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ABSTRACT

This thesis-project lcoks at the problem of sexual
failure among spiritual leaders, with a goal of providing
resources for a seminar/workshop for these professionals.
It begins by considering, from an evangelical perspective,
the biblical teaching on human sexuality, and marriage and
the family. Consideration is also given to the biblical
teaching on the morality of spiritual leaders in ancient
Israel, and in the church during the apostolic age.

In an effort to understand why spiritual leaders succumb to
sexual temptation, the author loocks at the principal
characteristics of contemporary society, the contributions
of contemporary psycholegy, and the marriages of these
spiritual leaders. Surveys by Cti/Leadership (1992), the
Evangelical Fellowship of Canada (1994), and by the author
of pastors in the United Baptist Convention of the Atlantic
Provinces (1995), provide data concerning marriage and
family life.

In an effort to understand why certain women become the
victims of sexual misbehavior by spiritual leaders, the
insights of contemporary psychology are once again brought
into fccus. The thesis-project concludes with an appeal for

professionalism as a safe-guard to sexual failure.
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PART I

THESIS

SEXUAL FAILURE AMONG SPIRITUAL LEADERS



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

A Tale of Two Pastors

This story is about two pastors- who in a tragic sense
are representative of those spiritual leaders who, for one
reason or another, succumb tc the temptations of sexual
immorality. Bcth men are average pastors, serving the Lord
and his chufch in the trenches of every-day pastoral work.
They are neither any better nor any worse, neither more
spiritual nor less spiritual than hundreds of other pastors

in dezens of other churches and denominations!

It was about mid morning on a beautiful spring day when
the telephone in Pastor John’s office rang. At the other
end of the line was a fellow pastor who was a close personal

riend. 1In fact, both pastors and their wives frequently

(1)

would meet after their respective evening services and

travel together in one vehicle to the local doughnut shop,
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(V)

more for the fellowship than the refreshments. The voice

on the line did not initially convey any urgency, but as the
conversation progressed beyond the typical pleasantries,
urgency and uncertainty began to manifest themselves. “Are
you busy?” asked Pastor Bob. "“No more than usual,” came the
response. “Can I come to see you? I really need to talk to
vou!” “Sure, come along,” replied Pastor John. Within
about fifteen minutes the troubled pastor was seated
nervously in his friend’s study at the church office. That
merning the ~wo men sat together for several hours in deep
conversation interrupted by neither phone calls nor
visitors. Part way through the morning Pastor Bob, at his
wife’s earlier insistence, asked Pastor John to invite his
wife to the study so that she could hear his confession. It
was a morning, and a conversation, none of the three is

likely to soon forgert!

Pastor Bob told his sad story of how for several months
ne had been involved sexually with a married woman in his
congregation and that, to the present time, absolutely no
one except his spouse knew of the situation. As a matter of
fact, the information had only recently been shared by
Pastor Bob with his wife, and it was at her insistence that
he now sat in Pastor John’s study, relating his sexual

failure.



It happened each morning at coffee-break time as
Pastor Bob worked in his study located in the church
building, that Mrs. Green, who worked in the church’s day-
scnool program as a teacher’s helper, would come to his
office with a cup of coffee. This practice raised no
suspicions for several reasons. In the first place, it was
coffee-break time, and a teacher’s helper had fewer
responsibilities than the teachers. Further, this
particular woman was not nearly as attractive as Pastor
Bob’s wife. Moreover, Pastor Bob and his wife had both a
stable marriage, and a fairly open relationship, or so it

seemed.

It wasn't long before Mrs. Green was sharing with
Pastor Bob many of the details of a bad marriage in which
her husband was not only less than sensitive to her needs
but actually quite brutal, both psychologically and
physically. She would grumble and complain, and this often
was followed by deep sighing and uncontrollable weeping. Of
course, Pastor Bob, although he knew better, would respond
by holding Mrs. Green’s hand and by hugging her.

Eventually, this led to more intimate touching, and

ultimately, sexual intercourse. Once the line of sexual

integrity had been crossed, Pastor Bob was ensnared by the



excitement of illicit sexual experiences. Simultaneously,

he was devastated by the betrayal of his vows to his wife.

Who is Pastor Bob? He is in his late twenties, a
graduate of a fcur-year ministerial program in an
evangelical Bible college, the product of a conservative
Christian home, and the brother of two siblings in full-time
pastoral ministry. Pastor Bob is very conservative
“heologically- in fact, almest a fundamentalist. He is
married to the daughter of a missiocnary couple, and has four
children, all under ten vyears of age. Pastor Bob is a good
poreacher and teacher, and is well-loved by his congregation.
His wife is attractive physically and very talented in terms
of gifts for ministry. Further, she is in love with both
her husband and the work tc which she believes God has
called them. 2As a matter of fact, perhaps as & result of
growing up the child of missionary parents, she has always

had a special sense of “call” to the ministry.

Before the affair began between Pastor Bob and Mrs.
Green, he spoke tc his wife about the matter of husbands
being accountable to their wives, and encouraged her to keep
a close watch on him so that she could warn him of danger.
It is more than interesting to note that she took this
challenge seriously when she noticed the frequency of Mrs.

Green’s visits to her husband’s office. He became angry



with her and kbelittled her concern, accusing her of not
trusting him, especially since Mrs. Green was so homely. She
retreated, & little hurt, but completely unsuspicious cf ner

husband’s growing sexual entanglement.

Now Pastor Bob sits in Pastor John’s study, confessing
his sin and weeping tears of brokenness and quilt. In less
than four months he will be moving to another province to
take up ministry in a new church. Should he, he wonders,
just move on without saying anything to anyone in the
present church? After all, he has confessed his sin to the
Lord and to his wife, and as far as ne knows both have
forgiven him. No one need know about this heinous sin. Or

should he, he wonders, confess his sin tc his church and his

AN 4

denominational supervisor? “After ail,” he says, doesn’t
the Bible warn, ‘Be sure your sin will find you out?’” Most

surely then, Mrs. Green will “blow the whistle” on him!

As the two pastors talk it becomes evident that Pastor
John, who deeply loves Pastor Bob and his wife, will not let
his friend off without considering the ramifications of
which decision he might make. Eventually it was agreed that
if forgiveness in the deepest sense was to be realized, full
confession must pe made. Pastor Bob convened a meeting of
his Deacons’ bcard, confessed his sin to them, and then met

ith Mrg. Zreen’s husband to do the same. {He sustained a

with = o=



ol in the process). Next, he notified his
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lacx Y
denominational supervisor who came immediately to his home,
then stood with him as he faced his congregation and made
confession to them. Immediately he was removed from his

ministry, and within four months Pastor Bob and his familvy

moved tc another province, but not to ancther church.

Pastor Bob requested and received help from another

pastor and congregation. For nearly four wyears now, he and

pcresent dencminaticn has a policy which prohibits
reinstatement to ministry following sexual immorality, but
Pastor Bob is pressing the situation, hoping that there will

1

|__4

be a change in denominational polity. Failing this, he wi
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one in which cne of his siblings serves.

Pastor Ron’s story 1is quite different. He is in his

mid-thirties, married and the father of two teen-aged

cnildrern. He had pbeen adopted into a conservative Christian
hcme as & voung cnild by an clder childless couple and was
raised as an only child. Pastor Ron has some theologicel

training from an evangelical Christian liberal arts college

and a bachelcr’s degree from a quasi-religious university.

o
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Theologically, he identifies himself as sympathetic to t!
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charismatic movement, and £feels specially gifted in
“discerning spirits” and exorcism. He 1s a good preacher
and teacher, gifted musically, and quite well loved by his
people. His wife works outside the home and is also
invelved in his ministry. She may be described as a “plain-

Jane,” often appears despondent, and 1s guite the opposite

of her extroverted, “tall, dark and handsome” husband.

One Sunday evening, right out ¢f the blue, twc ladies
in Pastor Ron’s congregation asked for permission tc address
the assembled worshippers. To the utter surprise and
stunned silence c¢f all gathered, these two ladies confessed
to an only recently terminated sexual relationship with

Pastor Ron. People wept openly!

Reluctantly, Pastor Ron resigned, but not without

feeble attempts to justify himself. In fact, to this day,

Fh

nearly four years after the disclosure, Pastor Ron has
refused toc give an account of himself to his church, much
less ask their forgiveness. He has been defrocked by his
denomination, but has moved into a non-denominational,
charismatic church, where he has confessed his sin, and is
once again involved in ministry as a lay pastor. For a
while, Pastor Ron and his wife separated, but they have
participated in several counseling sessions and are again

living together. Pastor Ron has refused all =ifcrts by his
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fcrmer church to discuss and resolve the matter of pastcral

sexual immorality.

Issues and Questions

The scenarios related in the preceding pages are true
in terms of overall content, but changed in some details so
as to protect the identities of the principals. Similar
tragic stories could be told, but the two that have been
recounted are sufficient as a means whereby issues relating
to sexual infidelity by spiritual leaders may be raised and

discussed.

Some c¢rf the biblical and theological issues seem to be
clear and straightforward: God calls people to serve Him in
leadership roles in the community of faith, and He has high
ethical and moral standards by which they are tc live and
work; immorality of any kind is forbidden; those who fail
morally must be removed from leadership positions, at least
temporarily; when the sinner confesses his or her sin and
repents, he or she is forgiven by God and hopes alsc to be
forgiven by the church. But, there are other issues which
are not so easily determined! To whom must confession of
sin be made? Is there any sin that permanently disqualifies
a person from spiritual leadership? Does forgiveness always
imply restcration? Deoes restoration always apply to those

in & position of spiritual leadership? Must there alwavs b=
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a periocd of probation, and if so, hcw long must it be?
Does it matter whether or not the spiritual leader is
divorced as a result of the sexual failure? Is there any

difference between the spiritual leader who “slips” into

described as

M

immcrality and the spiritual leader who mav D

O

174 W ”

a “predator,” or “in

ARV

idel

th

There are other ecclesiastical and denominational
concerns. Does the lccal church, the denomination or the
para-church organization have a policy concerning such
situations? Is there a program in the denomination or para-
church organization for the restoration ¢f these spiritual

Are the moral standards of the local church,

(V)

leaders
denominational or para-church organizations consistent with

biblical standards?

More guestions have been raised than can be answered by

2

this study. Therefore, it is important that we focus on

[l

those specific issues that will be addressed. This thesis-~
project will focus primarily on the cultural, psychological,
and marriage factors which contribute to the susceptibility
of scme spiritual leaders to sexual temptations.
Consideration will also be given to the factors which

contribute to the susceptibility of certain women to sexual

advances by theilr spiritual leaders.



f—

Purpose and Parameters

The purpose of this thesis-project is to develop a
model out of which will come a program for ministering to
spiritual leaders, church professionals, in the hope of
preventing sexual failure.

For the purpose of this thesis-project, & church
professional is defined as a “person who is reimbursed for
his or her ministry within the local church or
denomination.” This includes pastors, Christian education

directors, music directors, and denominational staff, but

not ancillary staff such as secretaries and janitors.-

w0

rurther, for the purpose of this thesis-project, sexual
Failure shall be defined as, and restricted te, sexual

involvement by the church professional with a person of the
oppcsite sex other than the perscn's spouse, regardless of
the context in which this behavior is expressed. Marie
Fortune suggests, “The behavior which occurs in the sexual
violation of boundaries includes, but is not limited to,
sexual comments or suggestions(jokes, innuendoes,

invitations, etc.), touching, fondling, kissing, seduction,

“The great tragedy in our Atlantic United Baptist
Convention, as with other ecclesiastical institutions, 1is
that many professicnals are often lost to the church, not
just as a result of their moral failure, but especially
because of failure by the denomination to provide both
information and training, and counseling after the facrt.
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molestation, or rape.” These are issues of harassment,

most of which, in terms of our purpoce, will not be

discussed. OQur primary concern will be adultery.
Descriptions

This thesis-project will consist of two parts: thesis
and projecct.

Part I: The Thesis

In the first three chapters, consideraticn will be
given to the biblical and theological understanding of human
sexuality, marriage and family, and the morality of

leaders.

}—+

spiritua

The second chapter, "“Tcward Understanding the Bible On
Human Sexuality,” will explore a number of concepts from
both Testaments including the nature and purpose of human
sexuality, the teachings of Jesus and Paul on human
sexuality, and the significance of the doctrine of the
resurrection rfor human sexuality. We shall also look at the
relationship between love and sexuality, and the problem of
sexual sin, especially for spiritual leaders.

The third chapter, “Toward Understanding the Bible on
Marriage and Family,” will explore the meaning of marriage

in both Testaments, the purpose of marriage including its

‘Marie Fortune, “Is Nothing Sacred?” Touchstcne (Sep.
1991): 13,14.




sacredness, and marriage as a spiritual metaphor. The

\Y]
0

premise here is that marriage is a covenant relationship
akin to the covenant relationship between God and his
people, and therefore so special and sacred that immorality
does violence to the “one flesh” concept characteristic of
Judaeo-Christian theology.

The fourth chapter, "“Toward Understanding the Bible on
Morality of Spiritual Leaders,” will give consideration to
the high ethical and moral standards set by the Lord for
those who lead his people.

Chapters five through nine will give consideration to

EOu

the insights of the social sciences into the susceptipbility
of certain pastors to sexuel temptation, and the
susceptibility cf certain women to the sexual advances of
their spiritual leaders.

In the fifth chapter, “Toward Understanding the
Sociological Factors,” we will look at spiritual leaders in
their cultural and work environments with special attention

to the sexual behavior of spiritual leaders in North

America.

In the sixth chapter, "“Toward Understanding the
Psvchological Factors,” consideration will be given to other

various factors and influences which it is felt contribute

H

significantly to the susceptibility of spiritual leaders to



-

misbenave sexually. The basic premise of this thesis is

3

ely “fall” intc immorality cut of

0]
]

that spiritual leader a
che plue, but that such a “fall” 1s predicated cn certain
moral, social, psychological and spiritual factors.

The seventh chapter, entitled “Toward Understanding th

” Zccks at spiritual leaders In In

M
0

Mlarriage r©acTors, -

heir nome Llife with particular focus on the marriage.

In this chapter, use will be made of a survey conducted tc

Jetermineg sexua: attlitudes and hablits of spirituel leaders
in the United Baptist Convention of the Atlantic Provinces.
The eighth chapter, "“Toward Understanding the
Julnerabilicy cof Congregants,” will direct attention tc che
issues of power and trust, and will seek to understand =he

opersonalitcy types of victims of sexual sxpioitation.

sl L

Chapter nine, “Toward Professionalism in Pastocr-

sexual miscconduct DY sSpiritual leaders through training In
crciassionalism in ministry, especially in counseling.

Part Il A Seminar/Workshop for Spiritual Leaders

It is understood that normally a project is designed

nd administered by the researcher, and that a thesis is

[\

then developed from the project. This has been done, to a
degree, in that & survey of approximately 400 pastors in th
United Baptist Cconwvention ¢f the ATlantic Frcv7inces wWas
undertaxen in The summer oI 1%SS.  Thls survey sougnt T2

crnTex:

oo

€

-
-
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discover, among other things, some of the sexual habits

and practices of these spirituel leaders. Material from

p—=-

i)

0

n several of the chapters.

0]
}1

this survey 1 orporated

.

However, the primary purpocse of this thesis-project is to

s1)

develop a model out of which will come a program for
ministering to church professionals. It is anticipated that
if spiritual leaders can be informed and educated about the
factors which contribute to immoral inclinations, they may
think twice before entering immcral relationships. Thus,
the seminar/ workshop is in fact the project.

It is intended that the seminar/workshop be presented
to church leaders in a one-day time frame. There is an old

adage which says, “an ounce of prevention 1s worth a pound

th

of cure,” and 1f thers is any truth in this, the present

effort will be more than justified.

Literature Review

While the problem of immcrality among spiritual leaders
is as old as the 0ld Testament, the literature dealing with
the issue from an academic perspective is confined to the
period beginning in the mid 1980s, about the time of the
sexual failure of televangelists Jim Bakker and Jimmy

Swaggart, and culminating in the mid 1990s.°

‘The only book iength treatment of the subject until
tnis past decade was Charles L. Rassieur, The Problem
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In an effort to identify the essential causes of
sexual failure among spiritual leaders, various mecdels have
been set forth by the experts in the field. John Vogelsang
identifies five basic models, while acknowledging that “in
practice people tend toc operate with combinations of mecdels,

sometimes in contradictory ways.”

Model One “Sexual Sin”

Sexual Abuse: It is & form of sexual expression.
It is wrong because it may involve
aaultery, sex with a minor, sex outside
of marriage bonds, or other proscribed
sexual activity.

Cause: The minister has sinned or has had a

lapse of judgment due to overwork,
stress, burnout, or alcohol add;ct1on.

As important as this model is, we will not study it
because it is bevyond the parameters we have set. However,
we snould note that this model focuses, as Marie Fortune
says, “on the who, what, where, when and why of sexual
activity. . . [and does not] cegnsider the substance of the

sexual interaction, for sxample, the quality of the

aticnship, including the presence or aksence of conse
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and the distripbution of

Clergymen Don’t Talk About (Philadelphia: Westminster,
1576} .

*John D. Vogelsang, “Reconstructing the Response to
Clergy Sexual Abuse,” Quarterly Review 13 (Winter, 1993): 4.

“Ibid.

‘Marie Fortune, Sexual Violence: The Unmentionable Sin
(New York: Pilgrim Press, 1933), /1. Peter Mosgciian and
Gecorge Ohlschlager, Sexual Misconduct in Counseling and

Ministry (Dallzas: Word, Inc., 1%%5), and Stanley J. Grenz
and Roy D. Bell, Betraval of Trust: Sexual Misconduct in
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Model Two “The Act of a Disturbed Individual”

Sexual Abuse: It is the harmful sexual acts of
disturbed individuals.

Cause: The accused are sociopaths or sex
addicts who lack character and
conscience, are unreformable, and must
be removed from their positions.”

This second model, based in large measure on the
pioneering work of Patrick Carnes, permits people to speak
in strong language of the perpetrator as a sex addict, a
sociopath, or a predator who lacks character and conscience

and will continue to prey on other victims.’

Model Three “Psychological Disorder”

Sexual Abuse: It is a violation of an individual’s
emctional and/or physical boundaries
with destructive effects on both the
complainant and the accused.

Cause: Both the complainant and the accused
are unclear about their own
osychological boundaries. They may
suffer from low self-estzem. They may
pe unclear about how to get their needs
met in a direct and healthy way. They
may come from alcoholic cr dysfunctional
families, and they may have suffered
some form of abuse as children.
Complainants are vulnerable to abuse;
the accused are at risk to commit
abuse."

Pastorate (Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press,
19395), represent Models One, Three and Four.

*Vogelsang, “Reconstructing,” 4,5.

*Patrick Carnes, Contrary to Love: Helping the Sexual
Addict (Minneapolis: CompCare Publishers, 1989%9), and Out of
the Shadows (Minneapolis: CompCare Publishers, 1983); Harry
W. Schaumburg, False Intimacy: Understanding the Struggle of
Sexual Addiction {(Colorado Springs: NAVPRESS, 1992).

“'Yogelseng, “Reconstructing,” 5.




While a small number of perpetrators may be
sociopaths or sex addicts, most are psychologically

predisposed to this behavior in ways that will respond to
therapy. ™’

Mcdel Four “Betraval of a Professional
Relationship”

Sexual Abuse: It is a betrayal and abuse of the
professiconal relationship between the
minister, the congregant, and the
congregation, in which ministers are
expected to act in the best interest of
their congregants, to live an exemplaryv
life, to work according to high
standards, to honor the trust placed in
them, and to use their authority for
benevolence, not maleficence.

Cause: The professional is ill-prepared,
lacks supervision, and is given to
abusing the power and authority of his
or her position. The congregation and
larger church lack clear policies and an
accountability and support system for
professicnal ministers.*

l*Raymond T. Brock and Horace C. Lukens, “Affair
Prevention in the Ministry,” Journal cf Psychology and
Christianity 8 (1989):44-55; John F. Shackelford, TAffairs
in the Consulting Room: A Review of the Literature on
Therapist-Patient Sexual Intimacy,” Journal of Psychology
and Christianity 8 (Winter 1989): 26-43; Peter L. Steinke,
“Clergy Affairs,” Journal of Psychologv and Christianity 8
(1989): 56-62. For a combination of Models Three and four,
see: Jack Balswick and John Thoburn, “How Ministers Deal
With Sexual Temptation,” Pastoral Psychology 39 (1991):277-
286; Peter Mosgofian and George Ohlschlager, Sexual
Misconduct in Counseling and Ministry (Dallas: Word Inc.,
1995); James N. Poling, The Abuse of Power: A Theological
Problem (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1991); Peter Rutter, Sex
in the Forbidden Zone: When Men in Power- Therapists, —_‘
Doctors, Clergy, Teacners, and Others- Betray Women’s Trust
(Los Angeles: Jeremy P. Tarcher, 1989); John W. Thoburn and
Jack O. Balswick, “An Evaluation of Infidelity Among Male
Protestant Clergy,” Pastoral Psychology 42 (1994): 285-294;
Thoburn and Balswick, “A prevention Approach to Infidelity
Among Male Protestant Clergy,” Pastoral Psychology 42
(1993 : 45-51. For a combination of Models Three and Five,
see G. Lloyd Rediger, Ministry and Sexuality: Cases,
Counseling and Care {(Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1990).

*Vogelsanq, “Reconstructing,” 5,6.



i%
This model focuses on the social role of the

spiritual leader, maintaining that sexual misconduct is not
about sex but about betraving the integrity and expectations
of the professional role. This approach investigates how
the professional relationship between the pastor and the
congregant has opeen violated.*® Further, it recognizes that
the power differential between the spiritual leader and the
congregant precludes meaningful consent. This model also is

apt to ask how the svstem allowed them to do what they did.

Model Five “Culturally Condoned Oppression”

Sexual Abuse: A manifestation of the culturally
condoned use of power and sexuality
perpetrated by men on women and

children.

Cause: Men have been socialized to have power
over women and to use sex as a way to
Zcntrcl women and/cr tc seek lntimacy.

Women have been socialized to collude
with this culturally condoned way of
acting. Most of our social systems,
including congregations, ars constructed
in ways to perpetuate this oppression. "

This model attempts to identify the larger systemic

issues within acts of sexual abuse, including patriarchalism

" For a treatment of Model Four, see: Donald Capps,
“Sex in the Parish: Social-Scientific Explanations for Why
It Occurs,” Journal of Pastoral Care 47 {(Winter 1993) 350-
361; Stanley J. Grenz and Roy D. Bell, Betrayal of Trust:
Sexual Misconduct in the Pastorate (Downers Grove, [lllnois:

InterVarsity Press, 1995); Jerry Edelwich with Archie
Brodsky, Sexual Dilemmas for the Helping Professionals (New
York: Brunner/Mazel, 1982); Karen Lebacqz and Ronald G.
Barton, Sex in the Parish, (Louisville: Westminster/John
Know Press, 1991); Mary Pellauer, “Sex, Power, and the
Family of God,” Christianity and Crisis 47 ({lé February

iy g
1987y : 47~30.

L te s — 3 - AR TP - D
‘YJogelsang, “"RFeconstructing, c,
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and sexism.-* When & male spiritual leader misbehaves
sexually with a female congregant, he exploits his
professional position of power and his culturally conferred
power to invade the emotional and physical space of his

sictim.

It may sound like a cop-out to maintain that each of

these models has much to commend it, but that in fact, 1is

orecisely the case. For the purpcse of this thesis-project,
& decision was made not to investigate Model One. Further,

{4

it has become apparent after reading the literature, that

few ilnvestigatcrs focus on disturbed individuals.

(
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This is because most cf the perpetrators fall into this
pehavior accidentally, rather than making a life style of
it. The literature also indicates that while a few, mainly

feminists, make much of Model Five, as indesd they should,

(5t}
o

most of the attenticn fccuses on Mcdels Three and Four.

this light, this investigator nas beccme convinced that

o
'.l

Models Three and Four are of tThe utmost importance in terms

shop for use with spiritua
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sI developring a seminar/wo

Pamela Cooper-White, The Cry of Tamar: Violence

dgainst Women and the Church’s Response (Minneapollis:
Tcrtress Press, 19957.



CHAPTER TWO

TOWARD UNDERSTANDING THE BIBLE ON
HUMAN SEXUALITY
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Sex! Just the mention of the word conjures up
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intriguing subject, for one’s understanding is governed Dy

one’s worldview. - According to James Sire,

2 world view is a set of presuppositions /assumptions

which may be true, partially true or entirely false)

which we hold (consciocusly or subconsciously,

‘For informaticon cn worldviews see: Gordon H. Clark,

A Christian View of Men and Things {(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans,
1652); Norman L. Geisler and William D. Wadkins, Worlds
Apart: A Handboock on Worldviews, 2nd ed. (Grand Rapids:
Baker, 19859); Ronald H. Nash, Worldviews in Conflict (Grand
Rapids: Zondervan, 1992); and James W. Sire, The Universe

Next Door: A Basic World View Catalog, 2nd ed. (Downers
Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 1988). The major
worldviews include: theism, deism, naturalism, nihilism,
Marzism, existentialism, Eastern mysticism, and the new

=Sl

consciousness of the New Age.
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consistently or inconsistently) about the basic makeup of
our world.~

Because it is based on the Bible, the very Word of God, ® it
may be said that a Christian worldview 1s radically
different from non-Christian worldviews. The Christian
worldview 1s supernatural, objective, eternal and
idealistic. However, it must be admitted that this
portrayal is overly simplistic, for the Christian worldview
is anything but uniform. In fact, it is quite fragmented,
depending on one’s understanding of theolcgy and
anthropolcgy, among other things. For example, a
Christian’s worldview is influenced by whether or not one is
committed to the authority of Scripture, by one’s commitment
to creationism, evolutionary theory, or theistic evolution,
and py one’s appreciation ¢f the discoveries of the modern

sciences, such as anthropology, psychology and

==

socila

scciclogy.

-James W. Sire, The Universe Next Door: A Basic World
View Catalog, 2nd ed. (Downers Grove, Illinocis: InterVarsity
Press, 1988), 17.

‘The reader may wish to consult the following: Donald
G. Bloesch, Holy Scripture: Revelation, Inspiration and
Interpretation (Downers Grove, Il.: InterVarsity Press,
1994); R. Laird Harris, Inspiration and Canonicity of the
Bible (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1957); Carl F. H. Henry, ed.
Revelation and the Bible (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1259, reprint
1969); Carl F. H. Henry, God, Revelation and Authority
(Waco, TX: Word Boocks, 1976); J. I. Packer, ‘Fundamentalism’
and the Word of God (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1958, reprint,

1559).
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Obviously, many books have been written on the topic of

human sexuality. However, the objective of the present
study is to consider those matters which relate to
inappropriate sexual activity by spiritual leaders, whether
single or married. Consideration will be given to both the
0ld and New Testaments, and their teachings concerning the
nature of sexuality, the creation of mankind in the image of
God, the purposes for which we were created male and female,
the concept of family, the problems posed for our sexuality
by our fall invo sin, the affirmations and criticisms of
Jesus and Paul, the relationship of sexuality and love, and

sexual salvation.

I. The Old Testament On Human Sexuality

The 0ld Testament is replete with references tc human
sexuality: Genesis 1 and 2 record, among other things, the
creation of humankind in the ‘image of God’ and the command
to procreate; Genesis 3 records humanity’s fall into sin;
the Pentateuch, Proverbs, and the Prophets identify and
denounce sexual sins- especially adultery; and the Song of
Solomon talks about the delights of legitimate sexual
activity.

A. The Nature of Human Sexuality

What is sexuality? Does sexuality matter? Are gender

distinctions~ male and female- an integral part of our
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essential being? Do we have being without sexuality? Can

we pare away maleness and femaleness and find underneath an
essential humanity that is neither, perhaps a basic
humanness that 1s androgynous?

1. What Is Human Sexuality?

Humankind is part of a creation which includes other
creatures that also reflect sexuality- maleness and
femaleness, and which, as a result of that distinction
copulate and multiply. We deduce, based on both careful
observation and disciplined scientific study, that the
exclusive purpcse of sexual activity among the non-human
species is reproduction. We also believe, based on the same
two principles, that there i1s more than one purpose for
human sexual activity. However, before we consider the
purposes of sexual activity among human beings we need to
consider what 1t means to be human and sexual.

By definition human beings are sexual creatures,’

male( ‘'iysh) and female( ‘ishshah). How we think, how we view

the world, and how others view us are all affected by our

‘Genesis 1:26,27 reads, “Then God Said, ‘Let Us make
man in Our image, according to Our likeness; . . .” And God
created man in His own image, 1n the image of God He created
him; male and female He created Them.” [bold type mine].
Unless otherwise noted, all Biblical quotations are from the
New American Standard Bible (La Habra, California: The
Lockman Foundation, 1960, 1962, 1963, 1968, 1971, 1972,

1973, 1975, 1977).




sexuality. Addressing the guestion, what is sexuality?
theclogian Stanley Grenz puts it this way,

It encompasses that aspect of our being which lies
behind, produces, and is given expression by physical
anatomy and reproductive capacity. More fundamentally,
sexuality refers to our total existence as male and
female. It is a basic datum of cur existence as
individuals, for it refers to our way of being in, and
relating to the world as male and female.-

While this description covers the basics, a more
comprehensive description is offered by Christian Ethics
Professor, James Nelson, who writes,

Regardless of age or physical condition, whether
sexually ‘active’ or celibate, we are all sexual beings
until death. Feor our sexuality is far more than genital
activity. It is our way of being in the world as
gendered persons, having male or female biological
structures and socially internalized self-understandings

cf those meanings to us. Sexuality means having
feelings and attitudes about being ‘body-selves.’ It
means having affectional orientations. . . . It means

having the capacity for sensuocusness.

Above all, sexuality is the desire for intimacy and
communion, both emotionally and physically. It is the
physiolecgical and psycholeogical grounding of our
capacity to love. At its undistorted best, our
sexuality is that basic eros of our humanness- urging,
pulling, luring, driving us cut of loneliness into
communion, cut of stagnation into creativity. Indeed,
the word ‘sexuality’ itself comes from the Latin secare,
meaning ‘to cut or divide.’ The word suggests our
appetite for a wholeness that can be appeased only
through intimacy. It suggests the primitive human
longing for union and communion. Sexuality is thus a
deep human energy driving us toward bonding and
compassion, and without it life would be cold and

5Stanley Grenz, “The Purpose of Sex: Toward A
Theological Understanding of Human Sexuality,” Crux, XXVI
(June 1990): 29.
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metallic. Even in its distorted and destructive
expressions, sexuality betrays this fundamental longing.
It is God-given for no less than that.”

On the physical level humanity’s maleness and
femaleness is reflected in the differing physical
characteristics so obviocus to the evye, including body shape
and proportion, physical strength, and differing, we may
say, complementary, gonads (ovaries and testes), and
external genitalia. Even a casual glance suggests that
these differences pertain to reproductive capability. At a
deeper level, and obvicus under the lens of a microscope,
maleness and femaleness is reflected at the level of the
cell, as in the x and y chromosomes. However, to suggest
that the differentness between the sexes 1is limited to the
purely physical or bioclogical is to overlock complex
emotional or psychological differences® including the deep

sense of incompleteness mcst humans feel within, and the

“James B. Nelscn, The Intimate Connection: Male
Sexuality, Masculine Spirituality (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1988), 26.

'‘Gregg Johnson, “The Biological Basis for Gender-
Specific Behavior,” chap. in Recovering Biblical Manhood &
Womanhood: A Response to Evangelical Feminism (Wheaton,
Illinois: Crossway Books, 1991).

George Alan Rekers, “Psychological Foundations for
Rearing Masculine Boys and Feminine Girls,” chap. in
Recovering Biblical Manhood & Womanhocd: A Response to
Evangelical Feminism (Wheaton, Illinois: Crossway Books,
1991).




wonderful capacity we have to love. Thus, there is a
profound sense in which our sexuality both defines us as
human beings and draws us together so that we may experience
a wholeness otherwise missing. We do not live in this world
just as individual males and females, but as individual
males and females in relation with other males and females,
and ultimately as males and females in community and in
relation to our creator. To guote Grenz again,

In this way, our sexuality calls us to move toward
completeness. It forms the dynamic that lies at the
basis of the uniquely human drive toward bonding.
Sexuality forms the foundation for the drive which moves
male and female toc come together te form a unity of
persons in marriage. But this yearning for completeness
also forms the basis of the interpersonal and religious
dimensions of life.’

Our sexuality not only manifests itself in an innate
desire for completeness or wholeness, but also in an innate
desire to love and be loved. Ultimately, the capacity to
love reflects the fact that we are created in the ‘image of
God,’ an 1ssue to which we will now turn.

2. The Dynamic of Creation.

The claim that sexuality characterizes our fundamental

nature as human beings arises from two Christian doctrines,

creation and resurrection. “"God created us as embodied

beings, and in the resurrection recreates us in like

‘Grenz, “The Purpose of Sex,” 29.
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fashion.”* Presently, we will consider the former, and in
the next chapter, the latter.

God has given us two distinct accounts of creation.
The first, Genesis 1, " is general and affirms the equality
of the sexes, since both share in the image of God and the
stewardship of the earth. The second account, Genesis 2, is
particular, and affirms the complementarity of the sexes,

which constitutes the basis for heterosexual marriage. "

**Stanley Grenz, Sexual Ethics: A Biblical Perspective
(Dallas: Word Publishing, 1990), 12.

-“OT scholars of the historical-critical school
believe that this account is the more recent of the two.
Claus Westermann, Creation, trans. John J. Scullion, S.J.
(Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1974), observes,

The historical-critical examination of the 0ld
Testament discovered that the two accounts, 1.1-2.4a
and 2.4b-24 (together with ch. 3) belonged tc two
different sources, the latter to the older source, J,
(Yahwist, tenth-ninth centuries B.C.) and the former to
the later source, P, (Priestly Code, sixth-fifth
centuries). . . . In the old account there 1s God’s
action, the forming of the man from clay and of the
woman from the rib of the man; in the later account,
Creation 1s by the word: he spoke and so it happened.
But the investigation of the Creation texts did not end
there. Literary-critical research was taken a step
further by the study of the history of tradition. It
was recognized that the texts which have come down to
us have had a long oral tradition, and that the written
sources where we meet these traditions are the final
stage of a long process of tradition which must itself
be examined. (5-6)

““In the present chapter we will seek to understand
the concept of complementarity and in the next chapter its
natural implication, marriage.
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Passages 1in Cenesis 1:26-
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Then God Said, "“Let Us make man in Our image, according
o Our likeness; . . .” &And God created man in His own
image, in the image of God He created him; male and
female He created them. And God blessed them; and God
said to them, “Be fruitful and multiply, and fill the
earth, and subdue it; and rule over the fish of the sea
and the birds of the sky, and cver every living thing
that moves on the earth.

This is the book of :he generations of Zdam. In tne
y when God created man, He made nim in the Tikeness of
d. He created Lhem male and female, and He blessed
em and named them Man in the day when they wers

ated. When Adam nad lived one hundred and thirty
ars, he became the father of & son in his own

keness, according tec his image, and named him Setn.

“Whoever sheds man’s btlcod, By man his blocd shall be
shed, ror in the image cf CGod He made man.

oal
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Important wcrds and concepts In
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These tsxts, pbut fcr tThe moment, we Will consider aonly Two-

the “likeness” -’ and “the image of God.”"*

~“Wenham, Genesis 1—15 reminds us that there are five
major views concerning “likeness” and “image:” a)} “image”
and “likeness” are distinct; b) image refers to the mental
r; o)

and spirituel faculties that man shares with his creato
the Image consists of a physical resemblance, i.e., marn
_ooks like God; d) the image makes man God’s representative
on earth; and, &) the image is a capacity to relate to God.

“‘David A. Hubbard and Glenn W. Barker, eds. Word
=

Bipblical Commentary (Waco, TX: Word BRooks, 1987), vol. 1,

Genesis 1-15, by Gordon J. Wenham, reminds us,
Of Zts 17 cccurrences, 10 refer Tc varicus types cf
ohysical image, e.g., models of tumors (I Sam 6:5);
oictures cf men f‘EZzek 16:17); or idols {(Num 33:32); and
WO D&ssages in the Psalms liken man’s sxistence to an
image or shadeow (Ps 29:7; 73:20). The other fiwve
cccurrences are in Genesis 1:26,27; 5:3; 9:€. (29)
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Broadly speaking, theclogians are divided into three

schools on the meaning of “image of God.” Substantialists
identify the key component as rationality, including man’s
mental and moral capacity. Relationalists hold that the
original image consisted in a threefold ‘being in communion’
established by God between humanity and himself, between
human beings cne to another and between human beings and the

created world.- Finally, some consider the image to be,

Sinclair B. Ferguson and David F. Wright, eds. New
Dictionary of Theology (Downers Grove, Illinois:
InterVarsity Press, 1988), s. v. “Image of God,” by Sinclair
2. Ferguscn, who writes,

‘Image’ suggests the idea of & statue or plastic
representation (Eichrodt). ‘Likeness’ gualifies

‘image’ in two ways: 1. limitation- man is not
identical to God; and 2. amplification-~ man is actually
a reflection of God himself, and is to live as his
created analogy.”

After a brief review of the interpretations cf imago deil
the history of theology, Ferguson observes that in biblic
theology CGen. 1:26-28 stresses certain features of the
biblical view of man including:

1. Man in his entirety is the viceroy of the earth. He
is to be to the earth what Yahweh is to the entire
universe. His life is to be a microcesm of the
macrocosm of divine life.

2. As such man is the ‘son’ of the Great King (cf. Lk.
3:28). Man is made for filial fellowship with the
divine and intended to express the family-likeness in
righteousness, holiness, and integrity.

3. All men and women (not only kings, or occasionally
also priests)are thus created. The doctrine of the
image of God is the foundation for human dignity and
for the biplical ethic. . . .

“*David J. Atkinscn and David F. Field, eds. New
Dictionary of Christian Ethics & Pastoral Theclogy (Downers
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not something that man i1s or experiences, put something that

el

he does. This is the functional view.-
Gordon Wenham believes that “The strongest case has
been made for the view that the divine image makes man God’s
vice-regent on earth.”*’ Since, acccrding tec verse 27,
women also bear the divine image, neither one sex nor the
other 1s God’s 1mage, both are. Further, this image is not
asexual, irreligious, or immoral. Biblical scholar Walter
Brueggemann, commenting on this passage, writes,

The statement of verse 27 is not an easy one. But it
1s worth noting that humankind is spoken of as singular
(“he created nim”) and plural (“he created them”). This
oeculiar formulae makes an important affirmation. On the
one nand, humankind i1s & single entity. A1l human
persons stand in solidarity before God. But on the
other hand, humankind is a community, male and female.
And none is the full image of God alcne. Cnly 1in
community of humankind is God reflected. God is,
according to this bold afrlrmaulon, not mirrored as an
individual but as a community.-

Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press, 1995}, s. v.
“Humanity,” by F. W. Bridger.

Erickson, Christian Theology, 496-517. Until
recently, the most thorough treatment of this subject was by
Gunnlaugur A Jonsson, The Image of God: Genesis 1:26-28 in a
Century of 0Old Testament Research, trans. Lorraine Svendsen,
rev. Michael S. Cheney, (Lund: Almgvist & Wiksell
International, 1988).

“‘Wenham, Genesis 1-15, 31-32. cf. Waiter Vogels,
“The Human Person in the Image of God,” Science et Esprit
XLVI (1594), 194-198.

James L. Mays, ed., Interpretation: A Bible
for Teaching and Preaching (Atlanta: John Knox
), Genesis, by Walter Brueggemann, 33-34. Fcor




So, man and woman are created together, at once, in God's
own likeness. Although created as sexually distinguished
individuals, it is in their being together as individuals
that they are like God, for God himself exists in community-
a community of love, as Father, Son and Holy Spirit.-°

This, of course, raises the question, can a single
person be & ‘whole’ perscn, a person in the image of God?
Perhaps theologian Lewis Smedes gives an adequate response
when he writes,

A single person is the image of God; but he is God’s

image only when he personally relates in love to others.
. We must remember that male and female can and do

his understanding of the imago dei, Brueggemann is indebted
to Emil Brunner, Revelation and Reason, trans. Olive Wyon
(Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1946), 68-70. For the
purpose of this thesis-project, Brueggemann’s definition
will be accepted as a working hypothesis. If the reader 1is
interested 1n the perspective of a developed systematic
theology, the following may be consulted: Anthony Hoekema,
Created in God’s Image (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1986); R. S.
Anderson, On Being Human: Essays in Theological Anthropology
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1985); Philip E. Hughes, The True
Image (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1989).

-“However, to suggest that the reference to plurality
in the Genesis 1 passage is to be interpreted as a
protctrinitarian reference is to read into the passage more
than is there. Obviously, from the perspective of New
Testament theology this interpretation is reasonable, but
from the perspective of the Old Testament, the most we can
say, as Mays, Interpretation, suggests, 1is

that he [the writer] envisages God as associating
others with himself in some mysterious way as partners
in the act of creation, and that he regarded Man as
constituted in some sense after the pattern of a
plurality of supérnatural beings. (33-34)
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relate to each other without touching each other’s skin,
just as they can be skin-close without relating as
persons. Sexual union 1s the physical ciimax of
personal communion between a man and a woman. . . . And
although virgins do not experience the climax of sexual-
personal existence, they can experience personal
wholeness by giving themselves to other persons without
physical sex. Through a life of self-giving~ which is
at the heart of sexual union- they become whole persons.
They capture the essence without the usual form.-"

Singles then, are every bit the image of God that couples

are.

=

Does God possess sexual identity? Noc! It is important

£o note that even though humankind is made in God’s image as
male and female, this dces not mean that God possesses
sexual identity in the same sense as humankind, for, as

Brueggemann notes,

Sexual identity is part of the creation, but it 1s not
part of the creator. This text provides nc warrant for
any notion of the masculinity or femininity or androgyny
of God. Sexuality, sexual identity, and sexual function
belong not to God’s person, but to God’s will for
creation.-!

God does not possess sexual identity as human beings do. On
the other hand, Grenz is equally correct when he writes,
God is beyond sexuality not in that God is nonsexual,

but in that God enccmpasses what to us are the sexual
distinctions of male and female. What we perceive as

-“Lewis B. Smedes, Sex for Christians: the limits and
liberties of sexual living (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 197¢, 1994), 20,21.

~‘Mays, Interpretation, 33.
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feminine and masculine characteristics are present in
and derive their significance from the divine reality.--

We may illustrate by noting that in the Bible God is
pictured both in terms of masculine-oriented motifs- king,

father, hnusband, Son, and by the use of masculine pronouns;

and also by the use of feminine-criented motifs- the one who

nurtures creation, and the one who 1s compassionate like a

mother.

At another level, we must be careful not to conclude
when we have defined the ‘image of God’' in humankind as
manifested in maleness and femaleness, that we have
exhausted the meaning of this phrase. German evangelical
theologian Helmut Thielicke observes,

. the theological ontology of human existence must
not go so far as to imagine that it can express the idea
of Imago Dei only by means cf sex differentiation. It
1s true that this differentiation is very important as a
medium of our relationship to God and our fellow man &and
thus is one of the media in which, through which, and
despite which that relationship is realized. The imago
Dei, however, both in its implications for our
creaturehood and its Christological implications,
2xpresses our unmediated relaticnship to God. -’

Perhaps Erickson expresses it more clearly in these words:

the image should be thought of as primarily
substantive or structural. The image is something in

““Stanley Grenz, Sexual Ethics: A Biblical Perspective
(Dallas: Word Publishing, 1990), 32

“*Helmut Thielicke, The Ethics of Sex, trans. John
Doberstein (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1964),
6.
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the very nature of man, in the way in which he was made.
It refers to something man is rather than something he
has or does. By virtue of his being man, he is in the
image of God:; it is not dependent upon the presence of
anything else. . .

The image refers to the elements in the makeup of man
which enable the fulfillment of his destiny. The image
is the powers of personality which make man, like God, a
being capable of interacting with other persons, of
thinking and reflecting, and of willing freely.-*

The first chapter of Genesis concludes with this
benediction, “And God saw all that He had made, and behcld,
it was very good. . . .” We have seen then that the Hebrew
understanding of creation viewed human persons as unitary,
embodied beings, made in the image of God, and therefore
good. Because sexuality belongs to the mystery of
personhood and to the mystery of the image of God it is not
to be displaced, replaced, or denied, for it is a positive
sxpression of who we are as God’s creatures. We may
therefore reject both the dualistic Greek philosophical
notion which maintains that the socul/spirit is gocd and the

body/flesh is evil, and any theclogies which may be based
thereon.

B. The Purpose of Sexuality

In the preceding material we have more than hinted at
the purpose or purpcses for human sexuality. Using an

economy of words perhaps possible only with the Creator,

‘frickson, Christian Theology, 513.




Genesis 2:18 reports, “Then the Lord God said, ‘It is not
good for the man to be alone; I will make him a helper
suitable for him.’” From this verse two fundamental truths

merge: the need of man for companionship, and the response

1]

f the Creator to that need. In the following verses we

O

discover how God meets that basic need by instituting a

relationship later called marriage. As Lebacgz and Barton

cbserve, Y. . . sexuality I1s the Creagtor’s Llngenious wWay <I
calling people cconstantly out of themselves intce
relationships with others.” - Sexuality then forms the

dynamic which unites male and female together to form a
unity of persons, a community, and in a profcund sense this
leads to a fulfillment of personhood.
1. Companionship
The passage in Genesis 2:18-25 reads,

Then the Lord God said, “It is not good for the man to
be alone; I will make him a helper suitable for him.”. .
. but for Adam there was not found a helper suitable for
him. So the Lord God caused a deep sleep to fall upon
the man, and he slept; then He tocok one of the ribs, and
closed up the flesh at that place. And the Lord God
fashioned intc & woman the rib which He had taken from
the man, and brought her to the man. And the man said,
“This is ncw bone of my bones, And flesh of my flesh;
She shall be called Woman, Because she was taken out of
Man.” For this cause a man shall leave his father and
his mother, and shall cleave to his wife; and they shall
become one flesh. And the man and his wife were both
naked and were not ashamed.

Karen Lebacgz and Ronald G. Barton, Sex In The
Parish (Louisvillie: Westminster/John Knox Press, 15%91;, Z5.
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With respect to his other works of creation, God speaks nhis

words of approval and declares that they are “good.” Only

with respect to the creation of man does he utter the

negative judgment “not good.” “It seems the solitary Adam
is not yet ‘man;’ he is still not the fulfiliment c¢f the
creation of man.”"® While humankind may require times of

solitude, the general principle is that it is not good to bpe
alone. Why? Surely because the God who created humankind
is nimself a social peing living in community- the Father,
the Son and the Holy Spirit. So, the creation of a
“helper”- for the man is God’s idea, and she will live
“alongside” or “opposite” him as his counterpart, his

seems to express the notion ¢f

w

companion. The word

““Thielicke, 4.

- U. Cassuto, A Commentary on the Book of Genesis:
Part I From Adam to Noah- Genesis I-VI 8, trans. Israel
Abrahams (Jerusalem: The Magnes Press, 1989), suggests that
the English word “helper” translates a Hebrew word " ‘'ezer
k*nghdo [literally, ‘a helper as in front of him]- a helper
like him, suited to him, worthy of him, corresponding to
him.” (127). See alsc Millard J. Erickson, Christian
Theology (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1983,
1984, 1985),

The word rendered “help,” . . . is used of God in
several places in the 0ld Testament: Excdus 18:4;
Deutercnomy 33:29; Psalm 33:20; 70:5; 115:9,10,11.
This would suggest that the helper envisioned in
Genesis 2:18 is not inferior in essernice to the one
helped. Rather the helper is to be thought of as a
coworker or enabler. (54¢)
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complementarity rather than identity.”-® This does not

imply that she 1is in any sense inferior, for, as Gren:z
points out, “The Hebrew word ‘ezer, derived from the word
"azer, which means ‘other’ or ‘helper,’ also refers to one
who saves or delivers.”® But what does the woman deliver
the man from? Among other things, loneliness. Victor
Hamilton notes that “As his helper, woman rescues man from

his loneliness and delivers him from his solitude.”’*® She

(=N
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really a helper suited to him, and not just in the sense

=t

of nelping him tend the garden, or in begetting posterity,

pbut iIn the broadest sense of the word, a mutual help in
every sphere of life. Little wonder then, that Westermann
writes,

To mutual help must belong mutual understanding in word
and response, in silence and in activity. This simple
description of human community, primarily the community
of man and woman, but not only this, is surprisingly
relevant; the community of man and woman in our present
day can also be described in this way, despite all
differences and changes in culture.®

ﬁWenham, Genesis 1-15, 68.

-*Grenz, Sexual Ethics, 19.

**pavid Noel Freedman, ed. The Anchor Bible Dictionary
Vol. 2 D-G (New York: Doubleday, 1992), s. v. “Marriage” by
Victor P. Hamilton, 568.

31

Claus Westermann, Creation, trans. John J. Scullion,
S.J. (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1974), 86.
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a. Bonding

Bonding 1s a process that occurs on several different
levels- physical, emotional, social and spiritual, and
involves people in a relationship called love.’~ Not only
are Adam and Eve of the same “bones and flesh,” but more
importantly, they will come to “know”*® one another, to love
one another- they will come to experience “cne flesh.”
Ultimately, love is both the means to and the essence of

community. God himself dwells in the community of the

Godhead, and this community is characterized by love.®*

““Attention will be given this matter later in cthis
chapter.

**The Hebrew word yada ' occurs a total cf 944 times in
~he Old Testament. Among its meanings, according to Gleason
rcher, =d. Theological Wordbook of the Cld Testament Yolume
{(Chicago: Moody Press, 1980), s. v. “yada' know,” by Paul

. Gilchrisct, is the following, “yvada' is also used for
exual intercourse on the part of both men and women in the
well-known euphemism ‘Adam knew Eve his wife’ and its
parallels.” (366)

ot
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**Donald G. Bloesch, God The Almighty: Power, Wisdom,
Holiness, Love (Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press,
1995), observes,

A more biblical perspective would affirm that the
assence of God is neither to be nor to create but to
coexist in love. God is not a sclitary being, detached
and remote from the world of human discourse and
activity, but a trinitarian fellowship of love.

God is not simply the principle of being, nor even
an eternal being, but a fellowship of mutual
relatedness who remains the same even in his changing
modes of action. ({(39-~40)
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Since God is love, and has made us in his own likeness, he

has given us the capacity to love and be loved. Thus, love
must be expressed in community.

In the first place, and perhaps at the most superficial
level, bonding occurs at the physical level. Adam and Eve
were both similar and different, but for our purposes it is
important to note that they were similar in that they are of
the same species- what anthropologists call homo sapiens.

n”

One is “man” and the other is “woman,” or, as Cassuto
observes, "“She 1s worthy to be called by the same name as
myself.”’® Further, they are complementary- physically,
they “fit” together. There is a compatibility about their
physical nature that will lead them into a sexual
relationship. It is no accident that sexual intercourse
actually invclves penetration- in a very real sense, one
body is joined to another. Sexual desire, which 1s rooted
in one's innate sexuality, will express itself in the desire
for sexual relationships.

There was another way in which Adam and Eve were
similar, that is, complementary. Because Eve is Adam’s
“helper” they socialize; they live together, work together,
play together, plan together, experience temptation

together, fall into sin together, and together experience a

35

Cassuto, 127.
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multitude of other social activities. Moreover, they will

experience a partnership in the stewardship of God’s
creation that will not only please the Creator, but will
fulfill them. In fact, when they were created God gave them
the mandate to “rule the earth.”

It is possible, of course, to communicate withcut
experiencing communion. But if “one flesh”®¢ is going to be
experienced at a satisfying level, communion, that is,
fellowshlip, must be experienced. In his relationship with

this woman, the man will find something that he did not find

**Wenham, Genesis 1-15, observes,

This ([phrase] does not denote merely the sexual union
that follows marriage, or the children conceived in
marriage, or even the spiritual and emctional
relationship that it invclves, though all are involwved
in becoming one flesh. Rather it affirms that just as
bloccd relations are one’s flesh and bone, so marriage
creates a similar kinship relation between man ana
wife. They become related to each other as brother and
sister are. (71)

However, John R. W. Stott, "“Homosexual ‘Marriage,’”
Christianity Today 29 (22 Nov. 1985), refers to this “one
flesh” experience as, “. . . the union of two persons who
originally were one, were then separated from each other,
and now in the sexual encounter of marriage come together
again.” (25) Later in the same article he adds this
insightful comment,

Heterosexual intercourse is much more than a union
of bodies; it is a blending of complementary
personalities through which, in the midst of prevailing
alienation, the rich, created oneness of human being is
experienced again. And the complementarity of male and
female sexual organs is only a physical symbol of a
much deeper spiritual complementarity.
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in his relaticonship with the other creatures- communion- and

this communion, like the communion found among siblings,
will contribute to the sense of fulfillment for which he had

been made.

It is not accidental that the writer of the book of
Genesis concludes the story of the creation of humanxind by
noting, “And the man and his wife were both naked and were
not ashamed, ”(2:25). God had not commanded Adam and Eve tc
be naked and unashamed;’’ it was their nature to be such,
for human sexuality, in the proper context, manifests itself
in an appreciation of opposite sex.

Perhaps the most satisfying experience of bonding is
that which is experienced at the spiritual level. When a
human being, who i1is made both in the image of God and for
fellowship with God, enters intc communion with God in
concert with a fellow human being, there is a bonding, a
partnership, occurs which adds a sense of holiness to that
human bond. The two experience “one flesh,” oneness, as God

intended it to be experienced.

;Raymond C. Ortland, Jr., "Male~Female Eguality and
Male Headship in Genesis 1-3,” chap. in Recovering Biblical
Manhcod & Womanhood: A Response to Evangelical Feminism
(Wheaton, Illinois: Crossway Books, 1991), writes, “They
felt no shame because they had nothing to hide.” (101)
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in the contempcrary western world, bonding is a proces
that leads, in its initial expression, to marriage, &and
marriage 1s a state that enriches bonding and enables it to
develop into its divinely intended fullness. 2As this
fullness 1s resalized the man and the woman experience the
sense of fulfillment the Creator intended.
b. Pleasure

Ged made sex to be enjoyed.’ In a guaint turn of

phrase John White notes, “Your bedy has the capacity to be

3%

deliciously stimulated because God made it so.”’

**The book of Proverbs and especially the Song of
olomon contain clear, albeit poetic, expressions of sexual
intimacy. At least two contemporary authors focus attention

n the sensual nature of the Song of Sclomon; cf. Dillow,
Joseph C. Sclomen Cn Sex. Nasnville: Thomas Nelson
Publiisnhers, 1977, and Glickman, S. Craig. A Song for Lovers.

O = W

Downers Grove, Illincis: InterVarsity Press, 1976.

*"John White, Eros Defiled: the Christian and Sexual
Sin (Downers Crove, Illincis: Inter-Varsity Press, 1977):
10. When we look at sexual issues in the New Testament,

consideration will be given tc the meaning of eros, sensual
love. While some might be inclined to think his appraisal
too modern and western, the Song of Solomon hints that
Herbert J. Miles, Sexual Happiness in Marriage (Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Publishing House, 1967), might
pbe on to something when he writes,

This phrase [“shall be one flesh”] refers to the todily
and spiritual union cf husband and wife in sexual
intercourse. It includes a definite sexual experience
{orgasms) for both husband and wife. This ‘one-flesh’
relationship does not refer specifically to
reproduction, but rather to sex as a profound personal
experience of spiritual and physical pleasure between
husband and wife. . . . The nature of this pleasure is
at the same time both physical and spiritual. It
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2. Procreation and the Family

As noted earlier, sexuality possesses a corporate
dimension, for it is closely linked to our situation as
social beings. One does not have to be a scientist to know
rhat the sexual relationships often result in conception.
Nor is this accidental, for so the Creator intended, as is
indicated in the command of God at the time of human
creation- “be fruitful and mulctiply.”*® Beyond this

however, human beings possess an innate desire to reproduce,

as did other creatures- “after their kind.” Once the “one

ner ©r notT Cchi.dren
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so if there are offspring.

In the Genesis 2 narrative, the writer makes reference
not only to the two becoming “one flesh,” but also to the
fact that the “. . . man will leave his father and mother
and be united to his wife. . . .” The search for wholeness,
for completeness, leads to the establishment cf a bonded

community, & family, a dyad at the beginning, but eventually

involves the total physical body and the total mental,
emotional, and spiritual nature of both husband and
wife. It involves the acticn of the total personality.
God created this one-flesh experience tc be the most
intense height of physical intimacy and the most
crofound depth of spiritual oneness between husband and
wife. (28)

““Genesis 1:28. This text will be expounded later.
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including children. This family, whether consisting only of

husband and wife, or including children, is the primal human
community. From this humble beginning the primal human
community expanded into the extended family,*- beyond the
extended family to the tribe, and beyond the tribe to the
nation. However, the family remained the primary focus for

the experience of human community.

Summary

N¢ doubt a lot more could be written about sexual
matters in the 0Old Testament, but sufficient has been
written to establish some fundamental truths. First, God
has made humankind sexual creatures, male and femals, and
our innate sexuality reflects the divine image within.
Second, it is our nature as sexual beings to seek
companionship with another person of the oppcesite sex and t¢

ALY

bond with that person. The Bible call this union “cne

flesh.” In the context of that special relationship our

*'Grenz, Sexual Ethics, observes, “For the ancient
Hebrews, the primary social unit was the extended family,
headed generally by a male patriarch and including his
wife/wives, offspring, and household.” (20) See also James
B. Hurley, Man and Woman in Biblical Perspective {Grand
Rapids, Michigan: Academie Books, Zondervan Publishing
House, 1981): 34, who stresses the fact that the Israelite
form of the family was patriarchal and centered around the
clan or tribe. In fact, the nation itself was related by
blood ties as its members were all ‘children of Abraham,’ so
that it was in reality one large extended family. These
themes will be expanded upon in the next chapter.
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sexuality finds physical expressicn, and this results in
intense pleasure and an accompanying sense of fulfillment.
Third, the normal consequence of the physical sexual
relationship is procreation and the coincidental formation
of family, a doublet initially, then extended. Thus,

community is established.

Il. The New Testament On Human Sexuality

One does not have to spend much time in the New
Testament to discover that sexual issues were every bit as

important to Christians as they had been to Hebrew

believers. Not only were they concerned about issues of
morality, but they alsc were concerned about related matters
of theological significance, such as “the flesh,” and “the

world.” In fact, to loock at the history of the church over
mcst of the past two thousand years, one would think that
sex 1s not only & dirty word but alsoc a worldly experience,
far removed from every semblance c¢f spirituality. On the
one hand, the apostle Paul battled in those churches
influenced by Greek philosophy the tendency to dualism, and
on the other hand, for much of its history Christendom’s

major denomination, Roman Catholicism, adopted an asceticism
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more characteristic of dualistic Greek anthropology than the

holistic or unitary anthropology of the Hebrews.*

A. Jesus and Paul on Sexuality

Justification, if such is needed, for considering the
teachings of Jesus on human sexuality is found in the fact
that he is both the divine author and the subject of the New
Testamenit. What he teaches about anything is important to
those who call themselves Christians. On the other hand,
the apostle Paul is recognized as the premier theologian of
the apostolic church. Together, Jesus and Paul affirmed the
basic gocdness of human sexuality, and together they
condemned the abuse and misuse of God’s good gift.

1. Affirmations

Jesus did not say as much about sex as perhaps we could
have wished. However, what he did say affirmed both
marriage and the blessing of children.? It seems that his
primary concerns were the integrity of the marriage
relationship, including justice for the wife, and the fact

that adultery is a compromise to both.

Ruth Tiffany Barnhouse, Clergy and the Sexual
Revolution (Washington, DC: The Alban Institute, 1987;
reprint 1989), 20-24.

“*’Marriage- Matt. 19:3-12, and parallels; John 2:1-10;:
children- Matt. 18:1-6, and parallels; Matt. 19:13-15, and
parallels.
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On the other hand, even though he did not approve of

sexual sin as indicated by his call for repentance, Jesus
was very forgiving of those who had broken the law,'® and he
names harlots among those who repented at the preaching of
John the baptizer, and who will enter the kingdom of God
ahead of those who refuse to repent.

Like St. Paul after him, Jesus did have something to

g
S

say about celibacy. In the text, Matthew 19:11,12,% the

statement in verse 11, “Not all men can accept this
statement, but only those to whom it has been given,” does
not refer exclusively the issue of divorce, but also tc the
issue of celibacy. Jesus’ point is that it is “not fear of
having to cope with the problems of marriage, nor of its

permanence, but devotion to the kingdom [that] will lead

HCf. The Samaritan woman at the well and the woman
taken in adultery.

15
The verses read,

But He said to them, “Not all men can accept this
statement, but only those to whom it has been given.
For there are eunuchs who were pbcrn that way from their
mother’s womb; and there are eunuchs who were made
eunuchs by men; and there are alsc sunuchs who made
themselves eunuchs for the sake of the kingdom of
heaven. He who is able to accept this, let him accept
ig.”
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some people tc this conclusion,”- that celibacy is

preferable.?®

The apostle Paul likewise speaks favorably about sexual
expression, but always in the context of marriage.?’
However, because he was convinced of the imminency cf the
second coming of Christ, he too recommended celibacy.*®

2. Criticisms

Most of what Jesus had to say of a negative nature

W

about sexuality was spoken against divorce,’*® fornication,

lust, and adultery.’® For example, he said that whoever

locks at a woman lustfully commits adultery with her in his

**James B. Hurley, Men and Women in Biblicail
Perspective (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Publishing
House, 1981); 105-108.

*'I Corinthians 7:1-6,9.

*I Corinthians 7:1,7,8,25-40.
**We will give thorough consideration to the matters
adultery and divorce in the next chapter where the issue
of marriage will be considered.

“"Adultery~ Matthew 5:27,28; 19:3-7, and parallels;
fornication- Matthew 15:19, and parallels; lust- Matthew
5:28. The word “fornication” translates the Greek word
porneia, and invariably refers to sexual immorality. The
word “lust” translates the Greek word epithymia, which also

means “desire,” and which can be positive or negative. 1In
the passage in Matt. 5:28 it has a negative connotation- “It
is clear. . . that Jesus considered epithymia as a sin with

a highly destructive power,” Colin Brown, ed., The New
International Dictionary of New Testament Theology Volume 1:
A-F (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Publishing House,
1875, 1986), s. v. “Desire, Lust, Pleasure” by H.
Schonweiss. (456-461)
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heart, and, in each of the Synoptic gospels he repeats his

statement that remarriage during the lifetime of one’s first
spouse constitutes adultery. The New Testament seems to be
emphatic 1n restricting genital sexual activity to the
marriage relationship, reflecting a high view of bocth
sexuality and marriage.

The apostle Paul’s negative judgments on sexual
relations are the corcllary to his views on marriage. He
maintained consistently that sexual immorality was a
manifestation of “the flesh.” In his writings “the flesh”
is not to be identified with the body, but rather, with the
sin principle, the depraved force that influences humanity
toward disobedience of God.-*

Apart from those passages which deal directly with
marriage, there are three issues about which Paul was

concerned. The first pertained to a man who in the church

“'In Galatians 5:19,20, Paul lists some of the “works
of the flesh,” and, although they include “immorality,
impurity, and licenticusness,” which seem to be sexual in
nature, he also includes “idolatry, sorcery, enmity, strife,
jealousy, anger, dissension, party spirit, envy,
drunkenness, and carousing.” The English word “flesh,”
which is used in the NT 147 times, translates the Greek word
sarx, and is used by Paul 91 times. It can refer to the
human body, to temporary relationships, and to physical
kinship, but most frequently it refers to “man’s existence
apart from God. . . & drive that is oppcsed te God,” Colin
Brown, ed., The New International Dictionary of New
Testament Theology Volume 1l: A~F (Grand Rapids, Michigan:
Zondervan Publishing House, 1975, 198¢), s. v. “Flesh” by A.
C. Thiselton.
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at Corinth who had established a sexual relationship

(porneia) with his stepmother, a type of incestucus

relationship considersed immoral by Jews and pagans alike. ™
Paul insisted that the Corinthians take disciplinary acticn

for the sazke of the congregation’s own well-being and in

E seccond lssue aisc sccupled Paul in nis Zocrinthliarn
Zcrrespendence— Thnie Troplem of nomesexual relagtions. Wni’e

First, Paul’s comments on nomosexual relilaticns are
congruent with a biblical theology of creation. . . .
Second, Paul did not single out homosexual behavicr for
special condemnation, but extended his argument tC
procclaim a judgment on all humanity. ™"
1d most impcrtant text is I
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Beginning at the first verse of the previcus chapter, Paul

I Cor. 5:1-5. For source material ses Gordon
he Corinthians (Grand Rapids,
erdmans Publishing Company, 1987 :

This writer did sxtensive research on this toric
several years ageo for & praper in a D. Min. course on
Contemporary Theology. The best work available at that zime
defending an Evangelical understanding of this issue was
that by Richard Lovelace, Homosexuality and the Church (01ld

Tappan, N. J.: Flemming H. Revell Co., 1978).

*iCraig R. Koester, “The Bible and Sexual Boundaries”
_utheran Quarterly, 382-383.
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addressed the problem of sezxual misconduct in the Corinthi
church; next he prepared the ground for what now comes in
this particular text. Biblical scholars are divided as to
the full significance of the eighteenth wverse, “Every other
sin that & man commits is outside the body, but the immoral
man sins against his own body,” [emphasis mine]. Two
different positions are taken, which in the end mav not oe

rst, represented oy

h
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gll that different. The

maintains that sexual immcrality is a sin against the body

because 1t 1s in a class by itself. He writes,

A distinction 1s mede between fornicaticn and all ozhner
sins in respect of thelr relation tc the pody. Is this
distinction valid? . . . Fornicaticn is a sin not conly
zgainst God, and not conly sgainst the cthar operson
invelved, pbut against the fornicator’s own body, which
1s designad t©O belong not To & harlot, bput tTo the Lord

verse 12), and i1s wronged if devoted to any other
end. "

Dc vou not know that your bodies are members of Chrisc?
Shall I then take away the members of Christ and make
them mempers cf a harlot? May it never be! Or do vou
not know that he cne who joins himself to & harlot is
one pbody with her? For He says, “The Two Will Become
One Flesh.” But the one who joins himself to the Lord
is one spirit with Him. Flee immorality. Every other
sin that a man commits is outside the body, but the
immoral man sins against his own body. Or do you not
know that your body is a temple of the Holy Spirit who
is in you, whom ycu have from God, and that you are not
vour own? For you have been bought with a price:
therefore glorify God in your body.

(New York: Harper & Row Publishers, 1%€8): 130-151. The
same coint 1s made oy 2. C. H. Lanski, The Interpretaticn ~°
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discussion of immorality and idolatry in I Corinthians 10 is

related to his discussion in chapter 6 that he writes,

Sexual sin enslaves us to the “gods” tc whom (in ocur
case) we unwittingly yield ourselves. Every time we sin
by using the sexual parts of our bodies . . . their
power over our behavior increases. Sexual sin is sin
because it is i1dclatry. And while idolatry can enter
into many forms of sin, it does not do so in the way
sexual sin seems to. . . . Sexual sin always involves
the presentation of one’s body (and therefore also of
our whole selves) to the dark powers that wish to

centrel it.

Sexual sinners are under the control of darkness, not
because it 1is more evil than other sins but because we
are more easily controlled by sex. Hence its strategic
significance in [spiritual] warfare.’®

B. Sexuality and Love

Sex and love may or may not be found together. That
is, one can engage 1n sexual activity with or without love,
and, one can love with or without expressing it genitally.
Central though to the image cf God in which we are created

3

is the will to loving communion. As James Nelson

>

*Jchn White, Eros Redeemed: Breaking the Stranglehold
of Sexual Sin (Downers Grove, Illinois: InterVarsity Press,
1993), 45.

9

Several theologians are helpful in articulating this
understanding of human nature. See Norman Pettinger, Making
Sexuality Human (Philadelphia: Pilgrim, 1970), Chaps. 2, 3,
4; Goodness Distorted (London: Mowbray, 1970), Chap. 3;
Unbounded Love (New York: Seabury, 1976), Chap. 3; Daniel
Day Williams, The Spirit and the Forms of Love, esp. 220
ff.; and Paul Tillich, Morality and Beyond (New York: Harper
& Row, 1963), cited in James B. Nelson, Embodiment: An
Approach to Sexuality and Christian Theology, (Minneapclis:
Zugsburg Publishing House, 1978), 283, n.l.
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observes, “We are social beings through and through. We a;e
nurtured into our humanness in community, and we have some
deep, often unarticulated, sense that loving communion is
our intended and ultimate destiny.”®°
1. Love- the many-splendored thing

The Bible has a fair amount to say about love and
marriage, but there is not a shred of evidence in either
Testament that love is the basis for marriage, at least not
in the modern sense that one “falls in love” as a prelude to
marriage. On the other hand, love is mandated in the
marriage relationship, and that love is to resemble the love
God had for Israel and that Christ has for the church.

The Greek language uses four different words to give

expression to concept of love- stergo, phileo,* eros and

“‘James B. Nelson, Embodiment: An Approach to
Sexuality and Christian Theology, (Minneapolis: Augsburg
Publishing House, 1978), 104.

°IThe Greek word stergo, is used rarely in the NT, and
“means tc love, tc feel affection, especially of the mutual
love of parents and children,” but is “less common for the

love of husband and wife.” The Greek word phileo is used
frequently in the NT, and means “to regard with affection,”
the “main emphasis . . . is on love for people who are

closely connected, either by blcocod or by faith,” Colin
Brown, ed. The New International Dictionary of New Testament
Theology Volume 2: G-Pre (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan
Publishing House, 1975, 1986), s. v. “Love” by W. Gunter and
H.-G. Link. Obviously, each of these loves ought to be
present both in marriage relationships and in celibate
relationships.
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agape. Each of these is important, but two will occupy ou;
consideration.

First, there is aros,* about which both positive and
negative comments can be made. Eros is both pleasure and
ecstasy and therefore focuses on the intensity of sexuality
and human sexual emotions. ros is desire, a sensual love
that seeks fulfillment through communion with the object of
cur love. Eros is longing; or as Nelson explains

We experience eros when we are drawn tc another, when we

strongly sense the other’s attraction, when we find
ourselves both filled and £illing in communicon with the

other. Eros is sensucus and bodily. It has strong
emotions. We want to touch, to feel, to experience the
other.™

Peter Steinke says of eros,

is natural; it says, “I need you to complete me.”
the human energy for oneness; it 1s the desire and
v for closeness. Eros is not the “fallen” 1if
it can be subject to it. But without ercs,

(I

r

a1 () Y

“-Fros, which is nct used in the New Testament,
“denote[s] the love between man and woman which embraces
longing, craving, and desire.” Colin Brown, ed. The New
International Dictionary of New Testament Theology Volume 2:
G-Pre (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Zondervan Publishing House,
1975, 1986), s. v. “Love” by W. Gunter and H.-G. Link.
Anders Nygren argues that eros and agape are two
contradictory theories of love, with eros being
anthropocentric and egocentric, while agape is theocentric
and unselfish, even sacrificial. David J. Atkinson and
David F. Field, eds. New Dictionary of Christian Ethics &
Pastoral Theology (Downers Grove: Illinois: InterVarsity
Press, 1995), s. v. “Love” by David H. Field.

“3Jjames B. Nelson, The Intimate Connection: Male
Sexuality, Masculine Spirituality (Philadelphia: The
Westminster Press, 1988): 55.
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sensuousness turns into sensuality or “mers sex.” It is
passion without compassion. In the absence of eros,
sexual desire wants “it,” the thing itself, or another

as a “necessary plece of apparatus.”

Ercs, however, wants a specific person. It searches
for the beloved in mutual pleasure, not pleasure for
pleasure’s sake. When eros combines with sexual desire,
sex becomes an expression of being tcgether, not a means
of coming together. Eros (need-love) 1is a sign of our
incompleteness; it 1s the yearning, no, the
completion.®?

Other authors suggest that eros by itself is not

enough, which alludes to its downside. Peter Mosgofian and

George Ohlschlager write,

Eros is also subject to the law of attraction and
revulsion. Since eros focuses on temporary fulfillmenct,
once it is released and its energy spent, the person can
become repulsed by the very object that was the source

of desire.

The erotic urge, because of sin, can quickly reveal its
dark and dangerous side. . . . Eros is in serious need
of redemption within the soul of each man and woman as
part of the total inner transformation. Without God’s
help, eros is simply hormonal and instinctual. . . )
Eros without grace aims to take, to give to oneself.®"

So, it is in God’s design that eros requires agape‘®
g q gap

for completion. Agape calls the people of God to see beyond

“ipeter L. Steinke, “Clergy Affairs” Journal of
Psychology and Christianity 8, no. 4 (1989): 59.

“SpPeter Mosgofian and George Ohlschlager, Sexual
Misconduct In Counseling And Ministry (Dallas: Word, 1995):

44.

°® Colin Brown, ed., The New International Dictionary
of New Testament Theology Volume 2: G-Pre (Grand Rapids,
Michigan: Zondervan Publishing House, 1975, 1986), s. v.
“Love” by W. Gunter and H.-G. Link, defines and describes




58
surface beauty or ugliness and look for the imago dei in

others. Though it may be overstated, it has been observed
that eros cannot wait to get, while agape cannot wait to
give.
Eros unredeemed stresses the utilitarian wvalue of the
person~ what you can do for me. Agape, on the other
hand, 1is concerned about what I can do for you, how I
can serve your best interests with delight.®’

While eros is natural, born of need, and selective,

agape is supernatural, satisfying and indiscriminate.®®

Therefore,
Christian love . . . can save sexual love by injecting
itself inside it. It works from within in at least
three ways: (1) agape enriches sexual love, (2) agape

the verk agapac and the noun agape in the following ways:
“In the NT, however, [they! have taken on a particular
significance in that they are used to speak of the love of
Zod cr the way <f life based on it.” (532). “In the NT love
is one of the central ideas which expresses the whole
content of the Christiaen life (cf. Jn. 3:1l6). God’s
activity is love, which looks for men’s reciprocal love (Cf.
I Jn. 4:8,1e).” (542). ™. . . Jesus decisively stepped over
the boundaries of Jewish tradition in the radical command to
love cone’s enemies. . . .” (544). “. . . there is the OT
picture of marriage dating from the time of Hosea with the
implication of a relationship of fidelity and covenant love.
What 1is true for the Christian community 1is true also for
the individual, and is also true for marriage. God’s love
is able to overcome every kind of difficulty and
infidelity.” (545).

“"Mosgofian and Ohlschlager, Sexual Misconduct, 45.

**Lewis B. Smedes, Sex for Christians: the limits and
liberties of sexual living (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1976, 1994): 76-79,.
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stabilizes sexual love, and (3) agape corrects sexual
love.""

Perhaps a brief statement by Helmut Thielicke will help

to summarize the important, maybe even critical relationship

between agape and eros,
First, in eros the worth of the other person is the
object; in agape the authentic being (Eigentlichkeit) of
the other person is the cbject. Secondly, in this
connection sexual community represents the point at
which these two strivings intersect.’®
2. Sexual Salvation
Will the day ever come when human sexuality will be as
God intended when first he made humankind? Absolutely, for
sexual salvation is Christ’s work in our sexual lives toc
bring us closer to the Eden he originally planned. The
promise that this will become reality is seen in two events:
salvation and resurrection.
The first event is our salvation ' in which eros is

redeemed by agape, the subject of the previous section, and

in which the equality of male and female is restored.

*¥Ipid., 79.

"Helmut Thielicke, The Ethics of Sex, trans. John W.
Doberstein (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1964):
28.

*As James B. Nelson, Embodiment, 70, observes
“Salvation, 1in its original meaning, is healing. It is the
reuniting of what has been torn apart and estranged.”
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Historically, three unbiblical attictudes toward

sexuality have dominated Christian thinking. Some, like the
Medievalists, have tried to control it by will and reason.

This has led tc attempts to mortify the flesh. - This

1

approach, in turn, produced a not unexpectsed reaction.

{
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Since sexuality has been artificially repressed, we must

i

sccial masks, reclaim our inner forces and

1

throw off th
feelings, and in this way be united with the cosmic
vitality. Following this, there is a third attitude: sex
is unimportant, it is simply there. ° However, a thoroughly

-

biblical view of sexuality sees it as a good gift
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which, used as he intends, blesses and enriches the 1lif
men and women. * Salvation is sexual. As Nelson suggests,
This does nct mean that we are saved by our sexuality. .
. . But “sexual salvation” does mean that we are given
new l1ife not in spite c¢f the fact that we are sexual
body-selves but precisely in and through this entire
seifhocod which we ars. -
The second event which affirms sexual salvation 1s the
resurrection of the saints at the final day. According to

early Greek philosophical tradition, the sinful,

materialistic human body had to be shed, which it is at

““1bid., 71.

‘Ibid.
“This theme will be pursued in subsequent chapters.

=S
>

"’Nelson, Embodiment, 790.




death, so that an unencumbered scul/spirit could be free o

nter eternity. This, of course, stood in stark contrast to

M

the teaching of the New Testament that a “human being enters
eternity as an animated bedy, as an embodied person

transformed in one’s entire being thrcugh the

7z

resurrection.” Just as the Judeo-Christian doctrine of
creation affirmed that the body 1is essential to personhood,

so the doctrine of the resurrection affirms the same truth.

p—

It is not disembodied souls/spirits that inherit eterna

life, but resurrected, glorified bodies which have been

reunited with soul/spirits. This is evidenced, primarily,
irn The resurrection cf Jesus ¢f Nazareth, whc had besn

crucifiied, and burisd, but whe also arcse from the grave in
a glorified body. 1In every sense he was recognized by thcse
who were witnesses to his resurrecticn, as an embodied

reality, as the man, the male sexual creature, he previcusly

(D

nad been. This suggests that the basic masculine features
of Jesus of Nazareth were preserved through the

transformation experience of the resurrection. Once ageain,

Grenz observes,

i
h

in the paradigm ¢f the eschatological resurrection
eternal maleness of tThe Risen Jesus 1s preserved

vy

—_
=
=

"“Stanley Grenz, Sexual Ethics: A Biblical Perspective
fDallas: Word Publishing, 195%0): 13. For a discussion cf
the NT concept, sese Oscar Cullmann, Resurrecticn of the Dead
or Immortality of the Socul? (London: Epworth, 1858).




{albeit only as it 1s transformed) so that he remains
physically recognizable, then how much more are the
deeper characteristics of maleness/femaleness preserved
(yet again only as transformed), in the glorified state
entered through the general resurrection at the
consummation of history.

While there may be some who would argue, based on
Matthew 22:30, “For in the resurrection they neither marry,
nor are given in marriage, but are like angels in heaven,”
that sexuality 1is neutralized in the eschatological
community, no reputable scholars do. However, it is not our
essential sexuality as a distinctive human quality, that
will be affected, but, rather the institution of marriage,
and the obligatory genital sexual activity. John Frame,
somewhat gingerly, argues the following case for our
continued sexuality:

¢ Those who appear after death is Scripture always appear
similar to their earthly forms (I Samuel 28:11-15;
Matthew 17:1-13; 27:52ff.; Revelation 11:1-12).

e Even angels (whom Jesus says we will resemble in the
resurrection) tend to appear in Scripture &s men, rather
than as women or as asexual beings (Genesis 18:2,16,22;
Joshua 5:13; Hebrews 13:2).

e Jesus'’ resurrection body also resembled the form He bore
on earth, even down to the wounds in His hands and side
(John 20:25,27),although His new existence is mysterious
in many ways.

® Sexuality, as we have seen, is part of the image of God,
part of what it now means to be human. . . . But if we
lose our sexuality, why should we not alsc lose our arms,
eyes, and brains?

e Our sex organs and secondary sexual characteristics have
functions other than procreation. They also image

""Ibid.



different attributes of Ged and =xpress the variety of
human personality. °

Summary and Theological Reflection

In the 0ld Testament we read that when the Lord had
completed the creation, he declared it “very good.” Among
all the creatures that God had made was a very special
creature, cne made in God’s own image, called Man. This Man
existed in two persons, Adam and Eve, male and female.
Together they reflect the God who made them, and together
they reflect the desire of the Creator for them for
community. Made in the image of God, male and female, it is
poth our sameness, acmo sapiens, and our differentness, mals
and female, which draws us together in a “bonding”
experience (sex) and in a relationship (marriage). The
attraction males and females experience is visibly
demonstrated to the community in the pledging of a covenant,
and is consummated in the sexual relationship. Sexual
passion, the natural corollary of sexuality, 1s God’s gocd
gift to humanity, and was from the beginning restricted in
its expression to the monogamous relationship.

In the New Testament, Jesus and Paul endorse the 0ld

Testament understanding of the nature of human sexuality,

""John Frame, “Men and Women in the Image of God,”
chap. in Recovering Biblical Manhood & Womanhood: A Response
to Evangelical Feminism (Wheaton, Illinois: Crossway Bcoks,
1991), 232.
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and the purpose of sexuality. Further, they also endorse

the restrictions on sexual behavior, and they both look to
the day when the sexual salvation, initiated in our
redemption, 1s consummated at the resurrection.

It seems quite safe to assume that evangelical
spiritual leaders, especially those who are Baptists, would
not only know what the Scriptures teach in this regard, but
that they would zlso endorse these things wholeheartedly.
In fact, statistics indicate that the vast majority of
spiritual leaders are faithful to their conviction, and for
this we may be grateful. But for those who are not so
committed, or who have failed in their commitment, we need
to seek to understand why they are susceptible to sexual
temptations. As we shall discover in the following
chapters, the fundamental problem is not one of theology,
but one of thinking- wrong thinking. However, this fact
does nct negate the importance and value of affirming
biblical standards for sexual morality.

With this chapter, we began a study of the important
issue of immorality among spiritual leaders by considering
the Biblical teaching of human sexuality. As a matter of
fact, our premise was that the Bible forbade all expressions

of immorality among human beings, especially the people of
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God and their spiritual leaders, because of its
understanding of the nature of human sexuality.

We have seen that the Bible teaches that in sexual
intercourse there is established a oneness, a unity, which,
when one 1s immoral, is despoiled. Essentially, a person
cannot be one with more than one person at a time. For a
spiritual leader who has established a unity with another
person to engage in sexual relations with someone else 1s to
compromise, even destroy, the oneness or unity that existed
with the other person.

But there is more. Because the experience of sex is a
means of expressing love, or intimacy, scomething happens to
the one who 1s the object of that affection and love when it
is shared with another person. Sexual experience is such
that it is by nature intimate, personal, and private, and to
share it with more than one person at a time compromises its
intimacy. As intimacy is broken, emotional and
psychological damage is experienced which results in the
inability of the person so violated to trust the other in
the way which should characterize love and intimacy. When
trust is compromised both communion and communication are
also jeopardized, and this undermines the concept of

community, which is the ultimate goal of God for humankind.



At the spiritual level, there are consequences alsc.
Human fellowship, communion, is supposed to point to the
ultimate fellowship between humankind and our triune God.
When a spiritual leader violates the oneness he or she has
with another person, and that person experiences a break in
communion or fellcwship with the one who has been trusted,
it reflects on the trustworthiness of the God in whose image
we are made, and whose holiness and trustworthiness should
never be questioned.

Further, God made sex to be enjoyed, to be pleasurable,
but when one person knows that the other person has taken
the sex act to another’s bed, pleasure looses its
significance. What once had been pleasurable may now be
anything but, and may now in fact be painful, if not
physically, then at least psychologically.

Spiritual leaders then, should consider the
consequences of their sexual mispbehavior before they involive

themselves in what the Bible calls immoralicty.



CHAPTER THREE

TOWARD UNDERSTANDING THE BIBLE ON
MARRIAGE AND FAMILY

This side of eternity, the family is the context for
the most intimate and significant of all human relations.
It 1s the cell unit, the basic building block of society.
Undergirding this holy, God-given institution 1s another
institution called marriage. Of course, families certainly
exlist without the formal ceremony that most often
characterizes the marriage relationship, the wedding,
because there is something special that happens when a
couple enters into a sexual relationship- they become one
flesh, and it is this, more than anything else, which makes
the marriage a reality. The consequence of this bonding is
the formation of family, either in its most basic sense with
a couple living together, or in an expanded version which

incliudes children.

67



As we shall discover, the 0ld Testament suggests
that, for most of humanity, the primary place for community

tcecomes marriage and the family. However, in the New
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as a metaphor of the family of God, the church, and the
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Our basic thesis in this chapter then, 1i1s that m

is an institution designed py the Creator that has both a
temporal purpose and an eternal gcal toward which it
unmistakably points. In fact, the order of creation and ths
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order of redemption converge in the symbol of marriage.-
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“Helmut Thielicke, The Ethics of Sex, trans. John
Doberstein (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1964),
writes,

. two theolcgical characteristics . . . transcend
merely statutory fizations of the marriage

The first is to be found in the

ationship of man and woman in creation, which makes
in status, goal, and grace under God and
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ore God. And the second is the fact that marriage

capable ¢f peing ussed as a simile for the
laticnship of God to his pecple, as it was later for
e relationship of Christ tc his church :Isa. 30:1;
er. 2:1%., 2:1%f.; EZzek. 1£:23, and zbcve 2.. Hos. -
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I. The Old Testament On Marriage and Family

Evangelical believers consider the Bible the word of
God,® and therefore definitive for our beliefs and benhavior.
However, even those writers who are not necessarily
evangelical consider it important to recocgnize that the
Scriptures are foundational in matters of faith and
practice. For example, Robins Scroggs of Union Theological
Seminary, New TYork, writes,

To relinguish the notion of biblical authority would
also, I think, put the biblical texts in their proper
place as well. I propose that this proper place is their
essential value as the foundational documents of
Christianity. . . . By fcundational documents I mean
that they are those documents that have elicited, set

casic agenda for, and defined what Christianity means
a historical reality.’

t

[\})
n Iy

A. The Meaning and Purpose of Marriage and Family
Before there was a church, before there was an Israel,
or before there was a government or any other human

institution, there were marriage and family,~ for no sooner

3; in the New Testament: I Cor. 11:3; Eph. 5:22ff).
(108)
‘See chapter 2, footnote 3.

‘Robin Scroggs, “The Bible as Foundational Document,”
Interpretation XLIX (Jan 1995). Scrcggs alsc observes, “A
Christian may disagree with what he or she reads in the
texts; a Christian cannot refuse serious dialogue with the
texts without calling into question the right of using the
term ‘Christian’ as a self-designation.” (23)

-3
Q. M

‘Walter Wegner, “God’s Pattern for the Family in =
Old Testament,” in Family Relaticenships and the Church, =
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had God created Adam than he made Eve, his companion. We

will now focus on two major theological concepts in the 0ld
Testament as related to marriage and family: creation and
covenant.
1. Creation and Marriage

It was God, not man, who said, "It 1s not gocod for the
man to be alcne; I will make a helper suitable for him.”
it was God whc created humankind sccial beings, who intends
us to live in community, not in solitude, and who instituted
marriage among the human creatures he had made. It was God
who made all the creatures in the world and brought them
pefore the Man to be named, and it was God who declared that
“for Adam there was not found a helper suitable for him”-
who could live “alongside” or “opposite” him, who could be
his complement, his companion- let alone his mate. So a
special creation was necessary.

Out of the undifferentiated humanity of Adam, male and
female emerged. Adam awoke from his deep sleep to gaze upon

one who was a reflection of himself, indeed a very part of

Oscar E. Feucht (Saint Louils, Missouri: Concordia Pub.
House, 1970), writes

The simple fact is that all statements regarding
marriage and family which have come down to us in the
Hebrew Scriptures at once put marriage and family
relationships into a religious context in which they
pleay their role in the 0ld Testament proclamation of
salvation history. (42-43)



himself. Having created the woman out of the rib of the
man, God himself brought her to him, much as a bride’s
father would, and he presented her to the man. And Adam
broke spontaneously into praise,

“This is now bone of my bones,

And flesh of my Flesh;

She shall be called Woman, )

Because she was taken out of Man.”’

With the creation of the woman as a suitable helper for
the man, the narrator makes the obvious deduction; “For this
cause a man shall leave his father and his mother, and shall
cleave to his wife; and they shall become one flesh.”

At least four deductions can be drawn from this passage:
First, the term “a man,” as a singular noun, indicates that
marriage 1is an exclusive union between two individuals.

While polygamy became fairly common later on, monogamy was

the original plan.®

°The passage is Genesis 2:18-25. Evangelical Anglican
churchman John R. W. Stott, "“Homosexual ‘Marriage’”
Christianity Today (22 November 1985), observes,

According to Genesis 1, Eve, like Adam, was created in
the image of God. But as to the manner of her
creation, according to Genesis 2, she was made neither
out of nothing (like the universe), nor out of “the
dust of the ground” (like Adam, v.7), but out of Adam.
(25)

"The four deductions are drawn by Stott, “Homosexual
Marriage,” 25.

‘Walter Wegner, “God’s Pattern,” writes,
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Second, the phrase “shall leave his father and

mother” has in view a public social occasion. Lee McGlone

notes,

It is significant that here, unlike elsewhere in the 01d
Testament and especially in the patriarchal narratives,

the man is depicted as forsaking his own family ties in

order to relate primarily to his wife. In fact, such a

thing would be difficult to find in any of the ancient

civilizations.’

The third deduction, based on the phrase “and cleave to

his wife,” is that marriage is a loving, cleaving commitment
or covenant, which is heterosexual and permanent. Wenham
notes that terms translated “leave” and “cleave” “suggests

il

that the OT viewed marriage as a kind of covenant, and

McGlone suggests that

If we are correct in viewing the union of Adam and Eve
of Genesis 1 and 2 as the family as God wants it to be,
then there can be no doubt about the fact that the
marriage held up for the emulation of ancient Israel
was a monogamous one. (29)

‘Lee McGlone, “Genesis 2:18-24; Ephesians 5:21-6:5,”
Review and Expositor 86 (1989): 243.

‘“Gordon Wenham, Genesis 1-15. Wenham translates this
phrase, “and sticks to his wife,” and comments, "“This phrase
suggests both passion and permanence should characterize
marriage.” (71) James L. Mays, ed., Interpretation: A Bible
Commentary for Teaching and Preaching (Atlanta: John Knox
Press, 1982), Genesis by Walter Brueggemann, writes,

The woman is also God’s free creation. Now the two
creatures of surprise belong together. The place of
the garden is for this covenanted human community of
solidarity, trust, and well-being. They are one! That
is, 1in covenant (2:24). (47)
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Of greatest significance is not that the husband or
wife “forsake” past family relationships. The focus here
is on the primacy of the new family being created."'’
Finally, the phrase “and they will become cne flesh”
indicates, at least at a superficial level, that marriage
must be consummated in sexual intercourse, which 1s a sign

and seal of the marriage covenant. However, at a deeper

level, the “one flesh”
. describes a quality of life, the possibility of an
ever~deepening relationship within marriage that provides
unmeasured opportunities for wholeness. Oneness, or
intimacy . . . includes the uniting of hopes and dreams,
of spiritual and mental values, and of purpose.‘

God’s purpose, then, was tc create another who would deliver

Adam from his solitude bv being a suitable bonding partner

for him, not merely sexually, but in all dimensions of

Kistence. As these two similar but differentiated

D

creatures bonded, community was established. Nor should it
be overlooked that there are actually three persons involved
in this nascent community- man, woman, and God! It is
obvious then that “God’s ultimate goal can be described as
the desire to enter into covenantal fellowship with human
beings who thereby enjoy community with each other and with

the Creator.”*:

xMcGlone, “Genesis 2:18-24," 244.
““Ibid., 245.

“‘Grenz, Ethics, 44.
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2. Marriage'® and Family in Israel

At its deepest level, marriage is a personal-sexual-
spiritual companionship ordained and instictuted by God.
From the very beginning men and women united in marriage, so
that family became the primal expression of community. This

eventually evolved into the clan or tribe, and that into the

nation, though the latter was never as important as the

former. However, the nation itself was related by blood
ties as its members were all “children of Abraham.” 1In
fact, the tribes traced their relationships back through
their patriarchal fathers, and within the tribes individuals
identified themselves by their “father’s house,” which
expression can be functicnally equivalent to “family.”

There are several things about marriage in ancient

Israel that emerge from the 0Old Testament. First, marriage

“‘The first section dealt with marriage as an
institution initiated at the time of creation, while this
section deals with marriage as it developed in Israel.
Covenant is a major theme in both sections.

"David Noel Freedman, ed. The Anchor Bible Dictionary
Vol. 2 D-G (New York: Doubleday, 1992), s. v. “Family” by C.
J. H. Wright, 761-769, differentiates family, bet’ab, as
“fathers house, extended family comprising all the
descendants of a single living ancestor in a single lineage,
plus non-related dependents;” clan, mispaha, as “unit of
kinship;” and tribe, sebet, as the “primary unit of social
and territorial organization in Israel.”
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was a covenant relationship.16 Indeed, there is a sense

in which we may say that all marriages began with a
“covenant.” After the agreement by covenant, the couple was
considered to be “betrothed,” which was as binding as
marriage, 1if not virtually the same.!” Further, marriage
was actually a covenant between two families.*® This was a
relatively straightforward matter: marriage consisted of a
family contract, either written or spoken, plus its
consummation in intercourse, all of which transpired in the

context of the interested community. So, marriage was both

**Ezekiel 16:8; Malachi 2:14. More will be written
later when consideration is given to the relaticnship
petween God and Israel.

“Deut. 28:30; II Sam. 3:14; and Hos. 2:19,20, where
the word is used figuratively te affirm the meaning of the
true covenant relation between God and his people Israel.
The emphasis is upon faithfulness and permanence. We might
note as well that “The language of Matt. 1:18,20, 24-25,
shows that in being betrothed to Joseph, Mary was actually
his wife, even though he did not know her sexually until
after the birth of Jesus.” cf. George Arthur Buttrick, ed.
The Interpreter’s Dictionary of the Bible Volume 3
(Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1962}, s. v. “Marriage,” by O.
J. Baab, 284.

George Arthur Buttrick, ed. The Interpreter’s
Dictionary of the Bible Volume 2 (Nashville: Abingdon Press,
1962), s. v. “Family,” by 0. J. Baab. Baab also notes,

Our justification for using the word ‘covenant’ derives
in part from the use by biblical writers of the figure
cf marriage to describe the covenant relation between
Yahweh and Israel, and in part from the place of the
covenant in social contracts cof the biblical community.
Two biblical books use the word ‘ccvenant’ 1in
relation to marriage (Prov. 2:17; Mal. 2:14). (239)
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personal and communal. It is not difficult, then, to

imagine that infidelity on the part of the husband or the
wife was looked upon with extreme disfavor.-’

A second characteristic of Israelite marriages and
families, indeed, Israelite society as a whole, was
patriarchalism.*® Thielicke observes that among the
Israelites patriarchal supremacy became the principal
family-tribal system, and always evidenced itself in three
ways,

first, the man has the freedom to have more than one
wife; second, he has the right to dismiss his wife
(whereas the wife cannct dissoclve the marriage); third,
and most important, the wife is the object of a legal

transaction in the sense of a “Munt”-marriage [Munt
being ownership or guardianship acquired by purchase].

Ay

James Hurley reminds us that,

Within the family the husband and father was the
undisputed head. So much was this the case that a
‘husband’ was the ba’al (ruler or one having dominion)
cf his wife; similarly, to ba’al (become ruler over) a

““Neil G. Smith, “Family Ethics in the Wisdom
Literature,” Interpretation 4 (O-D 1950):454. <cf. Prov.
€:32; Job 31:9-12.

’

-Eva Marie Laasen, “Family As Metaphor,” Scandinavian
Journal of the 0ld Testament 6 (2/1992): 249, notes,
“Ancient Israel was patriarchal in the sense that the
hierarchy inside the family, with a strong father-figure,
was used as a model for society: government, social
structure, religion.”

“‘Thielicke, The Ethics of Sex, 105.




77
woman i

v her(Dt. 21:13; 24:1; Is. 54:5; Mal.
2:11; ¢ : “
However, in spite of the fact that the wife was subject to

r husband’s authority, women could be found to have plaved

¢

i

important social roles and gained respect. As Eva Maris

Lazasen observes,

In an erotic relationship, the woman and man could
address one another as brother and sister (for instance
in the Song of Songs). The use of this mataphor may
indicate such a sense of equality.-’

A corollary characteristic of Israelite patriarchalism
was the Importance of children, especially males, through
whom the family name and inheritance are guaranteed. Of

course, the greater the number of children, especially sons,

the greater the human resources for shepherding or farming.
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the production of male heirs to carry on the name and the
family inheritance, were of major importance to Israelites
of both sexes.

In the home the husband and father was expected to be

(Rl

S

considerate of his wife“® and servants, and strict with h

--James B. Hurley, Man and Woman in Biblical
Perspective (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Academie Books,
Zondervan Publishing House, 1981): 34.

~’Eva Marie Laasen, “Family As Metaphor,” 248.

“‘Love and joy in marriage and family relationships
are emphasized in such Biblical passages as Psalm 45 and the
Song of Sclomon. Concerning the place of love in marriage

- i gy < T .. T~ -~ 0T~ —_ we~ o f b R — " . - -~
and Zami.y, N&llsXr Jdsgner, sCcQ's ratTern, WX LTZEeS
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children, who were expected to obey him. He also was

expected to be a good provider for his family~®.

Jewish writers had high praise for virtues of the
chaste, industrious, and affectionate wife.“® For most
Israelite women the great events of their lives were birth,
marriage, giving birth, and death. A woman who had given
birth, especially to a son who could carry on the family

name and Iinheritance, had a special place of honocur.-

]

Further, nearly everybody married,-® and this resulted in

stability in the tribe and even among tribes.-*

Prophetic covenant theclogy not only proclaimed
Yahweh’s steadfast love (chesed) for His people but
also called on the people to practice chesed in all
areas of life. This had a salutary influence on the
status of women, the home and the family. (50)

“>Neil G. Smith, “Family Ethics,” 454-456
-*Ibid., 453. «cf. Prov. 31:10-31; Prov. 25:24.

“’Johannes B. Bauer, ed. Encyclopedia of Biblical
Theology: the Complete Sacramentum verbi (New York:
Crossroad, 1981), s. v. “Woman” by Elisabeth Koffmahn,
writes,

The highest happiness of which the Israelite woman was
capable was that of motherhood (Gen. 24:60; 30:1; I
Sam. 1:6f; Ps. 113:9). When she became a mother she
constituted the focal point of family life and as such
was the object of honor on all sides and was highly
prized. (986)

*®Thielicke, The Ethics of Sex,

The 0Old Testament has no word for ‘bachelor’ at all.
So universal and accepted as a matter of course
was the institution of marriage that we do not know
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Another important corollary of patriarchalism was

that the father, as head of the household, usually
instituted the plans for marriage on behalf of his son(s)
and/or daughter(s).®® This included the selection of a
bride, or the father’s response to the request of another
father for his daughter as a bride for his son. On her

part, the daughter was a more or less passive participant in

whether there were any unmarried people in Israel.
{107)

**Ibid. Thielicke also observes,

There is no mention whatsoever in the 0Old Testament of
the tragedy of separated lovers, or of unhappy
marriages in which the partners are affiicted with an
‘uncongquerable aversion’ to each other.

One need think only of Jacob’s courtship c¢f Rachel

(Gen. 28), the relationship of Shechem to Dinah (Gen.
34:1-4), and the marriage of Paltiel to Michal (I Sam.
18:20 ff.; 25:44; II Sam. 3:15 f.). The individual

tone of married love is also clear in Malachi 2:15,
“"Take heed to yourselves, and let none be faithless to
the wife of his youth.” (106)

%Genesis 24:49-58; Exodus 22:17; Judges 14:1-4.
David Noel Freedman, ed. The Anchor Bible Dictionary Vol. 4
K-N (New York: Doubleday, 19%2), s. v. “Marriage” by Victor
P. Hamilton, makes the following observation,

The norm was the parentally arranged marriage (Gen.

21:21), though there was no law mandating such. This
was because of the relatively young age at which boys
and girls reached marriageable age. . . . Usually,

those who were older when they married played a
significantly greater role in mate selection {(Jacob,
Esau, Boaz). But not always- Isaac is 40 (Gen. 25:20).
(562)
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the transaction, since her father gave her to be the wife

of the man involved.

Yet another corocllary of patriarchalism was a practice
called “levirate” marriage. This term is applied to that
form of marriage which is defined in the book of Deuteronomy
(25:5-10). As Baab comments,

It may also be applied to marriages which involve a
deceased husband’s brother and his widow, without
necessarily conforming at every point to the
Deutercnomic legislation. . . . The purpose of the law
is clear- to prevent marriage of the Israelite girl to
an outsider and to continue the name c¢f the dead nhusband
in Israel.’™

2 third fact about marriage that emerges from the 0ld
Testament is that polygamy was fairly common, even among
those who were the people of God,* even though God’s plan
at the time of creation was monogamy. From our perspective
this practice seems to have nothing to commend it. However,

according to Thielicke, there was a positive side to 1itg,

In this way not only the problem of childless women (and
thus the problem of women whose lives, according to the

'Buttrick, s. v. “Marriage,” by Baab, 282.

““Abraham had a wife, Sarah, and a concubine, Hagar:;
Jacob married Leah and Rachel (Gen. 29:21-30); David married
Apbigail, Ahinocam, and others (I Sam. 25:43,44; II Sam.
5:13); and Solomon was said to have had seven hundred wives
(I Kings 11:3). Cf. Freedman, s. v. “Marriage” by Hamilton,
565, observes, that "“Polygamy was common: (polyvgamy , but
not polyandry- Gen. 16; 25:1-2; 29:15-30; 206:34; 36:2; 28:9;
Judg. 8:30; I Sam. 1:2; 18:17-30; . . .).” See also Walter
Wegner, "“God’s Pattern for the Family in the 0Old Testament,”
35-37.
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views then prevalent, were unfulfilled) but also the :f
tragedy of homeless, illegitimate children was avoided.’”

Not least among the characteristics of Hebrew families
is the fact that the family functioned as a religious
community, preserving the history, law, and traditions of
the nation and passing them on through instruction and
worship.’® This was especially important when Israel
settled in the promised land and found herself surrounded by

“heathen” nations, whose pagan practices constantly

threatened her commitment tc the Lord. For this reason, the

Israelite community as a whole was endcgamous.-’ At times,

intermarriage with alien peoples became a sericus problem to

the Israelites. Apart from the threat of social and

cultural breakdown through intimate association with foreign

**Thielicke, The Ethics of Sex, 107.

**Freedman, s. v. “Family” by Wright, 764. See also
Walter Wegner, “God’s Pattern for the Family in the Old
Testament, ” 34-~35.

*Freedman, s. v. “Marriage” by Hamilton, 563-564,
cbserves, that “Endogamous marriage is the norm in the
patriarchal age.” However, endogamy was not always
inviolable (Gen. 28:6-9; 41:45; 38:2). He notes, “It is an
overstatement to claim that the O. T. prohibits
intermarriage with all Gentiles,” though this seems to be
the norm (Ez. 9-10; Neh. 13:23-27; Jud. 3:5-6; Josh. 23:12;

Ex. 34:16). In fact, Deut. 21:10-14 makes provision for the
Hebrew warrior to take a wife from female prisoners.
Hamilton then writes, “What was a minor entry in the

Deuteronomic platform became a major component in the
reforms of Ezra and Nehemiah, c¢f. Ez. 9-10; 13:3,23-27,28.”"
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peoples, the real danger, religicus leaders realized, was

the deadly threat to Israel’s’ faith.

Finally, the family was also involved with the law and
the administration of justice, including both internal,
domestic jurisdiction (marriage, divorce, slaves, parental
discipline), and external, public administration, of justice

such as with the elders at the gate.’®

B. God and Israel

It is by means of marriage that God establishes
community for his people, and it 1s by means of marriage as
a metaphor that God establishes the nature of nis “marical”
relationship with his people. One cannot read the 0ld
Testament, especially the prophets, without observing the
special relationship between God and the nation of Israel, a
relationship comparable to the marriage relationship.”
Since marriage was indeed a covenant relationship, it served
a theological purpose, that of defining the meaning of
Israel’s God and of her obligation to him’®.

This use of the marriage concept as metaphor to

emphasize the relational theology of the covenant is brought

*freedman, s. v. “Family” by Wright, 764.
“"Isa. 54:5,6; 62:4,5; Jer. 2:2; 7:34; 16:9; 25:10.

**Freedman, s. v. “Marriage by Hamilton, 565, observes
that “Yahweh is the husband of Israel as a metaphor for
God’s covenant relationship.”



33
out clearly in the books of Hosea,’® Micah, Isaiah,

Lamentations, Ezekiel and Malachi.?® Stanley Grenz notes
that in the Bible this metaphor consists of three acts,
Act one describes the betrothal c¢f Israel to Yahweh.
The introduction of the marriage metaphor added the idea
of love and willing fidelity to the concept of covenant.
. . . God's relationship to his people was to be more
than legal contract: it was to be a relationship of

mutual love.

. in act two, Israel shows herself to be an
unfaithful spouse, forsaking Yahweh for other gods.*:

Hosea’s own marriage paralleled the tragic story of the

ruptured relationship between Israel and God, ** and gave him

**One might consult: G. Ernest Wright, John Bright,
James Barr, Peter Ackroyd, eds., The 0ld Testament Library
(Phildaelphia: The Westminster Press, 1969; reprint 1976),
Hosea, by James L. Mays); William F. Albright and David Noel
Freedman, eds., The Anchor Bible (Garden City, NY: Doubleday
and Co., Inc., 1980), vol. 24, Hosea by Francis I. Andersen
and David Ncel Freedman. Andersen and Freedman, observe,

On the authority of the divine revelation he [Hosea]
spoke of Yahweh as the lawful husband of Israel. 1In
Hosea’s hands the myth of the divine marriage became an
allegory of Yahweh’s experience with Israel in Canaan:
and the context in which the relation was understood
was removed from the magical and cultic world of Canaan
to the moral structure of the covenant. (9)

PWalter Wegner, “God’'s Pattern for the Family in the
0Old Testament,” 339-42.

*Stanley Grenz, Ethics, 47.
*Hosea 2:2,4,5 reads,

Contend with your mother, contend, For she is not
My wife, and I am not her husband; And let her put away
her harlotry from her face, 2And her adultery from
between her breasts. . . . Also, I will have no
compassion on her children, Because they are children
cf harlotry. For their mother has played the harlot;



& keen and compassiocnate understanding of what the
nation’s spiritual adultery meant to the Lord. Unfaithful
Gomer, the “wife of whoredoms,” became toc Hosea the
personification and exemplification of the adulterous
“wife”'? of Yahweh; and amid his own distress he was even
more concerned for the sorrow of God and the fate of the
nacion.

But, this is not the end of the story,
Despite Israel’s ‘adultery’

ul. . . . In this way, then, in
Ty marriage serves as a metaphor of

for act three fcllows
Yahweh remains faitchf
i
1

the prophetic commun

the covenant faithfulness of Yahweh to nis people.™
Summary
The 0Old Testament presents marriage and family as

divinely ordained institutions, rooted in the corder of

creation, and useful in fulfilling the purposes of God for
humankind. In the contexts of the covenant of marriage and
family life, community is established, and God demonstrates

his desire for community with humankind. Two facts become

She who conceived them has acted shamefully. For she
said, “I will go after my lovers, Who give me my bread
and my water, My wool, and my £flax, my oil, and my
drink.

**The unfaithfulness of the covenant people of Ged is
peatedly likened, in Scripture, to adultery (Jer. 3:9;

C

Ezek. 16:30~32; 23:37;). Israel was God’s “bride” (Isa.
©2:5; Jer. 2:32; 33:11); a “virgin” chosen from among the
naticns (Jer. 14:17; 18:13; 31:4,21; Lam. 1:15; 2:13; Joel
1:8; Amos 5:2).

**Stanley Grenz, Ethics, 48.
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abundantly clear from the 0ld Testament: marriage and

family are valuable in and of themselves as the means for
community and communion. In fact, they are so important
they can serve as a powerful metaphor of God’s love for his
covenant people and of his desire for communion with his

creatures.

ll. The New Testament On Marriage and Family-

One might not guess as much by looking at the
contemporary church, but marriage and family do manifest
special significance in Christianity. For the ancient
Hebrews, the sense of community was primarily associated
with one’s immediate family, extended patriarchal family,
and clan or tribe. As we shall see, in the New Testament a
shift is witnessed as the central community becomes the
fellowship of Christ, the Church. Here, spiritual ancestry
becomes more important than physical ancestry, and who one’s
heavenly Father is more important than who one’s earthly

parents are.

** The word patria refers to the “family from the

perspective of historical descent, i.e., its lineage (Lk.
2:4),” while the word oikos (Lk. 1:27; Acts 23:25; Eph.
3:14), refers to “family as household. It is the comparable

social unit to the Israelite bet’ab.” Cf. Freedman, s. V.
“Family” by Wright, 768-769.
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A. The Meaning of Marriage and Family

Carolyn Osiek suggests that “Study of the Jewish family
of the Greco-Roman periocd is still in its infancy, as is
direct study of the Christian family (except for study of
the household codes and the house church, where gcod
progress has been made.”*® Nonetheless, much can be learned
from the teachings of the New Testament, especially Jesus
and Paul.

1. Jesus On Marriage and Family

The fundamental message of Jesus was that “"The time is

fulfilled, and the Kingdom of God is at hand; repent and

believe in the gospel, and the fundamental ethic of the

kingdom was love.

Overall, following Jesus was as much a social matter as
a personal one. “In a culture where individual identity was
defined in terms primarily of the household group to which

the individual belonged. . . , it was inevitable that

**Carolyn Osiek, “The Family in Early Christianity:
‘Family Values’ Revisited.” Catholic Biblical Quarterly, 58
(January 1896), 8-9. She suggests: The Jewish Family in
Antiquity (BJS 289; ed. S. J. D. Cohen; Atlanta: Scholars,
1993); P. A. Foulkes, “Images of Family Life in the
Scriptures,” The Way 32 (1992) 83-92 (on both Testaments):;
L. A. Hennesey, “Sexuality, Family and the Life of
Discipleship: Some Early Christian Perspectives,” Chicago
Studies 32 (1993) 19-31; P. Lampe, “‘Family’ in Church and
Society of New Testament Times,” Affirmation (Union
Theological Seminary in Virginia) 5 (1992) 1-20.

“"Mark 1:15.
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allegiance to Jesus as Lord (kurios) wculd have an effect

48

on family ties and family life. For example, often the

conversion of entire households would take place. On the
other hand, conversion also threatened the family, as new
tensions arose because of new religious loyalties. Some
adopted an ascetic lifestyle and rejected sexual relations.
Some became involived in missionary work, and some became the
object of persecution within their own family.*

Edward Schillebeeckx reminds us that the Gospels
provide us with two fundamental statements made by Jesus
himself on the subject of marriage.

The first is an affirmation of the plan of married life
within the economy of creation to which Genesis had
already given clear consent. Through this affirmaticn
the 0Old Testament idea of marriage was brought to
fulfillment (Mk x. 2-12 and parallels). The second is a
specifically eschatological statement, where the quest
for the kingdom cf God takes precedence over marriage, so
that celibacy appears, with marriage, as a characteristic
Christian subservience to the kingdom of God (Mt xix.
12). These two fundamental affirmations are thus a
direct extensicon of the twc 0Old Testament confessions cof
faith: that of creation, and that of the covenant of
grace.®

¥ J0el B. Green, Scot McKnight, and I. Howard
Marshall, eds. Dicticnary of Jesus and the Gospels (Downers
Grove, Michigan: InterVarsity Press, 1992), s. v. “Family”
by S. C. Barton, 226.

FIpid.

*Edward Schillebeeckx. Marriage: Human Reality and
Saving Mystery (London: Sheed and Ward, 1965): 107.
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It is in this framework then, that Jesus’ teaching on

marriage and family must be understood.

Perhaps a brief overview cf the gospels will help. S.
C. Barton writes, “While the gospel of Mark is predominantly
pessimistic about family ties, it is not anti-family.””" In
Matthew’s gospel, there is a strong emphasis on spiritual
kingship. Here, Jesus displaces Israel as God’s true Son,
and his followers become God’s children and call him Father
(6:9). They also beccme Jesus’ genuine family (12:46-50) .-

The theology of Luke, reflected in both the gospel and
the bock of Acts, is dominated by a salvation-history

perspective according to which God’s plan of salvation began

ty

with Israel, was fulfilled in the coming of Jesus, and was

th

being brought te fruition in the gathering of the Gentiles

3. C. Barton, “Family,” cites the following
examples:

. Jesus: condemns divorce and remarriage (10:2-
12); affirms the obligations of the fifth commandment
(7:8-13); receives children (9:36-37; 10:13-16); uses
familial terminology to describe those who do God’s
will (3:34b~35); promise an alternative family to those
in service; and heals members of families(1:30-31;
5:21-43; 7:24-30; 9:14-29). (226)

**Ibid. Barton writes,

So the material in Matthew contributes significantly to
the Evangelist’s concern to provide an authoritative
basis in the story of Jesus for the formation and
development of a new household cof faith, a people
separate from Israel and shaping 1ts own understanding
of life together as children of the heavenly Father.
(227
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into the people of God in the church. "“The material about

the family very clearly expresses this theology along with
its implications for the life of faith.”?®

In the gospel of John, Jesus 1is revealed as the Son of
God and Savior of the world. This elicits different
responses, including belief and rejection. Whoever receives
Jesus the Son becomes a child of God (1:12-~13). Thus, “The
fourth Gospel’s unique emphasis on Jesus as the only way to
the Father (Jn. 14:6) 1is the expression of a group
developing an alternative society based on the tie of belief
in Jesus rather on ties of natural kinsnip.”**

For Jesus marriage and family were important, both as

institutions rooted in God’s desire that humankind
=xperience community while here on earth, but also as a

metaphor of the “community” that will be realized fully only

when he returns.

““Ibid., 228.

**Ibid., 228-229.
**John 2:1-10 records Jesus’ presence at the wedding
in Cana of Galilee, and his active participation in the
festivities, both of which attest his approval of the
institution of marriage. On the other hand, some have seen
two non-Johannine passages as suggesting that Jesus might
not have commended marriage- Luke 20:28-38 and Matthew
19:11,12. However, no serious commentaries support such an
understanding. Ieuan Ellis, “Jesus and the Subversive
Family,” Scottish Journal of Theology 38 (1985): 173-188,
discusses, and dismisses, the arguments of Ernest Renan and
David Strauss that family relationships meant little to

Jesus.
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In the first place, Jesus was born and nurtured in
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the context of a home where his parents were married In

this family he no doubt learned the trade of his carpenter
father, and as part of this family he worshipped in the
synagogue and at the Temple. Luke tells us that he
“continued in subjection to them [his parents].” He also
espoused the traditional Jewish patriarchalism where a man
marries and a woman is married,° and He accepted the
contemporary Jewish ethos where children honored their
parents. ® Further, during his public ministry he
frequently distinguished children as examples of faith, and
warned adults of the dangers of abusing them.*® Nor should
it be forgotten that before he died upon the cross, he
commended his mother to the care of his beloved disciple
John.

Even more importantly, as we have seen, Jesus taught
that the arrival of the kingdom with power produced two

contrasting results: the importance and permanence of

**Matthew 1:18-25; 13:35; Luke 2:4-6.

"Luke 14:20; 24:34-35. “Many, probably most, of his
disciples were married (Matt. 8:14; 20:20; 27:56; Mk. 1:30;
15:40; Lk. 4:38; 8:3). <cf. Freedman, s. v. “"Marriage” by
Collins, 569.

*®Mark 10:12-22; Matthew 19:16-22. <cf. Collins, 570.

“*Matthew 18:1-11; and parallels.
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marriage within the kingdom cf God, and celibacy as a

viable alternative to marriage. In this vein, Hurley

writes,

The restoraticn of marriage to the pattern of ‘the
beginning’ was, however, not all that Jesus had to say
about the impact of the arriving kingdom upon that
relation. Some would, for the sake of the kingdom, make
themselves eunuchs (Mt. 19%:10-12). This calling, also
demanding God’s strength, was new with the arrival of
the kingdom and looks forward to the status of all
believers in the time of the full realization of the
kingdom at the resurrection, when they will no longer
marry or be given in marriage (Mt. 22:23-33).°"

2. Apostolic Attitudes Toward Marriage and
Family
The letters of the New Testament reflect a high regard
for marriage and family. They picture the social nature of
early Christianity as centered on household units. Here,
the family (oikos), like that in the 0ld testament (bet’ark),
included blood relatives and dependents. Therefore, we
should not be surprised to discover that
The social and religious functions of the housencld-
church pattern of NT Christianity served the same thres

functicns as the Israelite bet’ab: the place of
inclusicn, authority, and spiritual continuity (by its

ﬁHurley, Man, 81. Schillebeeckx, Marriage, writes,

We are bound to conclude . . . that the charism of
religious c