“Why is Jesus called ‘the
Everlasting Father’ in Isaiah 9:6?”
Sue Bohlin
Why is Jesus called “the Everlasting Father” in Isaiah 9:6?
For unto us a child is born, unto us a son is given:
and the government shall be upon his shoulder:
and his name shall be called Wonderful Counsellor,
The mighty God,
The everlasting Father,
The Prince of Peace.
The phrase “Everlasting Father” looks confusing, doesn’t it? It shouldn’t be taken
literally, especially since Jesus the Son is not God the Father. The key is to
understand the term “father” as “kingly protector of his people,” which was used
in both biblical (for example, see Isaiah 22:21 and Job 29:16) and non-biblical
literature. And we Americans are used to hearing George Washington called “the
father of our country,” but it’s certainly not saying he sired all Americans! It’s a
figurative term that describes a great leader.
Hope this helps!
Sue Bohlin
Probe Ministries

“Did God Direct the Man to Work
for the Family and the Woman to
Just Stay Home with the Kids?”
Sue Bohlin
Did God really direct the man to work for the family and the woman just
to stay home and take care of the kids? Please give supporting verses to
your response.
The “big picture” principles are these:
1. God gave Adam the job of cultivating the garden. Work is an intrinsic part of
man’s design.
Then the LORD God took the man and put him into the garden of Eden to
cultivate it and keep it. (Gen. 2:15)
2. Eve was created to be a helpmate to Adam; nurturing relationships is an
intrinsic part of woman’s design.
Then the LORD God said, “It is not good for the man to be alone; I will make
him a helper suitable for him.” (Gen 2:18)
3. Men are commanded to take care of their families:
But if anyone does not provide for his own, and especially for those of his
household, he has denied the faith and is worse than an unbeliever. (1 Tim 5:8)
4. Wives are commanded to take care of their families by caring for them:

Older women likewise are to be reverent in their behavior, not malicious
gossips nor enslaved to much wine, teaching what is good, so that they may
encourage the young women to love their husbands, to love their children,
to be sensible, pure, workers at home, kind, being subject to their own
husbands, so that the word of God will not be dishonored. (Titus 2:3-5)
5. The excellent wife in Proverbs 31 (vv. 10-31) did engage in home-based
businesses, but her primary focus was on her home and her family. Note that she
did not “just stay home and take care of the kids”—she had a broader range of
interests and activities than that—but she kept her priorities straight.
Hope this helps.
Sue Bohlin
Probe Ministries
© 2006 Probe Ministries

The Council of Nicea and the
Doctrine of the Trinity
Don Closson
Don Closson argues that Constantine did not impose the doctrine of the Trinity on
the church, demonstrating the actual role of church leaders and Constantine.
This article is also available in Spanish.
The doctrine of the Trinity is central to the uniqueness of Christianity. It holds

that the Bible teaches that “God eternally exists as three persons, Father, Son,
and Holy Spirit, and each person is fully God, and there is one God.”{1} So
central is this belief that it is woven into the words Jesus gave the church in His
Great Commission, telling believers to ” . . . go and make disciples of all nations,
baptizing them in the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit . .
.” (Matthew 28:19).
It is not surprising, then, that the doctrine of the Trinity is one of the most
denigrated and attacked beliefs by those outside the Christian faith. Both
Mormons and Jehovah’s Witnesses reject this central tenet and expend
considerable energy teaching against it. Much of the instruction of the Jehovah’s
Witness movement tries to convince others that Jesus Christ is a created being,
not having existed in eternity past with the Father, and not fully God. Mormons
have no problem with Jesus being God; in fact, they make godhood available to all
who follow the teachings of the Church of Latter-day Saints. One Mormon scholar
argues that there are three separate Gods–Father, Son, and Holy Spirit–who are
one in purpose and in some way still one God.{2} Another writes, “The concept
that the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are one God is totally
incomprehensible.”{3}
Among the world religions, Islam specifically teaches against the Trinity. Chapter
four of the Koran argues, “Say not ‘Trinity’: desist: it will be better for you: for
Allah is One God: glory be to Him: (far Exalted is He) above having a son” (4:171).
Although Muhammad seems to have wrongly believed that Christians taught that
the Trinity consisted of God the Father, Mary the Mother, and Jesus the Son, they
reject as sinful anything being made equivalent with Allah, especially Jesus.
A common criticism by those who reject the doctrine of the Trinity is that the
doctrine was not part of the early church, nor a conscious teaching of Jesus
Himself, but was imposed on the church by the Emperor Constantine in the early
fourth century at the Council of Nicea. Mormons argue that components of
Constantine’s pagan thought and Greek philosophy were forced on the bishops

who assembled in Nicea (located in present day Turkey). Jehovah’s Witnesses
believe that the Emperor weighed in against their view, which was the position
argued by Arius at the council, and, again, forced the church to follow.
In the remaining portions of this article, we will discuss the impact the three key
individuals–Arius, Constantine, and Athanasius–had on the Council of Nicea. We
will also respond to the charge that the doctrine of the Trinity was the result of
political pressure rather than of thoughtful deliberation on Scripture by a group
of committed Christian leaders.

Arius
Let’s look first at the instigator of the conflict that resulted in the council, a man
named Arius.
Arius was a popular preacher and presbyter from Libya who was given pastoral
duties at Baucalis, in Alexandria, Egypt. The controversy began as a disagreement
between Arius and his bishop, Alexander, in 318 A.D. Their differences centered
on how to express the Christian understanding of God using current philosophical
language. This issue had become important because of various heretical views of
Jesus that had crept into the church in the late second and early third centuries.
The use of philosophical language to describe theological realities has been
common throughout the church age in an attempt to precisely describe what had
been revealed in Scripture.
Alexander argued that Scripture presented God the Father and Jesus as having an
equally eternal nature. Arius felt that Alexander’s comments supported a heretical
view of God called Sabellianism which taught that the Son was merely a different
mode of the Father rather than a different person. Jehovah’s Witnesses argue
today that the position held by Arius was superior to that of Alexander’s.
Although some historians believe that the true nature of the original argument

has been clouded by time and bias, the dispute became so divisive that it caught
the attention of Emperor Constantine. Constantine brought the leaders of the
church together for the first ecumenical council in an attempt to end the
controversy.
It should be said that both sides of this debate held to a high view of Jesus and
both used the Bible as their authority on the issue. Some have even argued that
the controversy would never have caused such dissension were it not inflamed by
political infighting within the church and different understandings of terms used
in the debate.
Arius was charged with holding the view that Jesus was not just subordinate to
the Father in function, but that He was of an inferior substance in a metaphysical
sense as well. This went too far for Athanasius and others who were fearful that
any language that degraded the full deity of Christ might place in question His
role as savior and Lord.
Some believe that the position of Arius was less radical than is often perceived
today. Stuart Hall writes, “Arius felt that the only way to secure the deity of
Christ was to set him on the step immediately below the Father, who remained
beyond all comprehension.”{4} He adds that whatever the differences were
between the two sides, “Both parties understood the face of God as graciously
revealed in Jesus Christ.”{5}

Emperor Constantine
Many who oppose the doctrine of the Trinity insist that the emperor, Constantine,
imposed it on the early church in 325 A.D. Because of his important role in
assembling church leaders at Nicea, it might be helpful to take a closer look at
Constantine and his relationship with the church.
Constantine rose to supreme power in the Roman Empire in 306 A.D. through

alliance-making and assassination when necessary. It was under Constantine’s
Edict of Milan in 313 A.D. that persecution of the church ended and confiscated
church properties were returned.
However, the nature of Constantine’s relationship to the Christian faith is a
complex one. He believed that God should be appeased with correct worship, and
he encouraged the idea among Christians that he “served their God.”{6} It seems
that Constantine’s involvement with the church centered on his hope that it could
become a source of unity for the troubled empire. He was not so much interested
in the finer details of doctrine as in ending the strife that was caused by religious
disagreements. He wrote in a letter, “My design then was, first, to bring the
diverse judgments found by all nations respecting the Deity to a condition, as it
were, of settled uniformity; and, second to restore a healthy tone to the system of
the world . . .”{7} This resulted in him supporting various sides of theological
issues depending on which side might help peace to prevail. Constantine was
eventually baptized shortly before his death, but his commitment to the Christian
faith is a matter of debate.
Constantine participated in and enhanced a recently established tradition of
Roman emperors meddling in church affairs. In the early church, persecution was
the general policy. In 272, Aurelian removed Paul of Samosata from his church in
Antioch because of a theological controversy. Before the conflict over Arius,
Constantine had called a small church synod to resolve the conflict caused by the
Donatists who argued for the removal of priests who gave up sacred writings
during times of persecution. The Donatists were rebuked by the church synod.
Constantine spent five years trying to suppress their movement by force, but
eventually gave up in frustration.
Then, the Arian controversy over the nature of Jesus was brought to his attention.
It would be a complex debate because both sides held Jesus in high regard and
both sides appealed to Scripture to defend their position. To settle the issue,
Constantine called the council at Nicea in 325 A.D. with church leaders mainly

from the East participating. Consistent with his desire for unity, in years to come
Constantine would vacillate from supporting one theological side to the other if he
thought it might end the debate.
What is clear is that Constantine’s active role in attempting to resolve church
disputes would be the beginning of a new relationship between the empire and
the church.

Athanasius
The Council of Nicea convened on May 20, 325 A.D. The 230 church leaders were
there to consider a question vital to the church: Was Jesus Christ equal to God the
Father or was he something else? Athanasius, only in his twenties, came to the
council to fight for the idea that, “If Christ were not truly God, then he could not
bestow life upon the repentant and free them from sin and death.”{8} He led
those who opposed the teachings of Arius who argued that Jesus was not of the
same substance as the Father.
The Nicene Creed, in its entirety, affirmed belief “. . . in one God, the Father
almighty, Maker of all things visible and invisible. And in one Lord Jesus Christ,
the Son of God, begotten of the Father, Light of Light, very God of very God,
begotten, not made, being of one substance with the Father; by whom all things
were made; who for us men, and for our salvation, came down and was incarnate
and was made man; he suffered, and the third day he rose again, ascended into
heaven; from thence he shall come to judge the quick and the dead. And in the
Holy Ghost.” {9}
The council acknowledged that Christ was God of very God. Although the Father
and Son differed in role, they, and the Holy Spirit are truly God. More specifically,
Christ is of one substance with the Father. The Greek word homoousios was used
to describe this sameness. The term was controversial because it is not used in
the Bible. Some preferred a different word that conveyed similarity rather than

sameness. But Athanasius and the near unanimous majority of bishops felt that
this might eventually result in a lowering of Christ’s oneness with the Father.
They also argued that Christ was begotten, not made. He is not a created thing in
the same class as the rest of the cosmos. They concluded by positing that Christ
became human for mankind and its salvation. The council was unanimous in its
condemnation of Arius and his teachings. It also removed two Libyan bishops who
refused to accept the creed formulated by the Council.
The growing entanglement of the Roman emperors with the church during the
fourth century was often less than beneficial. But rather than Athanasius and his
supporters seeking the backing of imperial power, it was the Arians who actually
were in favor of the Emperor having the last word.

Summary
Did Constantine impose the doctrine of the Trinity on the church? Let’s respond
to a few of the arguments used in support of that belief.
First, the doctrine of the Trinity was a widely held belief prior to the Council of
Nicea. Since baptism is a universal act of obedience for new believers, it is
significant that Jesus uses Trinitarian language in Matthew 28:19 when He gives
the Great Commission to make disciples and baptize in the name of the Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit. The Didache, an early manual of church life, also included
the Trinitarian language for baptism. It was written in either the late first or early
second century after Christ. We find Trinitarian language again being used by
Hippolytus around 200 A.D. in a formula used to question those about to be
baptized. New believers were to asked to affirm belief in God the Father, Christ
Jesus the Son of God, and the Holy Spirit.
Second, the Roman government didn’t consistently support Trinitarian theology
or its ardent apologist, Athanasius. Constantine flip-flopped in his support for
Athanasius because he was more concerned about keeping the peace than in

theology itself. He exiled Athanasius in 335 and was about to reinstate Arius just
prior to his death. During the forty-five years that Athanasius was Bishop of
Alexandria in Egypt, he was banished into exile five times by various Roman
Emperors.
In fact, later emperors forced an Arian view on the church in a much more direct
way than Constantine supported the Trinitarian view. Emperors Constantius II
and Julian banished Athanasius and imposed Arianism on the empire. The
emperor Constantius is reported to have said, “Let whatsoever I will, be that
esteemed a canon,” equating his words with the authority of the church
councils.{10} Arians in general “tended to favor direct imperial control of the
church.”{11}
Finally, the bishops who attended the Council of Nicea were far too independent
and toughened by persecution and martyrdom to give in so easily to a doctrine
they didn’t agree with. As we have already mentioned, many of these bishops
were banished by emperors supporting the Arian view and yet held on to their
convictions. Also, the Council at Constantinople in 381 reaffirmed the Trinitarian
position after Constantine died. If the church had temporarily succumbed to
Constantine’s influence, it could have rejected the doctrine at this later council.
Possessing the freedom to call an ecumenical council after the Edict of Milan in
313, significant numbers of bishops and church leaders met to consider the
different views about the person of Christ and the nature of God. The result was
the doctrine of the Trinity that Christians have held and taught for over sixteen
centuries.
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Broken Homes, Broken Hearts – A
Christian Perspective on Sex
Outside of Marriage
Kerby Anderson
Kerby Anderson examines the impact of teen pregnancies on our society from a
Christian, biblical worldview perspective. He suggests steps we must take
if Christians are to combat this problem of our American society.

As the family goes, so goes society.
Families are the bedrock of society. When families fall apart, society falls into

social and cultural decline. Ultimately the breakdown of the American family is at
the root of nearly every other social problem and pathology.
Just a few decades ago, most children in America grew up in intact, two-parent
families. Today, children who do so are a minority. Illegitimacy, divorce, and other
lifestyle choices have radically altered the American family, and thus have altered
the social landscape.
Karl Zinsmeister of the American Enterprise Institute has said, “There is a
mountain of scientific evidence showing that when families disintegrate, children
often end up with intellectual, physical and emotional scars that persist for life.”
He continues, “We talk about the drug crisis, the education crisis, and the
problem of teen pregnancy and juvenile crime. But all these ills trace back
predominantly to one source: broken families.”
Broken homes and broken hearts are not only the reason for so many social
problems. They are also the reason for the incumbent economic difficulties we
face as a culture. The moral foundation of society erodes as children learn the
savage values of the street rather than the civilized values of culture. And
government inevitably expands to intervene in family and social crises brought
about by the breakdown of the family. Sociologist Daniel Yankelovich puts it this
way:
Americans suspect that the nation’s economic difficulties are rooted not in
technical economic forces (for example, exchange rates or capital formation)
but in fundamental moral causes. There exists a deeply intuitive sense that the
success of a market-based economy depends on a highly developed social
morality–trustworthiness, honesty, concern for future generations, an ethic of
service to others, a humane society that takes care of those in need, frugality
instead of greed, high standards of quality and concern for community. These
economically desirable social values, in turn, are seen as rooted in family
values. Thus the link in public thinking between a healthy family and a robust

economy, though indirect, is clear and firm.

Illegitimacy is our most important social
problem.
One of the most significant factors contributing to the breakdown of the family
has been the steady rise of unwed births. Since 1960, illegitimate births have
increased more than 400 percent. In 1960, 5 percent of all births were out of
wedlock. Thirty years later nearly 30 percent of all births were illegitimate.
Among blacks two out of every three births are illegitimate.
To put this astonishing increase in illegitimate births in perspective, compare
1961 with 1991. Roughly the same number of babies were born in both years
(about 4 million). But in 1991, five times as many of these babies were born out of
wedlock.
Social commentator Charles Murray believes that “illegitimacy is the single
most important social problem of our time–more important than crime,
drugs, poverty, illiteracy, welfare or homelessness because it drives
everything else.” The public costs of illegitimacy are very high. “Children born
out of wedlock tend to have high infant mortality, low birth weight (with
attendant morbidities), and high probabilities of being poor, not completing
school, and staying on welfare themselves. As a matter of public policy, if not of
morality, it pays for society to approve of marriage as the best setting for
children, and to discourage having children out of wedlock.”
In her famous article in Atlantic Monthly entitled “Dan Quayle Was Right,”
Barbara Dafoe Whitehead warned Americans of the cost of ignoring the
breakdown of the family:
If we fail to come to terms with the relationship between family structure and
declining child well-being, then it will be increasingly difficult to improve

children’s life prospects, no matter how many new programs the federal
government funds. Nor will we be able to make progress in bettering school
performance or reducing crime or improving the quality of the nation’s future
work force–all domestic problems closely connected to family breakup. Worse,
we may contribute to the problem by pursuing policies that actually increase
family instability and breakup.
While speaking of Dan Quayle, it might be wise to remind ourselves of what the
former Vice-President said that brought such a firestorm from his critics. While
speaking to the Commonwealth Club in San Francisco, Vice President Quayle
argued that “It doesn’t help matters when prime time TV has Murphy Brown–a
character who supposedly epitomized today’s intelligent, highly paid, professional
woman–mocking the importance of fathers by bearing a child alone, and calling it
just another lifestyle choice.”
At the time, one would have thought the Vice-President had uttered the greatest
blasphemy of our time. Yes, he was using a fictional character to make a point.
Yes, he was challenging the tolerant, politically-correct conventions of the time.
But he was addressing an important issue neglected by so many.
Fortunately, a year later Atlantic Monthly magazine devoted the cover of its April
1993 issue to the story: “Dan Quayle Was Right. After decades of public dispute
about so-called family diversity, the evidence from social-science research is
coming in: The dissolution of two-parent families, though it may benefit the adults
involved, is harmful to many children, and dramatically undermines our society.”
The conclusion should not be startling, yet in a society that no longer operates
from a Christian world and life view, it has nearly become front page news. For
decades, the United States has engaged in a dangerous social experiment. Two
parents are no longer seen as necessary. Stable, intact families are no longer seen
as important. We are trying to reinvent the family and are finding out the
devastating consequences of illegitimacy, divorce, and other lifestyle choices. As a

society, we must return to the values of abstinence, chastity, fidelity, and
commitment. Our desire to reject Christian family values has inevitably lead to
the decline of Western civilization. It is time to find the road back to home.

The flood of teenage pregnancies is destroying
our social fabric.
One of the most significant factors contributing to the breakdown of the family
has been the steady rise of unwed births. Since 1960, illegitimate births have
increased more than 400 percent. In 1960, 5 percent of all births were out of
wedlock. Thirty years later nearly 30 percent of all births were illegitimate.
Among blacks two out of every three births are illegitimate.
One of the most significant factors contributing to the breakdown of the family
has been the steady rise of unwed births. Since 1960, illegitimate births have
increased more than 400 percent. In 1960, 5 percent of all births were out of
wedlock. Thirty years later nearly 30 percent of all births were illegitimate.
Among blacks two out of every three births are illegitimate.
One of the driving forces of illegitimacy is births to unmarried teenagers. Every
64 seconds, a baby is born to a teenage mother, and every five minutes a baby is
born to a teenager who already has a child. More than two thirds of these births
are to teen girls who are not married.
Becoming a teenage parent significantly decreases the chance that the young
mother will be able to complete high school, attend college, and successfully
compete for a job. She is much more likely to rear the child in poverty than girls
who do not become mothers as teenagers. “When teenagers have babies both
mothers and children tend to have problems–health, social, psychological, and
economic. Teens who have children out of wedlock are more likely to end up at
the bottom of the socio-economic ladder.”

If the increase in teenage pregnancy isn’t disturbing enough, there are other
disturbing trends. A growing number of adults are having sex with teens. This is
more than just Joey Buttafuoco and Amy Fisher or Woody Allen and Soon-Yi
Previn. Social statistics show that adult males are fathers of two thirds of the
babies born to teenage girls.
In some ways, this is not a new phenomenon. In 1920, for example, 93 percent of
babies born to teenagers were fathered by adults. But the difference is that
pregnant teens no longer marry the father. Today, 65 percent of teenage moms
are unmarried. Many of these kids are destined to spend a lifetime in a cycle of
poverty and welfare dependency.
Why teenage girls become sexually involved with adult males is sometimes
difficult to discern. A desire for a mature male and teenage insecurity are
significant reasons. Teenage girls from broken homes or abusive homes often are
easy prey for adult men, which may explain why adult men seek out teenager
girls. In many cases, teen sex is not consensual. Girls under the age of 18 are
victims of approximately half the rapes each year.
Stemming the tide of teen pregnancy, and reforming the current welfare system
that often encourages it, are important action points. But doing so must take into
account that adult males are a significant reason why teenage girls are becoming
pregnant.
Whether we look at the increase in illegitimate births in general or teenage
pregnancy in particular, we can see a disturbing trend. In essence, Americans
have been conducting a social experiment for the last three decades. And the
evidence clearly points to major problems when children are reared in families
without two parents. Illegitimate births are part of the reason for the breakdown
of the family; divorce is the other.

We must honor and promote sexual abstinence.
Thus far we have been talking about the problems. Now it’s time to propose a
solution. There are two parts to this approach. First, we must teach sexual
abstinence. A fundamental reason for the increase in unwed births is teenage
sexual promiscuity. Reduce teenage sexuality and you will reduce illegitimacy.
Fortunately, the abstinence message seems to be gaining in popularity and
getting the media attention it deserves.
or example, the front page of the Sunday New York Times Style section featured
the surprising headline: “Proud to Be a Virgin: Nowadays, You Can be Respected
Even if You Don’t Do It.” And the March 1994 issue of Mademoiselle featured an
article proclaiming “The New Chastity.” The article wondered if “saying no to sex
might turn out to be the latest stage in the sexual revolution.” Mademoiselle
found that views on sexuality seem to be changing. Virgins, for example, are no
longer seen as individuals who are fearful or socially inept. In fact, abstinence is
now being equated with strength of will and character. Those once labeled
“carefree” are now considered “careless” in light of the AIDS and STDs.
One of the most visible campaign for abstinence has come from the “True Love
Waits” campaign by the Southern Baptist Convention (SBC) begun in the spring of
1993. Students pledge: “Believing that true love waits, I make a commitment to
God, myself, my family, those I date, my future mate, and my future children to be
sexually pure until the day I enter a covenant marriage relationship.”
A grassroots movement to promote abstinence through a variety of programs has
been spreading throughout the country. Crisis Pregnancy Centers provide
speakers to address the issue of abstinence. Untold groups–with names like “Aim
for Success” and “Best Friends” and “Athletes for Abstinence”–are spreading the
positive message of abstinence to teens who need to hear an alternative to the
safe sex message.

There are substantial personal benefits to abstinence. But the greatest benefit to
society is a reduction in the illegitimate birth rate which drives nearly all of the
social problems discussed in this book.

We must target teen pregnancy.
Now we must address the second part of the problem; that is, we must target teen
pregnancy. The problem with teenage sex is not simply that teens are having sex.
In approximately half the cases, adults are having sex with teenagers. State laws
governing statutory rape are often called a “fictitious chastity belt” since law
enforcement often ignore the laws.
The reasons for lax enforcement are varied, but they surely include the fallout
from the sexual revolution and the children’s rights movement. As a society, we
have come to accept the notion that even young teenagers are engaging in
consensual sex. While there may be some tawdry publicity when a high profile
entertainer like Woody Allen or Kelsey Grammar is accused of sex with a
teenager, generally the issue is ignored.
But the issue cannot be ignored. “Welfare reform, sex education and teen
pregnancy prevention programs and welfare reform are doomed to failure when
they ignore the prevalence of adult-teen sex.” Education about the problem and
enforcement of statutory rape laws would substantially reduce the number of
unwed teens.

We must honor and promote strong marriages.
Now I would like to propose additional solutions to the problem of family
breakdown. First, we must teach marriage principles. Marriages are falling apart
and other marriages never begin as sexual partners choose to live together rather
than get married. Churches and Christian organizations must teach marriage
principles so that marriages will last. Once built on commitment, today’s

marriages are a contract: as long as love shall last. Sound, biblical education is
necessary to put marriages back on a firm foundation.
Fortunately, a growing number of effective organizations are providing that
needed education. Family Life Ministry holds weekend Family Life Conferences
through out the country and the world to packed audiences eager to learn more
about how to build strong marriages and families. The Marriage Encounter
program has been providing the same important teaching in church and retreat
settings. And lots and lots of books, tapes, videos, and other seminars are
focusing needed attention on the principles that will build strong marriages and
allow them to flourish.

We must honor and support fatherhood.
Second, we must emphasize fatherhood. As more and more children grow up in
single-parent homes (which are primarily female-headed homes), fathers appear
irrelevant and superfluous. Not only are they seen as expendable; they are often
seen as part of the problem.
Yet the consequences of fatherless homes is devastating. “More than 70 percent
of all juveniles in state reform institutions come from fatherless homes.” Children
who grow up without fathers are more likely to be involved in criminal behavior
because they lack a positive male role model in their lives. Fathers are not
irrelevant. They may indeed spell the difference between success and failure for
their children.
Often fatherless homes feed the cycle of illegitimacy itself. “Young white women
who grow up without a father in the home are more than twice as likely to bear
children out of wedlock. And boys living in a single-parent family are twice as
likely to father a child out of wedlock as boys from intact homes.”
Fortunately, there are many ministries encouraging men to stand with their
families. Gatherings like the Promise Keepers conferences nationwide are highly

visible symbols of a much greater movement of men (individual churches or
parachurch organizations) who have dedicated themselves to running their
families on biblical principles. Groups like Mad Dads (Men Against Destruction
Defending Against Drugs and Social disorder) have been organized to encourage
fathers in high crime urban areas. Especially critical are young urban (often
black) youths who do not have strong male role models to emulate. One organizer
said, “They saw pimps and hustlers and dope dealers and gang bangers and
hypersexual individuals who like to make babies but didn’t assume the
responsibility of taking care of them–so why should the kids? And so our first goal
was just to mobilize strong, black fathers who were drug-free, who were willing to
stand up and be role models, giving our kids another group of men they could
look at.”
Building strong families must include building families with fathers.
Fatherlessness is one of the primary causes of social disintegration. Parenting
cannot be left to mothers and grandmothers. Fathers are essential.
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