sexualities and ethnic identities.

8For further treatment of this distinction, see Helmut Thielicke, Theological Ethics, trans. John
W. Doberstein, Vol. 3: Sex (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1979), 20-26.
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Indeed, one way to understand the basic division that separates com-
plementarians (Christians who teach the Bible requires respect for
gender roles) from egalitarians (Christians who deny there is any legit-
imate basis for gender roles) is that egalitarians follow the culture in
refusing to distinguish between sexual being and sexual function, while
complementarians oppose the culture by insisting they are different.
On this specific matter, egalitarians side with the thinking of contem-
porary social scientists who promote “plastic sexuality,” while comple-
mentarians do not.

By the being of human sexual existence we refer to men and
women insofar as both sexes are centers of transcendent worth, are
creatures uniquely privileged to bear the image of God, are moral
beings responsible for their own actions, and are persons worthy of
being “ends in themselves” and never just means to an end. By func-
tions in connection with human sexuality we refer to men and women
insofar as each acts in ways shaped by his or her specific gender iden-
tity and is assigned responsibilities in relationships with other sexual
beings that are specific to their gender identities. Sexual functions aftect
matters that go beyond the sexual being of mere individuals. They are
what defines human sexuality to the degree it involves interaction and
relationship between persons in ways defined by specific sexual iden-
tity. These interactive functions or relationships shape the meaning of
human sexuality in the context of community. They concern the
meaning of human sexuality as it has to do with reproductive capaci-
ties, assignments, achievements, and goals—what the Bible calls being
“united” (Gen. 2:24) and being “fruitful” (Gen. 1:28).

Because human sexual existence involves both being and function,
ways of understanding human sexuality that focus on one and not the
other, ways that fail to distinguish one from the other or that reduce
the whole meaning of special identity to one at the expense of the other,
must be deficient. But failure to accept both together risks something
more than deficiency. It also invites perversion. The result will be
wrong not just because someone might dislike it, but because it actu-
ally dehumanizes human relationships.

On the one hand, ways of understanding human sexuality that
emphasize function over being lead to the perversion of slavery. Slavery
is abhorrently perverted precisely because a person’s inherent worth as
a human being is denied. He or she is valued only in reference to func-
tion with no reference to his or her value as a human being per se. On



The Unchangeable Difference: Eternally Fixed Sexual Identity
for an Age of Plastic Sexuality 281

the other hand, understanding human sexuality in a way that focuses
exclusively on the common value of sexual being with no place for
functional differences tends to leave relational aspects of human sex-
ual existence (sexual union and fruitfulness) barren and shallow to the
point of dysfunction. As a result, failing to distinguish between sexual
being and sexual function, or focusing on one at the expense of the
other, can only lead human sexual relationships into social, moral, and
spiritual confusion. If nothing defines functional difterences between
male and female, then relationships involving gender identity are per-
verted and quickly degenerate into a mere struggle for power.

While distinguishing between sexual being and sexual function
helps us guard against slavery and relational confusion, it also removes
rational objections to the essentialist view of human sexuality. If we can
distinguish being from function, then there is nothing at all inconsis-
tent with thinking that sexual being may endure while functions may
change. Sexual being can be something fixed and unchanging, even if
some specific sexual functions cease (for example, the functions of
marriage and procreation) and others might be modified (perhaps the
function of headship).

[I1. BIBLICAL EVIDENCE THAT SEXUAL IDENTITY IS ETERNAL

Having set the stage by clarifying the difference between sexual being
and sexual function—something the Bible just assumes when it pre-
sents the equality of men and women but goes right on discussing gen-
der roles without any sense of contradiction—we now will consider
some direct evidence given in the Bible that lends strong support to the
essentialist view. Specifically we are going to find that the gender iden-
tity aspect of sexual being—the identity of men as men and women as
women—is something so profound, so very important to God, that it
is going to last throughout all eternity. And if God says the gender iden-
tity aspect of human sexual being is eternal, then it cannot be some-
thing culturally relative or plastic. Instead, it must be something very
real that must of course remain fixed throughout life on earth.
Looking at what the Bible teaches about human sexual identity and
whether it will cease or not is not an entirely new question. At least we
should not think we are the first Christians to examine Scripture for
answers. Augustine, in the fourth century, studied the question and con-
cluded that the Bible teaches that both men and women will keep their
specific gender identities beyond the resurrection and into eternity. In
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his case Augustine was responding to some who were saying women
would cease to be women after the resurrection. “There are some,” he
said, “who think that in the resurrection all will be men and that women
will lose their sex. . . . For my part, I think that those who believe that
there will be two sexes in the resurrection are more sensible.”

How did Augustine reach this conclusion? Using Augustine’s
work for a guide and expanding upon his initial efforts, I will now lay
out and explain four biblically sound theological reasons for asserting
that God in the Bible clearly gives us an essentialist view of human sex-
uality. Tiwo of these reasons come from the record of creation, and two
come from the promise of bodily resurrection and future eternal life
in an embodied state.

First, in the record of creation we understand that when God cre-
ated Adam and Eve, He created embodied spirits. God did not first cre-
ate nonmaterial beings and then in a second, separate action place them
into material bodies. Rather, each was created whole in a single divine
act of creation. Thus the being of each is presented as something we
might call “materialized spirit.” In other words, the creation record
teaches that men and women are beings who exist spiritually and phys-
ically at the same time. “The LORD God formed the man from the dust
of the ground and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and the
man became a living being” (Gen. 2:7). Also, “the LORD God made a
woman from the rib he had taken out of the man, and he brought her
to the man” (Gen. 2:22). Not only is human existence spiritual—it also
requires embodiment to be whole. So, if embodiment includes sexual
identity and if embodiment is essential to being human, then sexual
identity must be essential to human existence. Put another way, it is
only logical to assume that because God in creation made sexual iden-
tity essential to embodied human life, then absent specific revelation
to the contrary we must assume that sexual identity will always remain
essential to embodied human existence.

Second, the Bible supports an essentialist view of human sexual-
ity because when God created Adam and Eve, He demonstrated the
fact that human sexual identity has absolutely nothing to do with sin.
Of course, what we now experience of human sexuality certainly is
affected by sinful human nature. But human sexual identity has as such
never actually depended on being sinful. Indeed, Augustine saw that

°Augustine, The City of God, 19.22.17.
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since Adam and Eve were sexual beings before the Fall, we have to con-
clude that sinful sexual desire does not have any necessary connection
with what it means to be a sexual being.' And because human sexual-
ity existed without sin before the Fall, there is at least no moral reason
for opposing the idea that we shall continue to be sexual creatures after
God does away with all moral corruption—that is, after the entire cre-
ated order (including human beings) is released from the curse
imposed by God as a consequence of sin (Rom. 8:20-21).11

Third, the essentialist view of human sexuality is presumed in the
biblical hope of bodily resurrection because there is a restorative and
not just a reconstructive purpose in God’s promise of bodily resurrec-
tion. In the resurrection we will experience a continuity of being and
personal identity that links the new with what was old. We are told that
we will be “changed” (1 Cor. 15:51-52). But it is still “we” who shall
be changed. The subject remains the subject. At the resurrection, Paul
says, “the perishable must clothe itself with the imperishable, and the
mortal with immortality” (1 Cor. 15:53). Yet it is those same beings
who once were mortal who will then at the resurrection “clothe”
themselves with immortality. And since we know there will be conti-
nuity of personal identity, and because sexuality has always been part
of that identity, Augustine was led to say, “He, then, who created both
sexes will restore both.”!2

Augustine first saw that because human sexuality existed before the
coming of mortality and the Fall (Gen. 2:25; cf. 2:17), we know sexual
being is not incompatible with human life in a state of sinless perfec-
tion. But he did not stop there. Augustine also understood from cre-
ation that human sexual identity is not merely good in the sense of
being sinless. It also is good in a constructive sense. That is, the good
of sexual being has to do with more than something it avoids, excludes,
or merely is not. It is also has to do with accomplishing something
commendable—something truly worthy that would or could never be
at all apart from God’s creation of sexual identity. In other words, God

100f our future state Augustine says, “There shall be no lust, which is now the cause of confu-
sion. For before they sinned, the man and the woman were naked, and were not ashamed. From
those [sexual] bodies, then, vice shall be withdrawn, while [sexual] nature shall be preserved.
And the sex of woman [as well as of man] is not a vice, but nature” (The City of God, 19.22.17).
1"We have yet to discuss the statement Jesus made about human marriage ceasing or become
irrelevant in heaven. At this point we are only removing the idea of some essential moral objec-
tion to the possibility of sexual being in heaven.

12]bid.



284 BIBLICAL FOUNDATIONS FOR MANHOOD AND WOMANHOOD

generated sexual being as good but also for good. At creation, human
sexual identity not only is without sin—it is also created for the pur-
pose of achieving something good. When God made Adam and Eve
male and female, He had in view the achievement of some very good
thing that can be achieved no other way—not even in the relationship
between human beings and God Himself. By creating male and female
human beings in two distinctly separate acts, God focused attention on
some good thing that can be achieved only because human life is sex-
ually differentiated. “The LORD God said, ‘It is not good for the man
to be alone. I will make a helper suitable for him™ (Gen. 2:18). In this
statement, God revealed that human sexuality not only is a good thing
in itself—it is also for something good. It realizes some good thing that
does not exist apart from a relationship that consists of unifying the sort
of corresponding difterences involved in human sexual identity.

This point adds even greater support to the principle we noted ear-
lier—the principle that absent specific revelation to the contrary, we
should assume that human sexual identity is eternal. If God says
human sexual identity is necessary in order to realize something He
declares good, and if He reveals no reason to think any good thing will
be left behind, then surely the resurrection must include the specific
sort of good for which God says complementary differences in human
sexual identity are intended. Of course, the meaning and purpose of
human sexuality may in that day rise to some higher level of signifi-
cance and completion, but it would not be logical to think it would ever
be worthless. While its worth may be enhanced, it can never be worth
nothing.

The argument that God’s promise of bodily resurrection pre-
sumes the essential nature of human sexual identity has additional
scriptural validation in accounts given by those who recognized Jesus
after His resurrection. It also finds validation in Paul’s revelation of an
immediate connection or relationship between sexual activity and the
bodies we have now and the purity of the eternal bodies we look for-
ward to having after the resurrection. Following Jesus’ resurrection, the
disciples recognized the same male human being they knew and loved
before the crucifixion. Peter boldly declared that “God has raised this
Jesus [i.e., the very same man] to life, and we are all witnesses of the
fact” (Acts 2:32). After Jesus’ resurrection, angels also testified to His
continuing male identity when they said, “This same Jesus, who has
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been taken from you into heaven, will come back in the same way you
have seen him go into heaven” (Acts 1:11).

These accounts show that all who saw Jesus after His bodily res-
urrection just assumed that He remained a male human being. As
strong as this evidence may be, we must acknowledge that it is indirect.
The evidence is based on natural assumption with no clear evidence to
the contrary. But there is further evidence in the New Testament that
goes beyond conjecture. We also have direct evidence of continued sex-
ual identity after the resurrection in something Paul explains to new
believers in Corinth. Writing to the Corinthians Paul says something
about a link that is both strong and direct:

The body is not meant for sexual immorality, but for the Lord, and the
Lord for the body. By his power God raised the Lord from the dead,
and he will raise us also. Do you not know that your bodies are mem-
bers of Christ himself? Shall I then take the members of Christ and unite
them with a prostitute? Never!

—1 COR. 6:13B-15

Here by divine inspiration Paul links sexual sin involving the bod-
ies we have now with the purity that must and certainly will charac-
terize the bodies we will have after the resurrection. Our sexual organs
themselves, in Paul’s bold language, are said to be “members of Christ”
and thus are parts of our future resurrection bodies—bodies that in
their entirety God “will raise” from the dead—bodies that in their
entirety God wants us to use now for His glory and that someday He
will also perfect for His glory through the resurrection. The logical
connection Paul makes here between our pre- and post-resurrection
bodies makes absolutely no sense (there is no logical lever connecting
one with the other) unless human sexual identity does in fact continue
to characterize human embodiment on both sides of the resurrection.

Fourth and last, the essentialist view of human sexuality is
expressed and thus affirmed in the way Jesus answered a group of
Sadducees who tried to stump Him with a question about marriage
after the resurrection. The Sadducees did not believe in a physical res-
urrection and thought they could confound Jesus with a question
about seven brothers who were each in succession married to the same
woman (Matt. 22:23-32). Whose wife would she be after the resurrec-
tion? If human sexuality is limited only to this life, then Jesus only
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needed to explain that their question was irrelevant. If sexual identity
ceases after the resurrection, then any question about marriage follow-
ing the resurrection simply does not matter. For marriage along with
any other sort of relationship involving sexual identity would just be
impossible.

However, Jesus did not respond that way. He did not respond by
saying the question was completely irrelevant because marriage would
be impossible, but only that present practices will cease. “You are in
error,” he said, because “at the resurrection people will neither marry
nor be given in marriage.” They will, in that regard, “be like the angels
in heaven” (vv. 29-30). Indeed, the form of response given by Jesus
should be understood as confirming the ongoing existence of human
sexual identity per se.

So, for example, if there had been a conversation about toll roads,
and Jesus had said, “Come the resurrection, you will no longer pay
tolls,” the statement denying tolls would also be aftirming the contin-
uing presence of highways. In the same way, by not denying the possi-
bility but merely denying the practice of marriage, the answer Jesus gave
points rather strongly toward the continuing presence of sexual iden-
tity even while denying further need (after the resurrection) for the
institution that now defines and protects its present function.

This is exactly what Augustine said in his day to refute some who
were claiming that female sexual identity will not continue after the
resurrection. Against this claim, Augustine argued that Jesus actually

affirmed that the [female] sex should exist [after the resurrection]
by saying, “They shall not be given in marriage,” which can only
apply to females; “Neither shall they marry,” which applies only
to males. There shall therefore be those who are in this world
accustomed to marry and be given in marriage, only they shall
there make no such marriages.'

This is not to say God has revealed an eternal purpose that explains
the value of sexual differences after the resurrection. But since God
never acts without purpose, and because we know marriage practices
will cease, we can only surmise that lasting sexual differences after the
resurrection indicate God must have some very profound eternal pur-
pose for manhood and womanhood. And it must be also that this last-

3]bid. Here Augustine quotes Matt. 22:30.
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ing purpose transcends present functions that require protection by
marriage.

While God has not revealed what it will mean to be male and
female after the resurrection, we should certainly trust His goodness
and should take comfort in knowing that His plans for eternal resur-
rected life without sin will far exceed every blessing and joy we have
known in this fallen world. At the same time we must resist speculat-
ing beyond what God actually reveals in Scripture. For on this subject
speculation can be as harmful as it is tempting, and if God thought we
should know more, he would certainly have told us.

[V. PLASTIC SEXUALITY AND THE EGALITARIAN POSITION

We have considered a new way of thinking now emerging in our cul-
ture that promotes the idea that human sexual identity is not fixed but
is instead malleable or plastic. I in turn have argued that Christians
must prepare to resist such thinking by studying reasons in the Bible
for believing that human sexual identity is something so deeply pro-
found and important to God it will last through eternity, and if it is eter-
nal, then it certainly cannot be culturally relative or plastic. I have also
noted how the idea of plastic sexuality reconfigures sexual ethics and
is especially opposed to gender roles. And in doing this I have also
pointed out how egalitarians and the advocates of plastic sexuality share
a common view of equality—one that fails to distinguish between sex-
ual being and sexual function.

As we close, I will add some comments about similarities I see, and
about which I think we should all be deeply concerned, between egal-
itarian teaching in the church on the one hand and the promotion of
plastic sexuality in the culture on the other. In view of biblical doctrine
concerning the eternally fixed nature of human sexual identity, pro-
motion of plastic sexuality amounts to a wager that erases sexual
boundaries at the cost of real significance and meaning. It promises
freedom from moral limitations at the price of perpetual shallowness.
And although Christian egalitarians continue to proclaim faith in the
authority of Scripture, and although they have never been so extreme
as those who openly espouse plastic sexuality, the egalitarian position
takes on this same wager. Egalitarians also sacrifice the meaning of sex-
ual difference for the sake of monolithic sameness.

The idea of plastic sexuality with its ethical ramifications is the
inevitable result of humanistic thinking when views about sexual iden-
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tity are severed from objective truth about who we are as sexual beings.
If the meaning and definition of human sexual identity is separated
from all fixed references and is left to arbitrary personal choice, we
should not be surprised that advocates then claim human sexuality is
arbitrary. Ironically, the idea of plastic sexuality requires a very pro-
found commitment to believing there is nothing at all profound about
sexual identity. Plastic sexuality is simply sex without purpose, and one
without purpose has no moral limits other than insisting that all moral
limits have to be rejected.

Christian egalitarians still believe human sexuality has some pur-
pose, but they so reconstruct what that purpose means that sexual dif-
terences are all but irrelevant. For example, egalitarian Stanley Grenz
writes that “The basic purpose of our existence as sexual creatures is
related to the dynamic of bonding.” And he claims the problem for
which God made Eve as a solution was just the problem of “solitude.”!*
But “bonding” for the purpose of companionship solving the problem
of solitude does not require sexual difference. Defined this way, human
sexuality fulfills its revisionist purpose whether sexual differences exist
or not. Thus, for egalitarians, sexual differences distinguishing men
from women are marginalized to the point of becoming unnecessary
or meaningless. In this way egalitarians end up arguing a position not
so very different from that taken by cultural advocates promoting plas-
tic sexuality.

Whether it is social scientists advocating plastic sexuality or evan-
gelicals promoting egalitarianism, both seem beguiled by a view of sex-
ual “equality” that leaves no room for deeply meaningful distinctions
in human sexual identity. Both pursue a view of equality that refuses
to accept complementary difterences. Neither allows the sort of equal-
ity that has room for corresponding differences in function that do not
compromise the equal value of men and women as sexual beings. Both
insist on an idea of equality that focuses exclusively on monolithic
sameness. But if gender difterences in human sexual identity really do
not matter—if in fact what we think are differences are actually just
transitory, cultural, or perhaps even unreal—then the idea of difference
based on separate sexual gender identities can sustain no real moral
value either. Then the idea that gender-based sexual differences sustain
or define any sort of normative standard must be rejected. Thus, it

4Stanley J. Grenz, Sexual Ethics: An Evangelical Perspective (Louisville: Westminster/John Knox,
1997), 32.
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turns out, a way of thinking used by egalitarians to justify opposition
to gender roles is shared by advocates of plastic sexuality who use it to
deny that heterosexual marriage should be treated as a standard.

Convictions about the reality of enduring, meaningful difterence
in human sexual identity—a difference so profound it can define and
sustain normative moral relations between men as men and women as
women—Iies at the center of a colossal social, ethical, and ultimately
religious struggle now straining American life and culture. If fixed and
permanent differences in human sexual identity are ultimately unreal,
then God is a deceiver, and the Bible perpetrates enormous evil. But if
sexual difterences are fixed and real, then the God of Scripture is true,
and Christian teachers must firmly oppose the tide of culture no mat-
ter how strong it gets. Scripture cannot be shaped to accommodate the
goals and assumptions of plastic sexuality, and teaching based on the
influence of plastic sexuality in our culture has no place in the life of
the church.



APPENDIX:
THE DANVERS STATEMENT

—SRC——

The “Danvers Statement” summarizes the need for the Council on
Biblical Manhood and Womanhood (CBMW) and serves as an
overview of our core beliefs. This statement was prepared by several
evangelical leaders at a CBMW meeting in Danvers, Massachusetts, in
December of 1987. It was first published in final form by the CBMW
in Wheaton, Illinois in November of 1988.

RATIONALE

We have been moved in our purpose by the following contempo-
rary developments which we observe with deep concern:

1. The widespread uncertainty and confusion in our culture
regarding the complementary differences between masculinity and
femininity;

2. the tragic effects of this confusion in unraveling the fabric of
marriage woven by God out of the beautiful and diverse strands of
manhood and womanhood;

3. the increasing promotion given to feminist egalitarianism with
accompanying distortions or neglect of the glad harmony portrayed in
Scripture between the loving, humble leadership of redeemed hus-
bands and the intelligent, willing support of that leadership by
redeemed wives;

4. the widespread ambivalence regarding the values of mother-
hood, vocational homemaking, and the many ministries historically
performed by women;

5. the growing claims of legitimacy for sexual relationships which
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have Biblically and historically been considered illicit or perverse, and
the increase in pornographic portrayal of human sexuality;

6. the upsurge of physical and emotional abuse in the family;

7. the emergence of roles for men and women in church leader-
ship that do not conform to Biblical teaching but backfire in the crip-
pling of Biblically faithful witness;

8. the increasing prevalence and acceptance of hermeneutical odd-
ities devised to reinterpret apparently plain meanings of Biblical texts;

9. the consequent threat to Biblical authority as the clarity of
Scripture is jeopardized and the accessibility of its meaning to ordinary
people is withdrawn into the restricted realm of technical ingenuity;

10. and behind all this the apparent accommodation of some
within the church to the spirit of the age at the expense of winsome,
radical Biblical authenticity which in the power of the Holy Spirit may
reform rather than reflect our ailing culture.

PURPOSES

Recognizing our own abiding sinfulness and fallibility, and
acknowledging the genuine evangelical standing of many who do not
agree with all of our convictions, nevertheless, moved by the preced-
ing observations and by the hope that the noble Biblical vision of sex-
ual complementarity may yet win the mind and heart of Christ’s
church, we engage to pursue the following purposes:

1. To study and set forth the Biblical view of the relationship
between men and women, especially in the home and in the church.

2. To promote the publication of scholarly and popular materials
representing this view.

3. To encourage the confidence of lay people to study and under-
stand for themselves the teaching of Scripture, especially on the issue
of relationships between men and women.

4. To encourage the considered and sensitive application of this
Biblical view in the appropriate spheres of life.

5. And thereby

—to bring healing to persons and relationships injured by an inad-
equate grasp of God’s will concerning manhood and womanhood,

—to help both men and women realize their full ministry poten-
tial through a true understanding and practice of their God-given
roles,

—and to promote the spread of the gospel among all peoples by
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fostering a Biblical wholeness in relationships that will attract a frac-
tured world.

AFFIRMATIONS

Based on our understanding of Biblical teachings, we aftirm the
following:

1. Both Adam and Eve were created in God’s image, equal before
God as persons and distinct in their manhood and womanhood.

2. Distinctions in masculine and feminine roles are ordained by
God as part of the created order, and should find an echo in every
human heart.

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

4. The Fall introduced distortions into the relationships between
men and women.

—In the home, the husband’s loving, humble headship tends to be
replaced by domination or passivity; the wife’s intelligent, willing sub-
mission tends to be replaced by usurpation or servility.

—In the church, sin inclines men toward a worldly love of power
or an abdication of spiritual responsibility, and inclines women to
resist limitations on their roles or to neglect the use of their gifts in
appropriate ministries.

5. The Old Testament, as well as the New Testament, manifests the
equally high value and dignity which God attached to the roles of both
men and women. Both Old and New Testaments also affirm the prin-
ciple of male headship in the family and in the covenant community.

6. Redemption in Christ aims at removing the distortions intro-
duced by the curse.

—In the family, husbands should forsake harsh or selfish leader-
ship and grow in love and care for their wives; wives should forsake
resistance to their husbands’ authority and grow in willing, joyful sub-
mission to their husbands’ leadership.

—In the church, redemption in Christ gives men and women an
equal share in the blessings of salvation; nevertheless, some governing
and teaching roles within the church are restricted to men.

7. In all of life Christ is the supreme authority and guide for men
and women, so that no earthly submission—domestic, religious, or
civil—ever implies a mandate to follow a human authority into sin.

8. In both men and women a heartfelt sense of call to ministry
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should never be used to set aside Biblical criteria for particular min-
istries. Rather, Biblical teaching should remain the authority for test-
ing our subjective discernment of God’s will.

9. With half the world’s population outside the reach of indigenous
evangelism; with countless other lost people in those societies that have
heard the gospel; with the stresses and miseries of sickness, malnutri-
tion, homelessness, illiteracy, ignorance, aging, addiction, crime, incar-
ceration, neuroses, and loneliness, no man or woman who feels a
passion from God to make His grace known in word and deed need
ever live without a fulfilling ministry for the glory of Christ and the
good of this fallen world.

10. We are convinced that a denial or neglect of these principles will
lead to increasingly destructive consequences in our families, our
churches, and the culture at large.

We grant permission and encourage interested persons to use, reproduce, and dis-
tribute the Danvers Statement without charge. Or you may visit the CBMW
webstore (www.comw.org) or contact us (888-560-8210) to place an order for
printed copies, which are available for a small fee.
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