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THE SOCIAL ETHICS OF ST. PAUL WITH IMPLICATIOHNS
FOR MARRIAGE AND THE FAMILY
(Outline)

Controlling Purposes This paper 1s 4o present the principles of
Sts Paul's soolal ethios with their implicaticns for marriage and the
femily, as found in his New Testament writings.

I. It is important to understend the generesl principles of St. Paul's
gocial ethics.
Ae That is meant by Christian social ethios?

l. Christian social ethics deal with the organized world
of Christian morality.

2, Christien soclal ethies must be built up on Christian
individusl ethics,.

Be - Did St. Panl treat social ethies? Y

le That St. Paul did treat social othics is hmodi.a:boly
apparent from his writings. . i

2. However, Paul did not develop a seientl!‘io syatem of
gociel ethies, but applied certain prinoiplea as
specific problems arose. ;

3« These principles are relevant tod-,y.

Ces What are the basic prineiples from which the social ethiaes
of St. Paul are derived?

1. They are derived from the ruling prineciple of justi-
fication by faith and the resultant life of sancti-
fication,

2. They recognize sin as the basic problem in sceial
relationshipse.

De The dootrine of the Christian's union with Christ is a
fundemental principle of Faul's social ethics.

l. Union with Christ 1s the motive and the source of
power for ethical conduct,

2. The union controls the relationships of the Christian
with fellow Christians.

S The union does not imply antisocial behavior toward
the non=Christien.

&+ The union eliminates the possibility that Paul's
emphasis on God's free grace would result in anti-
nomianisme.

E. The Christian concept of love is ancther basico principle
in the social ethies of Paul.

1. It is the Christian's love that oontrols his attitude
toward his neighbor.

2. The love of which Paul gpeaks is utterly spontaneous
and uncaused.

8. The Christian is onpable of such love by virtue of his
union with Christ.

4. This love unfolds in a great variety of social virtues.
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Feo PFaul's eschatology effects his soolal ethics.

1.
2.
e

Ge FPaul
1.

2.

He 1s not devoid of an effective soocial message because
of hie eschatology. -
It is a misrepresentation to say that his esshatology
causes him to ignore the practicel affairs of this life.
Paul's eschatology makes it possible for people to live
in proper relatlionship to things of this world.
vas not a social revolutionist.
lie did not assume @ revolutionary attitude toward the
social institutions of his daye.
This does not mean that he was indifferent to social
evils.

II. The implications of Faul's social ethics for marriage and the family
are helpful in view of the problems of our day.

Ae That
l.

Se

4.
S

Te

is Paul's attitude toward marriage?

It has frequently been charged thet he was hostile to
nmarriage.

Such an alleged hostile attitude cannot be based on the
proemige that he was fundamentally an ascetic in his
thinking.

Paul does not regard celibacy as a state of higher moral
perfection.

Paul does recommend celibaocy under certain conditions.
The influence of eschatology on his attitude toward
marriage has been exaggerated.

Paul did not discountenance marriage beceause of any
Jewish prejudice.

Paul regards marriage as God's will for men under normal
conditions.

Be The function of gex in marriage is talken into consideration
by Paule.

l.
2.
Se
4.
5.
6o
Te
8e

e

This was one of the major sooial problems with which
Paul had to deal.

The hostile attitude that the church has at times showm
toward sex stems from ascetic tendencies.

Paul recognizes the proper funotion of eex in marriage.
He sets forth the correct purposes of sex.

The sbuse of the sexual relationship in marriage is to
be eliminated by Christian love.

Paul speeks strongly against the misume of sex.

The function of sex involves the entire personality.
Paul's arguments against impurity are as vital today as
in his day.

The church in its efforts to serve the family should
neither war against sex nor encourage its usurping the
supremacy in the man and woman relationship.

Ce MNarriage is regarded as permanent for this life.

1.

The finality of marriage is affirmed by the illustration
of the union of Christ with His church, and by the
doctrine of the oneness of husband end wife.
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2.
Se
4.
8¢

e

T

Underlying and maintaining the union of husband and
wife there must be mutual love.

Death disgolves marriage and therefore e widow or
widower may be remarried.

Paul does not senction separetion even if a new
marriage is not contracted.

In the cage of maliclous desertion a divorce may be
obtained by the innocent party.

Jesus speaks of fornication as & reason for breeking
the nmarriage bond, and Paul gpeaks of malicious
desertion as an act which breeks the bond.

We must not relax our attitude toward divoree, but at
the same Hime we must seek to preserve the family by
8 positive program.

Paul's view as to the relationship of husband and wife in
the home is perfectly reliable for our day.

1.
2.
Se

4.
e

Paul

Some have argued that Faul places womsn into a positiom
of intolerable subjeoction.

Paul does not teach that woman is inferior to man, but
subordinate.

Pgul's othics have contributed mueh to the elevation

of the status of woman.

Paul sets forth mutual obligations for husband and wife.
Pgul's ethios aim at the highest happiness for both men
and woman.
shows a remarkeble understanding of the relationship of

parents and children.

1.
Qe

He has a high regard for children,

He pleces & great deal of importence upon the Fourth
Commandment «

He spesks of duties of parents toward children.

Paul's ethics are concerned with the family as a social umit,

1.
2e

o

4.

The femily &s such is implicit in his thinking.

The primary area in which the faemily funetions as a

unit is the home.

While Christian character is develcped in the individual,
that development is largely guided by society, and
particularly by the family.

The impliecations of Paul's sociel ethics need to be
understood end applied to conditions in our daye.



THE SOCIAL ETHICS OF ST« PAUL WITH IMPLICATIONS

FOR MARRIAGE AND THE FAMILY

Today, as never before, there is a need for emphasizing the re-
lationship of Christianity to social ethiocs. We need to olarify our
thinking es to uhat'tho principles of Christianity mean for the associ~
ated life of men. Due largely to our techniceal development our social
life today grows constantly more eand more institutiomal, more imperson-
al, more the life of large masses. In the family, the community, the
Church, the state, the economic order in its many and varied expressions,
the international order, we are presented with problems of Christian
living. At every point our life is conditioned by these sooial groupings
for good or ill. How can Christianity help us here?l jiore specifically,
what help does St. Paul give us here?

In this paper it is our intention to confine ourselves to a
treatment of St. Paul's social ethics. He has a great deal to say on
this subjeot., ¥We ghall first of all develop the principles of his
social message in genmeral, and then confine ourselves to the impli-

cations of these principles for the basic social institution as we see

what he has to say about marriage and the familye.

le Rall, Harris Franklin, According to Paul, pp. 210-211.

) §



Until recent years the social message of Faul has not received a
great deal of attention. Those who have gone to the Bible for its
sooial message have centered their attention on the prophets of the 0ld
Testament and on the teachings of Jesus.2 In view of the significance
of Paul's message on soocial ethics this is rather surprising.® By this
we do not mean to minimige the importance of the social message of the
0ld Testament prophets and Jesus. Paul, however, writes against the
background of the teachings of the prophets and Jesus. This, and the
fact that he writes to a Christian church trying to establish itself in
the midst of & pagan soclety gives his message particular significance.
Vie who live in the midst of the terrifying world of the twentieth century
will find that Paul's message is relevant to the problems of our day.

Paul's social message is found in his letters and in the book of
Acts. For the purpose of this study we have accepted all of those
letters which have been traditionally held to be of Pauline authorship
without entering in upon a disoussion of pertinent introductory questions
which have been raised by some New Testament scholars from time to time.
We have done this because we personally believe that to accept all of

these books as genuine is the correct view.

2. Rolston, Holms, The Social Message of the Apostle Paul, Preface.
3. Enelin, Morton Soott, The Ethios of faul, p. xi.




I. The Social Fthics of St. Paul

WHAT I8 MEANT BY CHRISTIAN SUCIAY ETHICS?

Social ethics deals with the organized world. It refers to the
collective life of men. "From the systematic viewpoint, Christian
Social Ethics is & subdivision of Christian Ethics dealing with the
organized world of Christian morality, the moral communities to whiech
the realization of the Christian morsl ideal gives rise, i.e., with the
Christian 1ife in the relations of the family, church, state, and eco=
nomic and cultural orders."¢

Christian soclal ethios must, however, be built up on Christian
individual ethics. As society is made up of individuals, so the life
of society is largely determined by the individuals composing it. Never-
theless, Christianity is a religion not only of individuals as such,
but of individuals Joined together in commmity life. In fact, it is
largely within the sphere of the various social relationships thet the
individuael Christian develops his own personal Christian life and
character.® The sanctified life can not be lived apart from relation-
ships to others.

DID ST. PAUL TREAT SOCIAL ETHICS?

In reading the epistles of FPaul it is immediately evident that he
concerns himself with social ethics. In general, the first sections
of the epistles concern themselves with doctrinal discussions, but in-

variably he turns to make ethiocal npplioutiom.a That Paul deals with

4. YNash, N. B., "Christian Social Ethics," Anglicen Theological

Review, Vol. 12 (1929"1930). Pe 317.
5. Reu, Johann He. and Buehring, P. H., Christien Ethics, pe 266.

6« Rolston, ope oite;, p. 4ha




the sooial aspect of ethios is quite apparent merely from considering the
sins against which he warns his churches: selfishness, pride, division,
contention, anger, bitterness, malice, and sexual imorulity." A Roman
Catholic writer has put it well when she writes:

Never did the Apostle sanction the isolation of the
individual's actions from his social setting. Never did
he conceive mankind as the ‘'acoidental juxtaposition' of
individuals, each pursuing his own course independently of
others. He saw the human raece as an organic whole. !God
hath made of one all mankind' . « « Because of this soli-
darity of the human race and the oconsequent mutual influence
of evil environment and bad company, he saw its effect on
morals and conduct. iloreover, because of this same dootrine
the Christiens of those days were taught that conduct must
be regulated by a oconsideration of its influence on those
not of the Faith « « « « Furthermore, it should be noted that
Seint Paul's instructions that the individual's conduct be
regulated by his influence on others was not optional. It
was expressed in terms of obligation and moral responsibilitye.
He reflected agaln and again=='that if one member suffereth
anything, all the members suffer with it, and if one member
glory all the members rejoice with it.' 7This doctrine of
Saint Paul on the solidarity of the human race, and the conge=
quent social responsibility of the individual was but one of
the sociological truths which Saint Paul expounded « . .8

It has also been pointed out that, "Almost every morsl precept is based
on ite effect on the brethren. The social virtues--love, harmony, service
==are never rorgotton.“g From this it is apparent that Paul consistently
stresses the social implications of his ethical prineiples.

Paul did not, howsever, develop a scientifie uym- of ethics. He
did not write a text book for Christian condust.l® However, for raul

ethics and theology could never be dissociated. The Christian ethic was

Te R.l].. 9op. g_i_t_o, Pe 226.
8. Agatha, liother M., "Pauline Socioclogy Offers Solution to Current

Evils," America, Vol. 60, 22, (March &, 1939), pp. 510-511.

9. Enslin, Morton Seott, ibid., p. 129.
10. Such passages as Colossians 5318 = 411 and Bphealans 5322 - 6:9

would almost seem to be a step in that direoction.




the living in a manner worthy of the high ocalling of & Christian. Thig
embraced the whole of 1ife and all the relationships of 1ife.ll A
specific provlems arose he met them with "deep-seated principles."12
The matter has been correctly stated by James S. Stewart when he sayss
“Ethicel precept in sbundance his epistles eontain; his Gospel is
ethical to the core; he will have nothing of a religion that does not
issue in @ morally strenuous and elevated life: Yet he makes no scien-
tific classification of virtues such as the Stoic and pagan moralists

of his day loved . . .Ilu

This immediately raises the question as to whether the ethieal
pronouncements of Paul are relevant for society today. Harris F. Rall
has pointed out that the social setting from which Paul's statements on
social problems were born was guite different than ours here in Amerioca

today. He says:

Paul belonged to a small and scattered religious group
living under a great imperialism. He could not spesk to a
monarch or a people as the Hebrew prophets did in pointing
out soocial evils and ealling for repentance. His situation
differed even more radically from ours today. The Christian
commumity, it is true, is still a minority group and we can
hardly call our western governments Christian nations in any
real sense. Yet we do have a real measure of demooracy e « «
Under this Christian men and women can influence thought and
actions, and the Church in the name of God oan bring a
Christian judgment upon evil and voice the Christian demand.
But the complex questions of public order, thus raised for
Christian ethics, obviously would have no relevancy for the
groups whom Paul addressed in his letters.l4

This difference in social setting must be taken into account in any dis-

cussion of Paul's social ethies. Yet, as we shall bring out as we go

11. Enslin, PE. _.;&'l Pe 76«
12, Enslin, ibid., p. 3509.
13. GStewart, James Sep _A_ Ihn_:[._g Christ, pe. 28,

14, Rlll, Op. .2.!'.?." Pe 212.




along, the ethical problems whieh Faul di-louuol are in large measure
such as appear in every human group. And the ethical principles that
he applied then are equally relevant today.

THE BASIC PRINCIPLES FROM WHICH THE SOCIAL ETHICS OF ST. PAUL ARE
DERIVED

Jugtification by faith has been heralded as Paul's great sontribution.
Ethical conduct, however, is identical with sanctification.l® Paul does
not separate sanctification from justification, but he sets both in proper
order. Justification is the source of sanctification.

Justification and sanoctification are indeed indisolubly

(nexu indivulso) joined together; yet the two must not be

mingled with each othere. Justification is the source of

sanctification. To teach the reverse means to teach the anti-

christian dootrine of work-righteousness and thus to thwart
both justification end sanctification.l6

We must keep this order in mind from the outset. Justifying faith is
accomplished by the work of the Holy Ghost in the act of regeneration or
conversion. The fioly Ghost also energises such faith to produce saneti-
fied 1iving.17 To Paul faith was not merely a oreed or an intellectual
acceptance of certain statements, but it was productive of ethical be-

havior. This is evident from such statements as the followings "For we

are His workmenship, created in Christ Jesus unto good works, which God

hath before ordsined that we should walk in them."18 "Fopr in Jesus Christ
neither ciroumcision availeth anything, nor uncircumeision, but faith

which worketh by love."19

16. Rehwinkel, Alfred i{., "The Ethics of Jesus," Concordia Theological
Monthy, Vol. XiX, (Mh. 1948), Pe 174
e lueller, J. Te, Christian Dogmatics, p. 386.
17. Graebmer, A. L., Outlines of Dootrinal Theology, p. 195.

180 Bpho 2'10.
19. Cal. 5:6. ¢f, also I Thess. 433-6.



Paul also kmew the actual source of soocial problems. He real=
ized that all of humanity's difficulties were the consequences of
sin. This is brought out elearly in his indioctment of comtemporary
society as we find it in Romans l. "Paul saw not only the supere
f'ieialitlea of life and the outward manifestations of evil, but he
sew in sin the root snd osuse of it all."20 Paul's diagnosis of
social problems enable him to get to the source of the difficulty.
Kan must be right with God before he can be right with his fellow=
man. [ope for real social improvement must recognize the reality of
sin if it would avoid a superficiality that deals only with symptoms.

THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE CHRISBTIAN'S UNION WITH CHR1ST FOR THE
SOCIAL ETHICS OF 8T. PAUL

In St. Paul's teaching of the Christian's union with Christ we
come to a fundamental principle of his ethics. James Stewart speaks

of it as "the meinstay of Paul's religion,"™ and "the sheet-anchor of

his ethios."®1 Albert Schweitzer sayss

¢ « o« in the mystical being=-in-Christ he possesses a concept
of redemption from which ethics directly results as & natural
function of the redeemed state. In this concept there is a
logical foundation for the paradox, that the man before re-
demption wes incapable of good works, but afterwards not only
can but must bringzghem forth; since it is Christ who brings

thenm forth in him
Spiritual union with Christ is, according to St. Paul's teaching the
fundemental secret of the Christian life. Hunkin informs us that the

expression "in Christ" is found in St. Paul's epistles (not copn'bing

20. Geisemann, O. A., "The Social Philosophy of Paul", Associated
Luthersn Charities 37th Annual Convemtion, (1988), p. 36.

2l. Stewart, 9p. oite, Po 194.
22. Schweitser, Albert, The Mystioism of Paul the Apostle, p. 295.
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the Pastorals) one hundred and fifty-five times and only forty-one times
in all the rest of the New Testament.23

What is meant by "union with Christ" and how is this related to
St. Paul's doctrine of justification by falth? Our dogmatices speak of

the "mystical union" (unio mystica), "by which the Holy Trinity, in

particuler the Foly Spirit, dwells in the believer."24 “Know ye not
that ye ere the temple of CGod, and that the Spirit of God dwelleth in
you?"26 This indwelling is distinet from God's general presence with
all creatures since "God dwells essentially in the believer. Yet it is
not a pantheistie transformetion of the essence of the believer into the
essence of God."%6 This union with God is also the result of justifie
cation. Through faith the justified believer receives Christ who dwells
in the heart.®7 “Thet Christ may dwell in your hearts by faith."28 1
is particularly characteristic of St. Paul to speak of this union as
being "in Christ.”

For St. Paul the union with Christ is the motive and the source of
power for ethical conduct. The character of the ethical as it arises
out of this union is formulated by Paul in many and various ways, as
sanctifieation, giving up the service of sin, living for God, bringing

forth fruit for God, serving the Spiritﬁ’ For example we note the

following:

23. Hunkin, Jde Wey _T'LI._ Earliest Christian Church, p. 52.
24, lueller, op. _0_120. Pe 320,

26. 1 Cor. 3116,

26, Hueller, op. iil'_b... Pe 320,

27, Hueller, ibid., pr. 320, 381,

28, Eph. 3217,

29, Schweitser, op. cit., pp. 302-303 .«



"This is the will of God, even your sanctification.” I Thess.
413, "Knowing this, that our old man is orucified with him,
that the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we
should not serve sin.” Rom. 416. "Therefore reckon your=-
solves also to be dead indeed unto sin, but alive unto God
through Jesus Christ our Lord." Rom. 4:11l. "Yield yourselves
unto God, as vhose that are alive from the dead, and your
members as instruments of righteousness unto God." Rom. 6313,
"For they that are after the flesh do mind the things of the
flesh; but they that are after the Spirit the things of the
Spirit." Rom. 8:5. "Therefore, brethren, we are debtors, not
to the flesh, to live after the flesh. For if ye live after
the flesh, ye shall die: but if ye through the Spirit do
mortify the deeds of the body, ye shall live. For as many as
are led by the Spirit of God, they are the sons of God." Rom.
8:12-14. "I beseech you therefore, brethren, by the mercies
of God, that ye present your bodies a living sacrifice, holy,
scceptable unto God, which is your reasonable service." Rom.
12:1. "Glorify God in your body, and in your spirit, which
are God's." I Cor. 6:20.

James Stewart speaks beautifully of the manner in which this union with
Christ furnishes the motive for ethical living. He says:
Christ in me' means Christ bearing me along from within,
Christ the motive-power that carries me on, Christ giving my
whole life a wonderful poise and 1lift, and twning every
burden into wings.so
This inner motivation is essential to ethics. Paul does not present
some high ideals and then leave us cold for lack of motivation and power.
Here we see that Paul's ethics differ radically with a modernism
thet would content itself with presenting Jesus to us merely as an
example or pattern for ethical behavior«®l Now it is true that we are
given a noble ethic in the example and statements of Jesus. The Hew
Testament recognizes that this is in accordance with divine plan.
"Christ suffered for us, leaving us an example, that ye should follow

Hie d:epa."sz However, the mere example would leave us cold and lead

80 Stewart, op. 0it., P-. 170,
81: For an ;:;sph of this we might use Harnaok's t is Christi-

enity? It is quite typical of this school of thought.
32. Stewart, op. clite., p. l68.



us to deapair. "The evangel of an ethical example is & devastating thing.

It makes religion the most grievous of burdens."3% paul's teaching of

the "life in Christ" supplies the necessary power. "To be 'in Christ'
means that Christ is the redeemed man's new enviromment . . . thus the
soul draws for its strength upon the supplies of power which in Christ
are quite inexhaustible."34 #nglin saye: "Christlikeness was the ideal,
but was not attalned by imitation but by entering on a new life."30
Similarly, the motivation of an "undying gratitude"3€ would not compare
to that of the "life in Christ." For Paul it is the union with Christ
that constitutes the dynamio source of ethical behavior.

The concept of union with Christ also has extensive social impli-
cations. The vertical bond of union with Christ results in just es
real a horizgontal union among fellow believers. The man who was actue
ally "in Christ"™ muet of necessity recognize the intimate tie that bound
him to his fellowe®7 This thought is most fully developed in Paul's
teaching of the Church. Here he speaks of the closely knit and highly
developed union of people in the body of Christ. "For as we have many
members in one body, and all members have not the same office, so we,

being meny, are one body in Christ, and every one members one of

another."38 ang again the unity of people bound together in Christ is

brought out in the picture of the spiritual house and temple of God of

which Christ is the sole foundation. "In whom all the building fitly

38, Stewart, ibid., p. 168,
34, Stewart, 1bIdo. Pe 196,
386. Enslin, op. cit., pe 120.
36. Geiseman, op. oit., pe 6.

37« Enslin, ops _O_E::p. 293« 7
38+ Rom. lélfso of. Epho 1!25’“‘ 4113-16
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framed together groweth unto an holy temple in the Lord, in whom Yo are

also builded together for an habitation of God through the Spirit."3?

In such & closely knit union there would be no place for arrogance and
pride. They were members not because of their own merits, but solely
because of God's grace. In this union the sooial virtues and duties
could abound.

This does not imply that the Christian group or the Christian indi=
vidual was to display an attitude of superiority toward the unchristiane.
Nor was the Christian group to be antisocial. Fundamental to Paul's
general attitude toward men in their social relationshipe was his recog=-
nition of the equaliszing effect of the Gospel. Paul believed that Jesus
had come to save all men and that in Him sooclial distinotions were dis-
solved. Vhen Paul saw men, they were to him redeemed and blood=bought
souls, regardless of the station to which they might otherwise belong in
soclety.‘m The Christian society was not to become an elite and ex-
clusive social groupe. The social virtues were not only to flourish in
relationship to the members of the body of Chrigt, but recognizing that
they were members of the Christian organism not by virtue of their own
goodness, and realising that Christ had "died for the ungodly,"4l they
were to seek the salvation of the nommember. FPaul's own attitude was
that he would be willing to sacrifice his own salvation if by that means
he could bring his fellow but unbelieving Jews to the fellowship of

Christ.# It is true that the Christians were never to join in the

39« Ephe. 2:21,22. of ¢« II Cor. 63163 Ephe. 23203 I Core. 3s:l1l.
40, Geisgenan, Ope 32._2-. pe 37

41. Rom. §i6.

42. Rom. 9:1=3.



sinful practices of an ungodly sooiety, nor were the Christians to
permit ungodly men to mct as a leaven for evil emong them. But the
Christien society was to be a leaven for good in an evil gociety.43

Paul's teaching of union with Christ also eliminates completely
the possibility that his emphasis on God's free grace might out the
nerve of ethiocs and result in complete antinomianism. The problem of
antinomianism did arise es the result of Paul's gospel of free grace
and ummerited forgiveness. If every sin of man provides God with a
new opportunity of showing His grace, may not the sinner console him=
self with the reflection that his evil ways are actually promoting God's
glory? liay he not say, "Let us do evil, that good may come?"44 op
"Shall we continue in sin, that grace may sbound?"45 Ppaul bluntly
brande those who would accuse him of such a conclusion as slanderers.46
In this connection James Stewart has a fine paragraph. He says:

Those who originally challenged him on the point had
practical evidence to support their case: for certainly
there were antinomian Christians in the early Church,
people to whom the new religion was mainly an emotional
excitement, a little private luxury with no real resction
on life and conduct. Very probably it was against such a
group that the striking words were written, 'I tell you even
weeping, that they are enemies of the cross of Christ)’
(Phil. 3318) and there were members of the Christian com=
munity at Corinth who regarded participation in the saora-
ment of the Lord's Supper as securing for them all the
blessings of salvation both here and hereafter, and thus
exempting them from a too serupulous attention to moral
duty and self=discipline. (I Cor. 10:16 ff.) Right
through Christian history the workings of this spirit can
be traced; men have found it easy to shelter their sins be-
neath 'the imputed rightecusness of Christ,' have used a
phrase like 'not under law, but under grece' (Rom. 6115) to

43. I Cor. 5317=1l.
44. Rom. 3:8.
46. Rom. 61l.
46. Rom. 318,



blur the otherwise disturbing fact that God is holy and that

there is such a thing as moral stringenoy of Jesus, and have

persuaded themselves that to an orthodoxy of creed, coupled

with the ory 'Lord, Lord,' the gates of the Kingdom are bound

to open. So the Christian faith has been wounded in the house

of its friends, and the terribly damaging divorce between

religion and ethics has cast a slur on the Church's name .47

Such a charge of antinomianiem is serious. The Roman Catholics
have accused Luther of this because of his view of justification. But
there is one factor that absolutely rebuts the charge. That factor is
union with Christ. For to be united to Christ means to be identified
with Christ's attitude to sin. "It means seeing sin with Jesus' eyes,
end opposing it with something of the same passion with which Jesus at
Calvary opposed it « « « « It means, as Paul put it tersely, death,”48
1t also follows from everything that the apostle says about redemption
and the Redeemer that the man in union with Christ is possessed of an
ethical motive of the first order. Compromises and moral second-bests
ocan no longer satisfy him. It was therefore to the strongest of inward
motives that Paul was appealing when he wrote, "If ye then be risen with
Christ, seek those things which are above, where Christ sitteth on the
right hand of God."49

LOVE IS THE BASIC REQUIREMENT FOR TRUE SOCIAL ETHICS

The concept of love is of utmost importance for Paul's social ethles.
The love of which Paul speaks forms and controls cne's sttitude toward
his noi-.dlbor. The thought that love to man is the fulfilment of the law

ocours several times in Paul's writings. The classicel passage is

Romans 13:8~10: "He that loveth another hath fulfilled the law. For

47. Stewart, ope oit., p. 197.
‘8. stm*. hid.. p. 198.
49. Cole. 31l.



this, Thou shalt not bear false witness, Thou shalt not covet; and if
there be any other commandment, it is briefly comprehended in this
saying, namely, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself. Love worketh
no 111 to his neighbour: therefore love is the fulfilling of the law."
A similar statement is made in Galatians 531143 "For all the law is
fulfilled in one word, even in this; Thou shalt love thy neighbour as
thy aelf."

Andres Nygren has pointed out the fact that Paul is unique in
that his ethical statements have definite sooial implications. He
sayst

The ethics of antiquity were individualistic ethics

through and through; the problem of the Good was the problem

of the 'highest good'=-that is, of the final satisfaction

of the needs of the individual. The dominant idea was that

of eudaimonia, happiness; and though various answers might

be given--the answer of Hedonism, that happiness is momen-

tary pleasure; that of Aristotle, that it consisets in

energeia and the attainment of perfection; or that of Stoiciem,

that it is ataraxis, the independence of the individual in

face of the external changes of life--the statement of the

question is always the same: how is the individual to attain

happinesst®0
At this point Paul makes a revolutionary change. The question of Good
is no longer envisaged from the point of view of the isolated individual,
but is widened out to cover the relations of man with God and with his
fellow=men.

When Paul equates love to man with the whole demend of the Law,
as seen above, negleoting the inclusion of love to God, this does not
at all imply that he is making love towards man into a purely ethical

precept divorced from its religious basis. But on the contrary, he

50. Nygren, Andres, Eros and Agape, Vol. I, pp. 29-30.



continually refers love towards man back to its basis in God's love to
men. Human relations are to be based on love. Therefors he says, "Be
ye therefore imitators of God, as beloved children; and walk in love,
even a8 Christ also loved you, and gave Himgelf for us."l This same
principle has been applied in the preceding verse to Christian fore
glveness: "forgiving one ancther, even ms God for Christ's sake hath
forgiven you."52 1t appears often elsewhore, as in "Receive ye one
another, even as Christ also received you, to the glory of God,."53

The term that Paul consistently uses for "love" is agape. The
question now arises as to whether we can actually speak of a Christian
having agape for hie neighbour. Nygren has shown that the term Agape
is used for a love that is utterly spontaneocus and uncaused.5 The
question is whether a human being is capable of that kind of love. The
answer is that by himgelf man is not capable of such love. But Faul
treats the ethical life of the Christian as the direct expression of
God's or Christ's sgape: "the love of Christ constraineth us."58 Thig
is the reason why Paul can use the name agape for the love of the
Christian for his neighbor. It is not reelly man, but God who is the
subject of this love. Nygren says:

Between Christ and the Christian there is a spiritual

fellowship such as Paul describes in Gal. 23203 'I lives

and yet no longer I, but Christ liveth in me'; and the

basis of this fellowship is, that He 'loved me and gave

Himself for me.' Thus the Agape of the Christian is Christ'e
Agape in him. God's Agape can be described, almost real-

61 Eph. 6311,2.

62. Ephe 4:32,

63 Rome 15:17.

64. Nygren, op. cit., p. 92.
66. II Core bsld.



istically, as 'shed abrosd in our hearts through the Holy

Ghost which is given unto us' (Rom. §35); it forms the true

substance of the life of the Christian, and in his social

1life it is freely given to others. He has nothing of his

om to give; the love which he shows to his neighbour is

God's Agape in him.56
Hence the use of the term agape to desoribe the love of the Christian
for men means that in this case also agape denctes God's own love. It
is not thet God's love for man and man's love for his neighbour are two
different things; they are one thing. Here the principle of union with
Christ, of which we have already spoken, and the prineciple of love come
togethere.

Paul traces this Agape back to its original source in God's

own Agape. It is not that I have in my religious life the

true basis for my ethical life; were it so, it would appear

that I should still remain in myself, and develop my ethical

potentialities. Paul's religion and Paul's ethics are theo-

centric altogether: All is of God, who has reconciled us with

Himself through Christ; and whoever is in Christ is a new

creature, living not unto himself or for himself, (II Cor. 5:15 £f.)
but unto Christ.57

The love of which Faul speaks will unfold itself in a great variety
of social virtues, such as kindness, gentleness, meekness, forbearance,
meroy, forgiveness, charity. For Paul love is the all-embracing virtue.
"Above all these things put on love, which is the bond of perfectness."58
Of the fruits of the spirit love was the first and most inclusive.59
Love was to restrain anyone from using his Christian freedom for selfish
or sinful purposes. "For, brethren, ye have been called unto liberty;
only use not liberty for an occasion to the flesh, but by love serve one
another."60 "Here is the kernel of his social ethics with its intimate

66. Nygren, op. oit., p. 95=96 «
57« Nygren, fbido. Pe 96«

68. Col. 3314,

69« Gale. 5322-23,

60. Cale. 5:13.
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eonnection of love and service, forbearance and freedom."6l Paul ex-
horted his reasdera: "Owe no man anything, but to love one ancther."62
He admonished the Ephesians to conduct themselves "with all lowliness
and meekness, with longsuffering, forbearing one ancther in love."63
Not only was love to express itself in relationship to fellow believers,
but it was to control behav;or even towards the ensmy. In writing to
the Romans in the twelfth chapter he speaks of mnw types of behavior
that should come from love,54 and here he also says: "Dearly beloved,
avenge not yourselves, but rather give place unto wrath: for it is
written, Vengeance is mine; I will repay, saith the Lord. Therefore if
thine enemy hunger, feed himj if he thirset, give him drinks for in so
doing thou shalt heap coals of fire on his head. Be not covercome of
evil, but overcome evil with good."66 fhe importance that Paul places
upon the concept of love for sooial behavior is seen most clearly in

I Corinthians 13. Paul here shows that love always seeks the welfare
of the other person and is ready to make even the greatest saorifices
for hime "And now abideth faith, hope, and charity, these three; but
the greatest of these is charity."6 All writers on Christian social
ethics recognize the fundamental importance of Faul's concept of love.
“Love is the unifying and prime virtue of Christianity."®7 “His whole

social philosophy wes determined by this. The one supreme law."68

6l. Enslin, QP _O_;_to. Pe 248.

62. Rom. 13:8.

63, Ephe 412,

64. Rom. 12:9.

66« Rome. 12:19=21.

66 I Cor. 13:13.

87. Watteon, A. D., Christian Ethics, p. 206.
68, Gelseman, op. 0_1_-. Pe 3Te



And we must recognise, as one writer eays, that: "Indeed, it is the
only reesl solution of the many vexing social, economic, and racial
probleme of our day."69

THE EFFECT OF PAUL'S BSCHATOLOGY ON HIS SOCIAL ETHICUS

There are many thinkers who have felt that becsuse of his esca-
tology Paul was devoid of an effective social messsge. It is evident
that Paul expected the Lord to return in the near future. The thought
is that such a viewpoint ooculd not be ocombined with a social program.
In reading Paul's letters we soon see that Paul was expectantly waiting
for our Lord's return. He taught his converts to be prepared at any
moment for the return of Christ, as in I Corinthians 117, where he
speaks of them as people "walting for the coming of our Lord Jesus
Christ." And in hie letter to Titus, after making exhortations con=-
cerning proper Christian conduot, he says: "Looking for the blessed
hope, and the glorious appearing of the great God and our Saviour Jesus
Christ."70

But does Paul's belief in the imminent retuwrn of the lord cut the
nerve of social endeavor? In discussing Paul's attitude toward marriage
we shall gee that eschatology did have an influence on what he has to
say. It ie also apparent that the teaching of the lord's imminent re-
turn could cause people to ignore the practical affairs of life. This
would, of course, be an abuse., But there is evidence that there were
such ebuses in Paul's day. Paul's second Epistle to the Thessalonians

was written to curb the extravagances that had appeared there.

69. Reu and Bushring, ope oit., p. 367.
70. Titus 2513 ofe also I Thesse 4:16=17; Phil. 5:20; IX Thess. 2;

I Cor. 10:l1l.
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Christopher F. Drewes has the following quotation in his "Introduction

to the Books of the Bible":
'l{istaken and enthusiastic men had also nourished this

deception by appealing to visions and to the treditionary

sayings of the apostle; and it would even appear that an

epistle had been forged in the name of the apostle. The

church was thrown into a state of wild excitement; an im-

patient and fanatical longing for the instant when Christ

would come seized upon one portion . . . « The ocmsequence

was that many of the Thessalonisns were neglecting their

seoular business and living idle and useless lives, con=-

ceiving that there was no use of working in a world which

was 8o soon to be destroyed.!'7l
Here Paul shows that he has utterly no patience with lasy individuals who
used this teaching as an excuse for quitting work.’2 He insisted that
they were to continue a normal life.”3

§

In this matter of the imminexit return of the Lord Paul should not be
pointed out as teaching anything different than other writers of the New
Testament. A note of expeotant waiting for the second coming is to be
found in the Epistles of Peter, in the Epistle to the Hebrews, in the book
of Revelation, and in the teachings of Jesus.’® Vhen we gee what Paul has
to say about man's life on earth in conjunction with others it is obvious
that his eeschatology does not out the nerve of social endeavor. It was
against this very abuse that he wrote, "be ye not soon shaken in mind, or
be troubled, neither by spirit, nor by word, nor by letter as from us, as
that the day of the Christ is at hand."7® There was always sufficient un-

certainty as to the time of the retwrn of the Lord to prevent men from

71. Drews, Christopher F., Iutroduction to the Books of the Bible,
PPe 182~188.

72, I1I Thess. 536=16,

78+ II Thesse 2:1=3.

74. Rolston, Holms, op. cit., p. 36.

75« I1I Thess. 212«
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using this as an excuse for lasiness or indifference to or plamming for
the life on earth and certain eigns, such as the rising of the Antichrist,
would first have to appear. The expectation of Christ's coming was, in
fact, to inocite the Christian to greater efforts in sanctified living.
In writing to the Romsns Paul says: "Knowing the time, that now it is high
time to awake out of sleep: for now is our salvation nearer than when w
believed. The night is far spent, the day is at hands let us therefore
cast off the works of darkness, and let us put on the armour of light."76
One of the important contributions of Paul's eschatology is that it
gave people who were helpless victims of sooial conditions the hope of a
coming age when the scale would be reversed. Therefore the alave could be
confident that he would receive his reward later.’’ Paul wanted to assure
people that the present struggle of life was not the end. If it were,
then the Christian might well despair. But the future age when all would
be changed was coming soon. This was not to make people obliviocus to their
present situation, nor was it to create in them an inertia for betterment,
but it was to set into the foreground of their thinking spiritual and e-
ternal values.’® The need for such a view of life today is only too ap-
parent. We just camnot understand the pain and the suffering, both indi-
vidually and socislly, without an adequate eschatologys without the assurance

of the coming of & new age when all that seems so wrong will be made right.7?

76 Rome. 13:11=-12,

77« Emo 636-83 Cole. 3122-24.

78. Rall, op. cit. o 211,

79. Holms T{%lc%?f ;nphil chapter on eschatology uses the term "escha-
tology" in such a wide sense that the issue becames oonhuos. Instesd
of confining the meaning of eschatology to the "last things", he would
include anything that refers to God or the eternal. The importance of
Paul's eschatology as such for his sooial message is therefore exaggerated.

Rolston, 9op. 0_1!_0. PPe 32-45.
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It 1s only as we view the approaching life in heaven that we can live in
proper relationship to things of this world.

PAUL WAS HOT A SOCIAL REVOLUTIONIST

Paul does not assume a revolutionary attitude toward the social
institutions of his day. He did make the seemingly radical statement:
"There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there
is neither male nor female: for ye are all one in Christ."80 put in
saying this he does not mean that in our present earthly existence the
distinotions of race, class, and sex are to be ignored. liis point ia
that these differences do not effect God and His plan of salvation for
men. Before God all men are sinmers, and by faith in Christ men become
the ochildren of God and heirs of heaven regardless of race, class, or
sex. "The seripture hath conoluded all under ein, that the promise by
faith of Jesus Christ might be given to them that believe."8l 7Tnat Paul
did not intend to overthrow the existing social framework is made clear
by statements like the following: "Wives, submit yourselves unto your
own husbands, as unto the Lord M8 npgt every soul be subjest to the
higher powers. For there is no power but of God: the powers that be
are ordained of God.,"83 "Servants, be cbedient to them that are your
masters mccording to the flesh."84 Holms Rolston says:

e o s Paul does not assume & revolutionary attitude toward

the orders of oreation and history within which the life of

the Christian in society must be lived. He does not deify

these orders. But he does urge the Christian to accept them
end to acknowledge that they represent the will of God in that

80. Gal. 3:28.
81. G‘ll. 3:22.
82. Col. 3:183 Eph. 65122,
83. Rom. 13:l.
84. Eph. 62654



they constitute the God=given soocial situation within

which the Christian must live out his earthly life. In

this sense, Paul's social message is a conservative force

in the midst of sooiety .86

When we say that Paul does not assume a revolutionary attitude
toward the soocial institutions of his day, we do not mean to say that
he vas indifferent to soeial evils. He is in constant opposition with
all that is evil. In his exhortation to Christian living in Colossians
315=11 he says:

HMortify therefore your members which are upon the earth;
fornication, uncleanness, inordinate affection, evil concupis=-
cence, and covetousness, which is idolatry: For which things'
sake the wrath of God cometh on the children of discbedience:

In the which ye also walked some time, when ye lived in them.
But now ye also put off all these; anger, wrath, malice,
blasphemy, filthy communication out of your mouth. Lie not

one to another, seeking that ye have put off the old man with
his deeds; And have put on the new man, which is renewed in
knowledge after the image of him that created him: Vhere there
is neither Greek nor Jew, cirocumocision nor uncircumeision,

Barbarian, Soythian, bond nor free: but Christ is all, and
in all.

The Christian was to be opposed and separated from all kinds of sin.%6
And Christ's attitude of love toward all men irrespective of their
social situation should become that of the Christian in his attitude
toward his fellowman. Such an attitude would rise above all social
barriers, but it would not disregard them completely. It would seek to
eliminate those slements that are contrary to the lam of love, but it
would not in every csse seek to abolish the soolal setting. Eecause
of our earthly existence, and because of sin, certain distinotions
were seen by Faul as necessary. Therefore he would not abolish govern=

ment, but would encourage Christians to work and pray for a just govern=

86. Rolston, op. oit., pe 6l.
86, Eph. 65:ll.



ment«87 He would not ignore the distinction of sex, but have husband
and wife be guided by love.8% He would not ignore the distinotions

of position in the family, but he would enoourage parents to train
their children in the spirit of love, and would have children obey
their parents in the same spirit.8? The relationship between servant
and magter was to be one of fair treatment and fair service.%0 Although
all such distinctions will be abolished in heaven, they are necessary
for our earthly life, but for the Christian all social interaction must
be ruled and guided by love. As we go on to present the implications
of Paul's ethics for marriege and the family this mstter will be illus=
trated more fully, but we speak of it here beocause the principle

applies to the other social institutions as well.9l

87« Rome 1331=7; I Tims 2:1=3.

88. Eph- 5:121-36.

89. Eph. 6:11=4.

90. Eph. 6:16=83 I Cor. 7:12l1=-24.

9l. Holms Rolston gpeaks of St. Paul's radical end conservative
principle. As far as possible Christians are to approximate the radiecal
ideal illustrated by Gal. 3:28 and Col. 3:10,11. While he speaks of
certain social institutions that are to be considered as orders of
creation, he goes beyond the limits of Seripture in the application of
his thought. For example he states: "It would be tragiec if Paul's
authority were to be used to make permanent within the church the presenmt
status of woman and to prevent the church in obedience to her immer life
(which also comes from Paul) from building on earth a fellowship in
which the emancipation of woman from male dominance has become complete."
Paul seems to establish the place of woman in the chureh not only on the
basis of soeial custom, but as a result of the order of oreation.

I Tim. 2111-15, His words are therefore binding until the end of man's
ell‘thly life. Rolston, Op. 2_’_._'5-. PPse 56=T14.



II. The Implications of Paul's Social
Ethics for Marriage and the Family

Agalnst the background of the general prinoiples of St. Paul's
social ethics as developed in the preceding pages we shall now single
out the institution of the family for specific oconsideration. This is
done because of the current increased interest in the welfare of the
home. "This is evidenced by the number of syndicated columms appearing
in our newspapers which treat some phase of courtship, marriage, and
family living. The number of marriage clinios, orgenizations for the
advancement of' the family, and churoch committees on marriage and the
home has likewise inoreased. All of these are a response to a felt
need for help."92 Furthermore, we have selected this phase of Paul's
social ethics since the family is the smallest social unit and is the
very cornerstone of our whole sooial structure. Emil Brumner says:

Indeed, without being guilty of exaggeration, we may

well maintain that the crisis in marriage presents the

Christian ethic with the most serious and the most diffiecult

problem with which a Christian ethic has to deal; indeed,

in comparison with this problem even the gquestions of eco=~

nomic and political justice are of secondary importance.

For not only are we here dealing with the very foundations

of humen existence, but here too all ethiecal problems are

condensed into a complex at the ome point, so that we are

compelled to says what an ethie has to say on this

question shows whether it is any use or not .98
Finally we have selected this phase of Paul's social ethics since the
institution of the family affected the lives of Paul's converts more

deeply than any other social institution.9¢ For this resson Paul has

92, Feucht, Oscar E., in The Christisn Femily in the Modern World,
§th Yearbook of the Lutheran Educsation Auoeintim, Pe TS &

93. Brunner, Emil, The Divine Imperative, p. 34l.
$4. Rolstonm, Spe. Oi.t-. Pe 107.



much %o say about marriage and family relationships. This is written
with the feeling that Paul's contribution to this phase of social
ethics should be better understood, end that such an understanding
would be tremendously helpful in view of the problems of our day.

ST. PAUL'S ATTITUDE TOWARD MARRIAGE

We must first give oomsideration to Paul's attitude toward marriage

z

in general. ‘It has frequently been charged that Christianity has advoe
cated the celibate life as a higher type of life than the married state.
This charge is tied up with the ascetic tremd that has existed in some
secticns of the church from time to time, especially in the Roman
Catholic Church. In speaking of some of the influences that led to
the ascetic trend E. R. Groves mentions, among other things, "the
example and temchings of St. Paul."%6 There are many who express
opinions similar to that of E. R. Groves. For example we find that
Theo. von Haering says that Faul undeniably regards marriage "es-
sentially as a concession to weakness."96 Allen G. Widgery writes::
For Paul marriage was a means to avolid the greater evil of

fornication. He did not see in it either a realm of moral

companionship or of experience of sexual good. He taught
that it should be avoided as far as possible . « « The
Epistle to the Ephesians suggests a high view of marriage
in its symbolie description of the Church as the bride of
Christ: but it is now maintained by scholars that this is
not a Pauline writing. For Faul marriage was ‘essentially

95. Groves, E. K., Christianity and the Fami Pe 43. In this
connection it should fe aohed Rbav e Teber ion E. R. Groves
shows that he does not understand the true nature of asecetioism. He
says that "It camnot rightly be said that asceticism is the ideal of
the Catholic Church. It is not regarded as a universal obligatiom."
However, asceticism stems from the belief that the material bedy is in
some manner inherently evil while the soul is good. The question of
universal obligation is not pertinent to this matter.

96. Haering, Theo. von, The Ethics of the Christian Life, p. 233.



& concession to weakness' and thus definitely not a oon-
stituent of the highest moral 1ife.97

George lMatheson attributes Paul's "lack of sympathy for the marrisge
state" to insuffioient spiritual development. The high estimate
placed upon marriage in Ephesians is said to represent a later develop=
ment in comparison with what is said in I Corinthians.?8 Albert
Schweitzer thinks that Paul was essentially an ascetic in his thinking,
but feels that he "is not rigorous in his application of the ascetic
principle, whether in the question of marriage, or that of property,
or any other."99

But is it entirely correct to attribute the foregoing attitude
to St. Paul with regard to marriage? In the first place it is clear
that Paul is not influenced to take a negative attitude toward marriage
because of the idea, common in the thought and prastice in his day as
well as at later periods in the history of the churech, that thoro was
something evil in the flesh as such in contrast with the api.rit.mo
Paul is not guilty of this metaphysical dumlism that lies behind the
spirit of asceticism. To explain what is meant by this dualism of
matter and spirit we quote a section from Nygren's Eros and Agape:

The soul is essentially good, but it is held in the body as

in a prison~houge; its enforced association with the body is

the root of its evil, and therefore the aim of ethicas is the

liberation of the soul from bondage to sense. Henoce the

ethics of Eros show a regular tendency towards asceticiam.

Evil lies in the downward direction, looking towards the
sensible; good lies in the upward direction, towards the

97. Widgery, Allen G., Christian Ethics in History and Modern Life,
PP. 214-216.

98. Matheson, George, The Spiritual Development of St. Paul, PR 271274,

99. Sohweitser, Op. oit., pPe 3ll.
100. Rall, Ope. Oito. De 214,
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spiritual; and 'eonversion' in Eros-religion always means
a change in the direction of desire. The soul which had
previocusly cared only for lower things and sensual satis-
faction now begins to care for higher things and to have
spiritual ideals.

The ethics of Agape are quite differently conceived.
Here, the difference between Good and Evil consists in an
attitude of the will. Sin has nothing to do with the
presence of the soul in the body. It is the perversion
of the will in disobedience to God and rejection of God;
it is man's self-centered attitude in relation to God.
There is nothing evil in the body; and conversion means,
not the turning of the soul to seek higher and nobler
objects of desire, but a complete change of mind, whereby
the self-centered will is changed to a theocentric will,
subjeot to the Will of God.l0l

St. Paul's ethice are dominated by agape rather than by eros as we

have brought out in the preceding chapter. ' ¥
Paul was not an ascetic. He exhibits nome of the characteristie

tendencies of the ascetic. For example, he did not consider it

necessary to make distinotions in meats.102 He did not think it
wrong to make use of wine.103 Nor was he averse to participation in
social pleasures.l04 The spirit of asceticism is directly attacked

when he writes to the Colossian Christisns:

So if, through your faith in Christ, you are dead to the
principles of this world's life, why, as if you were still
part and parcel of this world-wide system, do you take the
slightest notice of these purely human prohibitions=-'Don't
touch this,! 'Don't taste that' and 'Don‘'t handle the other'?
'Thig', 'that' and 'the other' will all pass away after usel
I know that these regulations look wise with their self=-inspired
efforts at worship, their policy of self-humbling, and their
studied neglect of the body. But in actual gnet!.c- they do
henour, not to God, but to man's own pride.l0%

101, Nygrenm, op. oit., ppe 174=176.

102. Rome. 141'5?163 I Cor. 8143 I Tim, 413=6.

103. I Tim. 5:23.

104, I Cor. 10:27.
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Matteon is correct when he says, "Asceticism is mistaken in regarding
the ratural as evil in itself. The ascetic may be a very selfish indi-
vidual, merely sceking the salvation of his own soul."106 7Tne long 1ist
of abnormal psychic states that result from asceticism confirms the fact
that it is essentially evil. "Asceticism in its extreme forms could
never become a universal practice without destroying the human race."107
It is not asceticlism that influences Paul's view of marriage.
Nevertheless, did not Faul in an unqualified manner commend celi-
bacy above marriage? DBefore we consider some of St. Paul's statements
we should consider the fact, as W. A. Majer says, that "ocelibacy is
condemned by that sweeping, all-comprehensive verdict which the divine
Creator immortalized in the opening records of human historys 'It
is not good that the man should be alone.'"108 paul is in agreement
with the general principle that marriage is the normal state for man
end woman. Celibacy is not to be considered as affording higher moral
perfection. He says that "A bishop . .  must be blameless, the husband
of one wife."109 ,ng he brands those who will come in the latter
times forbidding marriage as "seducing spirits", and their teachings as
"doctrines of devils".110 Degpite his great seal for the cause of
Christ end his eagerness to win conseorated men and women as workers
in the church, he did not want young widows to be tied to church duties

when it would be morally snd spiritually more wholesome for them to be
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married. He says, "I will therefore that the younger women marry,
bear children, gulde the house, give none occasion to the adversary
to speak reproachfully."1ll The fact is, and Paul recognizes this,
that since marriage is a divinely established institution end both
sexes have been oreated for it by God, it follows that celibacy cannot
be considered as affording a higher moral perfection.ll2

It can be safely said that Christienity alone places the proper
estimate upon marriage. C. S. lewis has sald:

% I know some muddle-headed Christiens have talked as

if Christianity thought that sex, or the body, or pleasure

were bad in themselves, But they were wrong. Christianity

is almost the only one of the great religions which

thoroughly approves of the body=-=which believes that matter

is good, that God Himself once took on a human body, that

some kind of body is going to be an essential part of our

happiness, our beauty, and our energy. Christianity has

glorified marriage more than any other religion: and

nearly all the greatest love poetry in the world has been

produced by Christisns.ll
St. Paul has certainly contributed to placing marriage on a high level.
Such passages as Colossians 3:18 ff., Ephesians 5:22-33, and II Co-
rinthians 11:2, with their injunctions for husbands end wives to live
in the tenderest love, and above all the choice figure from wedded
1life to illustrate the union of Christ and the Church, show the lofti-
ness of Paul's conception of marriage.lld

Paul does, however, recommend oelibacy under ocertain conditions.

Because of conditions in the congregation at Corinth he advises against

marriage for certain people. Among the things that he told them with
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regard to marriage was that, "It is good fﬁr a man not ¢to touch a
woman ¢ ¢ ¢ I would that all men were even as I myself « « « I say
therefore to the unmarried and widows, It is good for them if they
abide even as 1."35 1n thigs same chapter he then gives reascns for
such & recormendation. For one thing he says, "I suppose therefore
that this is good for the present distress."116 ngd then ancther
reason is mentioned when he says, "I would have you without careful=-
ness, He that is unmarried careth for the things that belong tec the
Lord, how he may please the Lord: But he that is married careth for
the things that are of the world, how he may please his wife."117

Of the two reasons given for which the state of celibacy might be
preferable, there is, first of all, the peculiar conditions of the
time for the Corinthians. The "present distress" of which Paul spesks
is usually thought to be a reference to impending violent persecutions.
The other reason was that the individual Christian might serve the
Lord more capably if he were not distracted by family obligatioms.

It is on the basis of these statements of Paul in I Corinthians 7
that the meny charges have arisen as to Paul's aversion for marriage
and his exaltation of celibacy. However, to find in these words a
general endorsement of the unmarried state as a superior holiness is
entirely unfounded. Paul's general rule is stated in thie same chapter
where he says: "let every man have his omn wife, and let every woman

have her own husband."118 It ghould also be noted that he seys, "I
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spesk this by permission, and not of commandment."11® In snother verse
he speaks of this qdﬂ.lco as being "after my judgment." He emphasizes
that he has received no divine revelation on this question of marrying
or not marrying but that he is expreseing his private convietion which
the Holy Spirit has perpetusted.120 tnder the circumstances it was un=
doubtedly good advice.

Paul doee not give this -,dv!.'nl:o to remain unmarried under the
eircumstances existing for those Christians without making the proper
qualifications. He expects, as he explicitly states, only those to
follow this advice who have the special gift of continence. "But if
they cennot contain, let them marrys for it is better to marry than
to burn."121l ¢ 15 on the basis of this statement that many have taken
the idea that Paul views marriage merely as a concession to weakness.
It is an arbitrary and false interpretation to find such an idea in
these words. Paul is merely stating the fact that although the situ-
ation of Christians was so precarious that it might justify aebstinence
from marriage for reasons of prudence, even at such a time it might
be wiser for many to marry than to carry on fierce ﬁruggln against
the sexwal urges. E. R. Groves puts it concisely when he says, "He
did not intend to have later Christians read into his words, 'Marriage
ie for Christians always undesirable and only to be entered upon
because it is better than being consumed by passion.'"122 tnere is

al2o merit to what Otto Piper says on this matter, namsly:
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When. « « he says it is better to marry than to keep on

burning, his point is not to put marriage on a lower

plene as a 'medicine for immorality.' Rather he is

attacking a refined dootrine of ‘righteousness by works?,

whereby a purely outward restraint from sexual inter—

oourse is regarded as meritorious. Against this view,

he ineists, in harmony with Jesus, that lustful glences

and pagsion in the heart are themselves adultery. Paul's

objective, therefore, is only to prevent celibacy being

imposed from without. Rather God Himself will make it

plain to a man whether he is fitted for ecelibacy. If a

person has control of his will in regard to sex, then, but

only then, is it divinely ordained that he remain unmarried.l23
Piper also has this comment: "Paul never utters a solitary word against
marriage, although he regards as a special gift of grace that it has
been granted to him to be able to live unmarried."124

Paul's view that marriage would lead to divided loynlthllzs is
aleo written in view of the "present distress", but again the qualifi-
cation applies that only those who are capable of celibacy are to
remain unmarried. In view of the present distress he feels that it is
better not to marryl26 if ane has the gift for it, but where this is
not the case he would certainly not call marriege wrong.l27 We can
understand the problem which Paul faces here. It is easy to see that
Paul himself in the midst of his roving life as the apostle to the
Gentiles would have found it very difficult to combine loyalty to
Christ with the obligations of family life. Similarly, those who marry
do assume responsibilities. In this respect, they do not have the

freedom of those who have family responsibilities. However, as Rolston
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points out:

e o ¢ 1t does not always follow that the Christian life

is best realized in the absence of responsibilities. Aind
the testimony of most Christians is that loyalty to the
responsibilities of the home does not inveolve any lack of
loyalty to Christ end His church. Christ demands the
first loyalty of our life. There is no place in the
Christien's 1life for an idolatry that places love of
children ahead of love of Christ. But we do not need to
love our children less because we must love Christ more.
In fact, when God is placed first, there is a fiber and
moral quality about our human loves which they never
attain unless they are related to a consuming love for
Christs And through the homes which they have oreated,
Christien men and women have often rendered their largest
service to Christ and His kingdom. The decision heres must
be left to every individual as he faces the demands of his
Lord on him. Some may find that they can best serve
Christ by not marrying. Others will find that it is within
the married life that they can best serve their God.128

While for some marriage may lead to a divided loyalty, for others who
have not the gift of oontinency the marriage relation brings freedom
from distractions and prdﬂea a life of full service to God. That
Paul did not intend to have his words construed to be a sweeping en-
dorsement of the eelibate life is evident in that he also says: "I
will therefore that the younger women" (the referemce is to young
widows) "marry, bear children, guide the house, give none occasion
to the adversary to speek ropronohfully."u9

Some writers make a good deal of the eschatological note in
Paul's attitude toward marriage. In the same section in which he
speaks of the "present distress” he also speaks of the impending end

of the present world. He speaks in this manner:
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Brethren, the time is shorts it remaineth, that
both they thet have wives be as though they had none; And
they that weep, as though they wept not; and they that
rejoice, as though they rejoiced not; and they that buy,
as though they possessed not; And they that use this
world, as not abusing it: for the fashion of this world

passeth away.no
In reference to these words Reinhold Hiebuhr says that St. Paul is
domineted by the interims motif and particularly in his family ethie.
He then says:
Confidence in the irminent destruotion of the present world
order prompts him to counsel indifference toward relation-
ships the significance of which depends upon its continu-
ance. Jesus' attitude toward the family is entirely differ-
ent. It is, on the whole, sacramental (‘'what God hath
joined let no man put asunder'). Where it approaches the
ascetioc, as for instance, in the identification of lust
with adultery, the rigorous note has no relation to the

apoclyptic element. It is merely a oonsistent part of the
entire emphasis upon absolute purity of motive in the total

system of thought.l31

Here is an example of drawing a conclusion without taking into con-
sideration the full import of the context. As pointed out earlier, 132
Paul did regard the coming of the end of the present world to be
jmminent. And the "present distress" spoken of by Paul is found to be
in immediate conjunetion with this eschatological note. The counsel
he gives here is not only conditioned by his eschatology, but by this

chaotie condition which was also to be thought of as a sign of the

begiming of the end. Even here the words of Faul are not to be pressed
to the extent that we assert that he advises a sinful "indifference

toward relationships"153 ordained by God and exalted by Paul in other
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Passages. Vhen he advises those who have wives "to be as though they
had none"134 he merely wishes to emphasize the need for mainteining e
sane estimate of relationships which are to last only for the present
life. The thought is not that married men should now simply disregard
and neglect their wives. Paul also says: "But if any provide not for
his own, and specially for those of his own house, he hath denied the
faith, and is worse than an infidel."136 As we have brought out before,
Paul's eschatology does not out the nerve of social action, but it
rather serves the necessary function of setting eternity into the
foreground of man's thinking so that a proper evaluation of the things
of this life might be made.

The question has been raised from time to time as to whether
8t. Paul had ever been married. : Among the Jews marriage was generally
acocounted as & sacred obligation. Its neglect was deemed a calamity
and @ crime. Marriage was a religious ordinance. "Marrisge is, in fact,
the first of the 613 precepts."156 Because of this David Smith says:

It seems likely that Saul, a devout Jew and a strioct

Fharisee, would marry in due course; and the inference is

confirmed by the fact that he was subsequently enrolled in

the high court of the Sanhedrin and on &t least one memo-

rable occasion participated in its judicial procedure.

For it was required, among the qualifications of a

Sanhedrist, that he should be not only a married man but a

father, inasmuch as cne who was softened by domestie

affection would be disposed to merey in his judgments.137

The fact that Paul was not married when he wrote to the Corimthiansl38
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does not prove that he had never been married. The word translated
"unmarried” in the passage just referred to could also be translated

"widowers.” David Smithl®® and F. W. Farrarl40 think that he was a

widower.

However, it is also admitted that there were exceptions made to
the almost universal rule that every Jew should marry. There were
some who at least theoretically plased on a higher level than marriage
& oomplete devotion to the study. of the law free from the inoumbrance
of marriage.l4l TIn view of this Ramsay regards the statements of Paul
in I Corinthians 7 as a case in which "Paul is defending himself by
stating the reasons which impelled him when young to violate the almost
universal custom and remain unmarried."i42 The matter camnot be proven
absolutely. But it oan be said that his alleged discountenancing of
marriage cannot be charged to a Jewish prejudice toward marriage .143

\// In concluding this discussion of Faul's attitude toward marriage

e

7o\ :
t can be said that Paul regards marriage as God's will for man under

normal conditions. Paul exalts marriage placing it on an extremely
high level. He does prefer celibacy for himself because of the quali-
fications he possessed for that state, and beceuse of his ciroumstances
in life. While at the seme time he declares his right and privilege

to marry if he should so choose.l%4 Under certain conditions, physical,

sociel, or even professional, it may be best for an individual to
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remain single. Weidner summarises the prineciples with reference to
the matter of choosing the celibate life when he writes:

All arbitrarily chosen celibacy is objectionable, and it
ig, moreover, an act contrary to duty to decline marriage
for the sake of ease, or of maintaining a so-called
independence. A celibacy determined on from duty and
conviotion must either have for its reason individual
peculiarities, or special ciroumstances. In some oircum-
stances also it may be a duty to choose celibacy for the
kingdom of God's sake, because special activity to which
an individual may be called for the cause of Christ, e.g.
that of a missionary, would encounter in married or
domestic life to great hindrences to its full development.l45

Under any circumstances, a person must not determine to choose celibacy

when it is clear that he does not have the gift for it. Furthermore,

this characteristioc cannot be produced by artificial training. However,

when celibacy is chosen because of valid oircumstances and the
guidance of God, then there will also be compensations in other ways
for the loss of those biessings attainable only in matrimony.l46

THE FUNCTION OF SEX

Although sex communion is not the chief purpose of marriage, it
is the chief distinguishing characteristic of mrrh.go.u" In any
discussion of marriage and the family this subjeot must come in for
consideration. This is especially the case in the treatment of Paul's
social ethicas. OFf all the writers of the New Testament, Paul is the
one who deals with sex matters at greatest length and in most varied
ways. Paul was frequently confronted with problems of sex in his

mission activities and therefore deals with these problems in his
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letters. There has been much confused thinking done on Paul's theory
of sex morality. Ascetioc tendencies have been charged against him
here, as in his attitude toward marriage in general. From the outset
we should understand that in going to Paul for light on matters of
sex, we cannot expect to find a systematic treatment of normal or
abnormal sexual behavior, no more than we can expeot to find a system-
atic treatment of the general field of social ethics. Faul gives
answers to problems that confronted him. However, the implications
of his answers are not specifically confined to the immediate situ=-
ation, for he speaks on the basis of principles that express the will
of Gods How his words apply to our situation today is not diffiocult
to see. Certainly, we will admit that in our day, there is a need
for sound principles in dealing with the many and varied sexual dis-
turbances that arise within and without the institution of marriage.
In the history of the church there has been the feeling at times,
in both Catholic and Protestant groups, that sex constituted a foreign
element hostile to spiritual achievement.l®® Thig feeling hes growm
out of the ascetic principle which regards the physical as essentially
evil. We have already seen that Paul was not in sympathy with such a
teaching. Paul's attitude is that sex, like our entire physical
frame, is a gift of God that is not in itself evil, but rather good.
However, as with other things, sex must be used in the right way 149
In the letters of Paul the human body with its various organs is

spoken of as a wonderful oreation. This body is given a high recog-
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nition when Paul uges it to illustrate the Christian Church with its
many members who possess "diversities of gifts."160 e tragedy of
life is that sin has perverted the functions of the body .

Paul definitely recognises and comuends the proper funotion of
sex. In the first place, sexual communion is to take place in marriage )
exclusively. Paul reiterates the plan of the Creator who ordained
marriage. "For this cause shall a man leave his father and mother,
end shall be joined unto his wife, and they two shall be one flesh."151
In the relatiomship of husband and wife sex communion is a necessary
thing, but outside of marriage it is always forbidden. "But forni-
cation, and all uncleanness . « « let it not be once named among you
as becometh saints."162

Vhet is the purpose of sex communion in marriage? Certainly
Paul would say that, for one thing, it is for reproduction. His
emphasis upon proper family relationships would imply this. In
speaking of young widows he says: "I will therefore that the younger

1

women marry, bear children etc."153 cnildbearing is an essential |

function of the female sex. In motherhood she finds her grestest
glory.164 The natural and necessary result of marriage and sex
oomnunion is the issuance of children. However, reproduction is not
the only purpose of sex communion in marriage. Otto Piper says that
Paul "regards sex intercourse not from the standpoint of reproducticn,
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but from that of  mutual obligation«"166 iy is stated by Paul in
the words: "The husband should give to his wife her conjugal rllght,
and likewise the wife to her husband."1% pBegoming “ome flesh" is
literally accomplished in gex intercourse. This is the will of God
for husbend and wife.167 Thig "oneness" of husband end wife is
therefore another purpose of sex communion. Furthermore, Paul speaks
of the necessity of sex communion for the purpose of avoiding fornication.
"Nevertheless, to avold fornieation, let every man have his om wife,
and let every woman have her own husband."l68 Thig does not mean that
sex comnunion in marrisge is the less of two evils. Here Paul merely
states the principle that holds true among all married people. When
proper sex communion is established and maintained, there the sex urge
finds proper satisfaction. Sex communion therefore serves as a prophy=-
lectic against immorality. These various purposes of sex communion
are recognised by Paul and should be recognized by the Christian who
endeavors to apply the prinoiples of God to the social institution of
marriage.

Paul also gees that there are abuses of the sex principle even
in the marriage relstionship. A spouse may be unreasonable in sexual
demands. Here is where the vertical relationship of the Christian
husband end wife with Christ is seen to be of vital importance. How |
is the powerful drive of sex to be properly controlled in marrisge :

for the protection of both husband and wife? Love is the answer to
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the problem. Christ's love in the husband and wife is the only
completely s?fri/.lll‘“u_e't_or;_r_poz_rbrolc Paul writes: "Therefore as the
ohurch is subject unto Christ, so let the wives be to their own
husbands in every thing. Husbands, love your wives, even as Christ
also loved the church, and gave himself for it « « « So ought men to
love their wives as their own bodies. He that loveth his wife loveth
himselfs For no man ever yet hated his own flesh; but nourisheth and
cherisheth it, even as the Lord the church: For we are members of
his body, of his flesh, and of his bones."159 A genuine Christian
love places its own limits on the activity of sex in marriage. Heither
of the pair will one-sidedly make sexual claims on the other. It is
not reconcilable with love to compel another to sexual intercourse.
Not only one's own desire, but also the willingness and the bodily
condition of the other will effeot one's attitude in sex life. Both
parties are responsible for each other, to protect each other fram
physical and mental hurt, through excessive or defective activity of
the instinct.l60 1gve of the partner is also insompatible with a
permanent refusal to have intercourse. These are implications of

Paul'’s wordss

The husband should give his wife what is due to her
a8 hig wife, and the wife should be as fair to her husband.
The wife has no longer full rights over her own persen, but
shares them with her husband. In the same way the husband
shares his perscnal rights with his wife. Do not cheat
each other of normal sexual intercourse, unless of course
you both decide to abstain temporarily to make special
opportunity for fasting and preyer. But afterwards you
should resume relations as before, or you will expose
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yourselves to the cbvious temptation of the devil.l6l
It is only the power of Christ's agape in husband end wife that can
bring husband and wife to the ideal relationship in the matter of sex
communion. Paul gtates the ideal when he says: "This is the will of
God, even your sanctification, that ye should sbstain from fornication:
That every one of you ghould know how to possess his vessel in sancti-

fication and honour."162

Just as St. Paul recognises the péoper funotion of sex, he also
comes out strongly against any misuse of sex. The fight against sexual
impurity was one of the most bitter the apostle was called to make. In
many of the cults of the oriental world sexual life and religion were
olosely associated. Even in the more respectable of the cults the
wildest of orgies with drunkenness and the utmost abandon often ac-
companied the ceremonies. To all this the Centile Christian was
accustomed, and was disposed to regard such excesses very leniently
if indeed he was not indisposed to indulge in them himself. To cite
one example of the type of morality that was common, "unchastity in an
unmarried daughter was a grievous wrong against her family since it

had the tendency to make her marital chances poorer, but aside from

that it carried no particular disgrace."163

In the catalogue of vices Paul lists those comected with the
sexual reletion emong the first.164 In enumerating sins which will

exclude us from the Kingdom of God Paul never omits the sexual sins.
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Piper says:

This fact does not show that he was 'specially hostile to the

body."' Rather it shows the insight of a man nineteen hundred

years before the discovery of psychoanalysis, an insight

which probed more deeply than the latter into ramifiestions

end abysses of human nature. Paul saw how any confusion in

sex matters exercised a devastating influence upon the whole

life of an individual and on his relations with his fellows.

He saw how it enslaved the will more than do other acts,165
Overageinst the pagan society from which his converts were drawn, Paul
sets his high standards of sexual purity.

In the first chapter of Romans he speaks of those viocious abnormal
86x practices in which many of that heathen and idolatrous society
engaged. He says:

For even their women did change the natural use into that

which is against nature: And likewise also the men, leaving

the natural use of the woman, burned in their lust one

toward another; men with men working that whioch is un-

seemly, and receiving in themselves that recompence of

their error which was meet .166
These unnatural practices are common in the soclety of our day, more
ocommon than most of us reslize. Of those who engage in such things
Paul says: "Know ye not that the unrighteous shall not inherit the
kingdom of God? Be not deceived: neither fornieators, nor idolaters,
nor abusers of themselves with mankind, « . « shall inherit the kingdom
of God,"167

In the fifth and sixth chapters of I Corinthians, Faul deals with
the sin of fornication. He starts with a speeific instance in which

& man who had been guilty of the sin of incest was permitted to remain
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in the fellowship of the church. But here Paul also sets forth the
principles that stand in opposition to impurity of any kind., In
verses 12-19 of the sixth ohapter of I Corinthians Paul gives us his
reascns for holding thet sexual sins are totally incomsistent with
genuine Christien living. The point in verse 12 is that although we
enjoy freedom as Christians, we are to exeroise that freedom sc as
not to allow ourselves to be mastered by the body. In verse 13 he
says: "Neats for the belly, and the belly for meatss but God shall
destroy both it and them. Now the body is not for fornieation, dut
the Lord; and the Lord for the body." Evidently there were some who
ergued that it is just as natural to have sexwmal intercourse as it
is to eat, therefore promiscuous sex relations should not be considered
s evil. PFaul points out that the smalogy is a false one. His point
is that while the belly is for food alone and serves no higher purpose
than that, sex effects the body as a whole 168 And the _real purpose
_of the body is the service of God.16? Furthermore, "the Lord is for
the body."170 (nrist actuslly dwells in the Christisn. "Know ye not
that your bodies are the members of Christ?"17l what follows presents
the reason for Paul's horror of illicit sexual relations:

Shall I then take the members of Christ, and make them the

members of an harlot? God forbide. Vhat? know ye not that

he which is joined to an harlot is cne body? for two,

saith he, shall be one fleshe But he that is joined unto

the Lord is one spirit. Flee fornication. Every sin that

a man doeth is without the body; but he that committeth
fornication sinneth against his own body. What? Imow ye
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not that your body is the temple of the Holy Ghost which
is in you, which ye have of God, and ye are not your own?
For ye are bought with a price: therefore glorify Ged
in your body, and in your spirit, which are God's.l72

Paul emphasizes that in fornication there is more than a meeting
of the bodies of men and women on a purely animal plene. In inter-
course there is a mutual surrender of their whole personalities.
Sexual intercourse can never be merely an isolated union. It implies
the complete union of a man and woman unto "one flesh."173 Here we

quote a significant paragraph by C. S. lewis:

The Christian idea of marriage is based on Christ's words
that a man and wife are to be regarded as a single organism=-
for that is what the words ‘one flesh' would be in modern
English. And the Christians believe that when He said this He
was not expressing a sentiment but stating a fact=-just as
one is stating a fact when one says that a lock and its key
are one mechaniem, or that a violin and a bow are one musical
ingtrument . The inventor of the human machine was telling us
that its two halves, the male and the female, were made to be
combined together in pairs, not simply on the sexual level,
but totally combined. The monstrosity of sexual intercourse
outside marriage is that those who indulge in it are trying
to isolate one kind of union (the sexual) from all the other
kinds of union which were intended to go along with it and
make up the total union. The Christian attitude doesn't mean
that there is anything wrong about sexual pleasure, any more
than about the pleasure of eating. It means that you mustn't
isolate that pleasure and try to get it by itself, any more
than you ought to try to get the pleasures of taste without
swallowing and diiuting, by chewing things and spitting
them out again.l?

Or as Brunner hes said: "The evil in the life of sex is the isolated

funotion, which manifests its hostility to the Divine order by re-

ducing the awful process of prooreation and sexual union to a mere

trifle,"176

172. I Cor. 63116-20.

178. I Cor. 6316.

174. lewis, C. S, Op- _ﬂ_&o, PPe 30=31.
176. Brumer, ops oit., P 349.
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Paul also shows keen insight into the nature of sex when he says
that, "he that committeth fornleation sinneth against his own body."176
The entire body with its personality is involved. It is not just the
sex orgens or genitals which have sexual desires, but jha self. For
that reason sexual desire is directed not to the sexual organs only of
another, but to the whole person as the one who possesses the sexual
quality. Similarly the impulses of sex are so strong and are felt so
urgently because they are not the desires and impulses of the sex
organs and their funotions, but rather the needs of the selr 177

These basic principles which stand in direct opposition to
impurity are just as true and vital today as they were in Paul's day.
There are many arguments for purity that Faul does not mention. The
non=Christian urges the fear of disease or the sense of wrong to
unborn life as arguments against illicit sex communion. With the
advance of medical soience, these arguments have lost much of their
effect, Paul's argument that impurity is contrary to the very purpose
of sex and that it is destructive of human personality is always
valid.178 For the Christian, who is in union with Christ, the over-

whelming argument against impurity as presented by Paul is given in

the rhetorical questions: "Know ye not that your bodies are the

members of Christ? shall I then take the quber- of Christ, and make
them the members of an harlot? God forbid."179 xo further argument

should ever be necessarye.

176. I Cor. 6118, et

177. Piper, op. oit., PP. .
178. Rﬂllt;ntnﬁo ﬁo. PPe 111"112.
179, I Cor. 63lb.
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In view of the foregoing we may conclude that it is the task of
the Christian churech, in i1ts efforts to serve the family, neither to
war against sex nor to encourage its usurping the supremscy in the man
and woman relationehip. It is only a part, fundamental though it is,

_r_o_f the totarl ropgrioru__s__of husband and -uq. The minister as he seeks to

oconserve marriage and the family as a teacher and a counselor should
be concerned with sexusl maladjustment as an obstacle to wholesome and
oomplete husband and wife fellowship. He must seek to avoid glving the
impression that sex communion and sex adjustment is an end in itself.
Its funotion in marriage must cultivate the larger relationship. Nor
does sex, when it funotions properly, as God would have it fumctien,
detract from one's relationship to God ,180

THE PERMANENCY OF KARRIAGE

Paul regards marriege as a permanent relationship in this life.

That is, the marrisge relationship should not be broken during the
life time of the husband and wife. Separation by death of one or the
other should be the-only dissolution of the marriage relation. Paul
says: "For the woman which hath an husband is bound by the law to her
husband so long as he liveth; but if the husband be dead, she is loosed
from the law of her husband,"181

The finality of marriage is also affirmed by the fact that Paul
uges the union of man and woman in marrisge to illustrate the union of
Christ with His church. Rolston sayss "The surrender of the soul to
Christ has sbout it the note of finality. And if it lacks this note it

180. Groves, ope oit., PPe 61-62.
181, Rome 712. Cf. also I Cor. 7:39.
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is not genuine. No man can say that he will experiment with being a
Christian for e year and that if he does not like it he will at the
end of the year retwrn to sin."182 rikewise, Paul would never sanction
a trial marriege. Once marriage is consumnated it must be accepted as
final by both parties.

The finality of marriage is also asserted in the dootrine of the
oneness of husband and wife. The sexual union climaxes the relatiom=-
ship of husbend and wife and ties them irrevocably together. This
oneness is brought to its final stage in the issuance of children.

Man end women and ehild form s trinity-that cannot be broken._

And not only throughout our -earthly life but throughout

all eternity, it will be true that one immortal soul kmows

that through the creative union of two persons that soul

has come into being. This is the basic human faoct that

underlies marriage and it is this fact that should make

the marriage union irrevocable.l8

In approaching the subject of the permanency of marriage as that
teaching affects the husband and wife, it should be kept in mind from
the oubset that underlying this union and maintaining it there must be
mutual love. The obligation of keeping marrisge inviolate is carried
out on the strength of love. Faul says: "Husbands, love your wives,
even as Christ alsc loved the church."184 wmile the sense of duty and

fidelity need to bo'.tnuuﬁ. yot it must not give the impression that

" the first duby of familial experience is fidelity. Fidelity isa

product nfhﬁr then a cause. It must be the natural outcoms of an under=-

lying love. The marriage vows are to be kept whether a genuine mutual

182. Rolston, op. cit., p. 116,
183. Rolston, ide, Do 119,
184. Epho 5126,
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love exists or not, but where they are kept merely because of duty
the marriage has lost its chief value. Vhere mutual love reigns the
problem of msintaining the husband and wife relationship ceases to be
@ problem,

Paul is aware of the faot that marrimge is only for this earthly
existence. Because of this a marriage is automatically dissolved by
the death of either partner. "For the woman which hath an husband is
bound by the law to her husband 80 long as he liveth; but if the
husband be dead, she is loosed from the law of her husband ... . But if
her husband be dead, she is free from the law."1856 In guch a case a
second marriage is allowable. "But if the husband be dead, she is at
liberty to be married to whom she will; only in the Lord."186 .In many
cases remarriage is not only allowable but also advisable. That is why
Paul advises the younger widows to marry again, and for the reasons
which are stated187 Kor is there any disapprobation of remarriage in
these passages where Paul required of a bishop and a deacon "to be the
husband of one wife."188 wmile bigamy and polygemy are regarded as
being contrary to the divine plan of marriage, 189 remarriage after the
death of a partner is never forbidden.10

Does not Paul permit & spouse who for some reason or other no

longer wishes to live in the state of marriage to separate as long as

185. Rm. 7‘2.8.
186. I Cor. 7:39. !
187. 1 Core 1!8.9] I Tim. 5sll=16.

188, I Tim. 8:2,12; Tit. 16,
189. Paul consistently uses the singular in speaking of husband and

wife. ‘Any other form than monogamy is condexmed by implicetion and by
the very nature of marriage. Rome. 73:2; I Cor. 7:2;3 II Cor. 11:2.
190. Weidner, op. _0_1_.&0. ps 532.



& new marriage is not contracted? That view has been held by many.l91
The basis for the position is said to be found in the words of Paul:
"And unto the married I commsnd, yet not I, but the Lord, Let not the
wife depart from her husbands But and if she depart, let her remain
unmarried, or be reconciled to her husband: and let not the husband
put away his wife."192 Buy that he here permits separstion with the
condition that no new marriage be contracted can hardly be the meaning
of these words. In the first place, he says, "Let not the wife depart,”
and "let not the husband put away his wife."39% To permit separation
in the same breath would be nothing lese than a contradiction. Iz
verse 6 his rule is that conjugal cohabitation should cease at most
only "for e time." On this passage Thec. Laetch sayss

The evident meaning of these words is that the wife must do

one of two things, either remain ummarried or-=-rather=--be
reoonciled, since the Lord permits no separation. For
this use of n compare Acts 24, 18-20: 'Certain Jews of Asia
ought to have b-en, jnere before thee and object if they had
ought against me, n, or else let these same here say, if
they have found any evil doing in me.' Ask the Jews from
Asia, 7, or rather, since that cennot be done beosuse of
}:’hoir absence, let these men speak. In a similar manner
7 is used in our passage. Let her remain unmarried, or
Tather, since that cannot be done because of the divine
prohibition of separation, let her become reconoiled.l94

As a consequence of this we may oonclude that Paul's position is
that merriage is never to be dissolveds But at the same time FPaul

came up against the situation in which marriage had actually been dis~-

191.- Cf. Smith, op. cit., pp. 262-263. He says: .ml.“. however,
contentment was lacking, it wae legitimate to sever the union in the
interest of peace."

192, I Cor. 7!10.110

193. I Cor. 7:10,11. 5
194. laetch, Theo., "Divorce and laliecious Deserticm,” Comcordia
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solved by the act of desertion. It is easy to see how such a situ~
ation would arise. Vhile one of & marrisd pair became a Christian,
the other remained s pagan. Therefore the first question to arise was
with regard to such e mixed marriage. What was the Christian spouse
to do? Paul gives his answer in verses 12-16 of I Corinthiasns 7.

In the case of mixed marriages two possibilities were open. First
of all, if the unbelieving spouse was "pleased to dwell"™ with the
Christian, then, "let him not put her away."198 The marriage itself
was & genuine marriage ard was not to be dissolved. Besides, there
would be the possibility of winning the unbeliever for Christ. This
should be the earnest desire of the believer. To that end the believing
spouse would be obligated to do everything possible to save the soul
of the unbeliever as well as to continue the marriage relationship.
Paul's point is that unbelief on the part of one spouse is no reason
for divorce.

But then there was another possibility, and one whioh undoubtedly
occurred quite frequently in those days. ¥What was to be done when an
unbelieving spouse deserted? That is the problem with which Paul
deals in the words: "But if the umbelieving depart, let him depart.
A brother or a sister is not under bondage in such cases."196 1p
such a case Paul says that the deserted party is free, although this
did not imply that the deserted spouse must relinquish his claims on
the deserter. The deserted spouse need not, however, try to force

his presence on the deserting unbeliever. The believer is not under

196. I Cor. 7Til2.
1980 I Cor. 78150



obligation to the unbeliever. Theo. Laetoh puts the matter in these
wordss

There may be no . « « agreeing to continue with the marriage

on the part of one spouse. In faot, he may have shown his
aversion by departing, by deserting the spouse, or by

expelling her from the home, making cohabitation no longer
possible, severing the marital relations « « « What, then is
the believing husband or wife to do in this case? Must he
st111 regard himself bound to his spouse who has left him? . . .
Though the marriage has been broken in a mamer utterly '
displeasing to God, though the departing unbeliever will

be called to account by the Lord, yet the Supreme Legislator

in these matters declares the deserted spouse to be no

longer under bondages.

In such a case the deserted party may obtain a divorce. It is of
course to be understood thet this permission is not to be stretched to
include mere guarrels and misunderstandings in consequence of which the
husband or wife leaves the home temporarily. The fact of wilful and
absolute desertion with sinful intent must be establiched.l98 In this
connection Theo. Laetch says:

Continued threats and attacks in spite of all admonitionm, '

making cohabitation impossible, will eventually constitute

malicious desertion; for Quenstedt correctly notes that,

while certsainly a person departing from his spouse is

guilty of malicious desertion, yet one who causes his

spouse to leave him by his brutality and tyrenny is just

as much guilty of desertion.l
Anyone who has dealt with such cases will recognize that the problem of
establishing the fact of desertion 1s not any easy one. The oases are
seldom olear-cut, and therefore require patient and detailed oonsider-

ation. Each case must be dealt with on the basis of the facts that

are involved.

197. Laetoh, op. oit., pPPe 197-199.
198. liaier, 22.‘01*0. Pe 436,
199. laetch, 23--_1?_{_‘5., Pe 204,
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The problem is frequently presented to us in our day 1n‘ [}
different manner than in Paul's day. A question that we must fre-
quently be concerned about is whether and how the words of Faul apply
to those cases of desertion in which both deserting and deserted
spouses are members of a Christian ocongregation. Suoch cases will
necessitate another procedure. Before the case can be placed into
the framework of Paul's words, the congregation must first exercise
churoh discipline according to Matthew 18. In its efforts to solve
the difficulty the congregation must exercise due patience. At the
same time it is evident that the deserted spouse must make every effort
to win back the deserter and must aecept him if he returns.200

When desertion has been established, may the deserted contract
another marriage? After a legal divoree has been obtained remarriage
Thet is the natural conclusion that is drawmn from

is pemmissible.
Paul's words: "A brother or a sister is not under bondage in such

cases,"201

We may wonder why Paul does not also mention the permlssion for
divorce given by Jesus.202 Paul evidently takes the situation referred

to by Jesus for granted. His problem was a different one. XNeither

does Paul go beyond and comtradict the words of Jesus. The difference
between the words of Jesus in Matthew 5:32 and the words of Paul in

I Corinthiasns 7:15 might be summarised as follows:

In the former passage the Lord answers the queation, When
has & man (or woman) the right to ask for a dlissolution

200, Laetch, 4bide., ppe 200-201.
201. I Cors, Tild. :
202. Matt. 61324 .
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of the marriage bond? In the latter the apostle answers
the question, What is to be done when the marriage bond
has actually been dissolved? In the former case the
guilty party makes the discontinuance possible, in the
latter the continuation impossible.203

We A. Maier correctly says, “when malicious forsaking is proved, iv is
interpreted by the Church se a breaking of the marriage relation and

not merely a cause for which divorce may be secured before legal

authority."204
While we certainly do not believe that we should go beyond the

Seriptures in relaxing our attitude toward the question of divorce,
as many churoh groups have done, we at the same time agree with
E« R+ Groves in that we should seek to preserve the family by a
positive program rather than by the threat of excommunication. The

following paragraph by E. R. Groves is extremely pertinent in our day

and for our churchi

It is not good strategy for Christianity to oconsider any
domestic problem for example, divorce, as an evil that
can be isolated from the general social situation and
dealt with as an independent menace. This poliocy proves
ineffectual becauss it tends to mix up symptom with cause,
blocking an expression of domestic failure rather than
getting at its sources. Our divorce rate provides a
spectacular and impressive measurement of family insta-
bility but, even so, Christianity camot conserve the
home unless it sssumes a more positive progrem than merely
seeking to prevent or lessen divorce or spiritually to
ostracize those who have sought the courts to dissolve

their unhappy marriage.205
THE RELATIONSHIP OF HUSBAND AND WIFE IN THE FPAMTLY
We must now discuss Paul's view as to the relationship of husband

203. Reu and Buehring, op. .0_1_20. Pe 270.

204. m.l‘. Sop-. 2}20, Pe 436.
2065. Groves, ope 9it., Pe 97«



and wife in the family. It has often been ssserted that Paul was .
woman-hater and that he placed wives into a position of 1ntolorolb10
subjection. Such sentiments are based on such words of Paul as the
following: "I would have you know, that the head of every man is
Christ; and the head of the woman is the man."2%¢ "Ngigher was the
man created for the womanj; but the woman for the man."207 "Wives,
submit yourselves unto your own husbands, as unto the Lord. For the

husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ is the head of the

church."208 yhat Paul says about the position of women in the church209

adds fuel to the bitterness and venom that has been poured out upoen
him by many. It is said thet suoh an ethic has no place in our day.
Rell unhesitatingly says:

Here are teachings which the Church of today camnot well

make its own though they have strongly influsnced the

Church of the past. 'Paul reflects here the common con=-

ception of antiquity, reaching down indeed to our own

time, of the inferior nature and status of woman. He is,

in fact, untrue here to the Christian principle which he

himself enunciates, that in Christ there is neither male

nor female. (Gal. 53:28,)210
Is this actually the case?

In direct opposition to such a view it oan be asserted that a
correct understanding of Paul's teachings on this point will»wsho' that

his ethics are perfectly reliable even here. FPaul does not place

obligations only on the woman. The fact is that he asked husbands to

P~

love their wives in the same unselfish and self-gacrifioing way in

206. I Core 1213.

207 I Cor. 12;8.
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which Jesus loved the Church and gave Himself for it. He asked wives
to be subject to their husbends "as the Church is subjeet unto Christ,"211

Christians are subject to Christ, but certeinly not in the sense in
which a slave is subject to a taskmaster. Osborn says:

The analogy would indicate that Paul places the wife in

definite subjection to her husband. His rabbinie training,

as well as the custom of the time in both the Jewish and :
the Greek world, would mske this perfectly natural. Never- !
theless the subjection of the body to the head is of anocther !
order than that of e slave to his master. The difference

ias one of function, not of standing or essence. The head

and the body are complements of each other.212

Paul's teaching does not imply that woman is inferior because of her {

subordination to man, but only that she ocoupies a different position

and fulfills a different purpose tm;_g_n__g_th_::yw_. Just as 3y f‘l
the Son has equal honor with the Father, so woman has equal hanor with
man213 Moy end woman, husband and wife, are to complement each other.
Where this relationship is properly understood, there is no danger of
the husband becoming & tyrant, nor of the wife being reduced to the
status of a mere housekeeper or slave. On t_ho contrary, such a relation-
ship will be conducive to the highest happiness of all concerned .2 14
Vhen Paul is properly understood it is seen that few men in
history have done so much to raise the status of women. His words
effect a real emancipation of woman. The status of womsn in non-
Christian lands and in pre=Christian times has been an unenviable one.

As a rule girls have not been welcome at birth, or at least not as {

211, Eph. 5:24. Cf. also Col. 3318.
212, Osborm, op. oit., P. 182. |
213. Gal. 8’2 . i
214. Reu and Bushring, op. oit., p. 280.
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welcome ae boys. FEducation has been denied them generally. Be-
trothel and marriage have often depended upon the arrangements and

will of the parents irregardless of the will of the daughter. Child
marria;e has been prevalent in large sections of the world. Woman has
been looked upon as the property of her husband, and the right to
divorce hes often been granted to the husbend slone. The burning of
widows has been practiced. The prostitution of slave girls and temple
girls is a lurid story. Even the hope of a better life in another world
has been denied womankind. Heavenly paradise for men linked with the
eternal degradation of woman is the picture of heaven presented by

Mohemmedanism. In Hinduism the hope of woman is to be reborn a man.216

Paul sets the stage for the emané¢ipation of women, not by making man
and wife equal, not by disregarding the natural differences between
man and women, but by placing each in proper relation to the cther.
"In place of antithetical differences, we have the umity of mutually
conditioned conduct."216

Paul places a tremendous obligation upon the husband when he says:
"Husbanas, love your wives even as Christ also loved the church."217 The
Christian husband who recognizes how mush Christ has done for him, will
also recognize what & high standard is set for him here.

Glorifying Christ, the husband will be impelled to cherish

his wife with an intense affeotion, to acknowledge her

virtues and acoomplishments, to minimize her frailties,

to perform the many services of love by working for her,

providing for her, living for her, and, if nscessary, even
dying for her, as Christ gave Himself for the Church.

215. htt.on. ﬂ' 2}3.. Pp. 285-286.
£16. Piper, 22._2&-. Pe 79
217. Eph. 6126,
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This inoludes of course the less heroic exhibitions of
devotion=-the dally evidence of love and somradship
expressed in words of endearment and in confidential
exchanges of opinion.218

Paul also says: "So ought men to love their wives as their own bodies.
He that loveth his wife loveth himself."¢19 This is a striking de-
duction from the teaching that husband and wife are one. The love
and consideration extended to the wife must be as intense as the
thought end care which the husband bestows upon himself. This presents
e tremendous challenge to the husband in his treatment of his wife.

In like manner wives should appreciate the love of their husbands,
recognize them as the head of the house, and in their turn do all
they can to live and labor for the husband's happiness. In writing to
Titus Paul advises wives "to be asocber, to love their husbands, to love
their children, to be discrete, ohaste, keepers at home, good, obedient
to their own husbands, that the word of God be not blasphemed."3Z0
Peul was anxious to see that Christian women preserve their new liberty.
Their actions were not to cause pagans to confuse them with prostitutes.
That is why he also exhorts them to behave, dress, and adorn themselves
in a sober and modest manner.22l

The facts of nature are such that women achieve their highest
station in 1ife when they live in accordance with the principles set
forth by St. Paul. His statement: "For the man is not of the womanj;

but the woman of the man. Neither was the man created for the woman,

2180 H.i‘r. ;2' li_t_.. Pp- 4“*65.
219. Eﬂlo 5128, :

220, Titus 2:4,65.

221. I Tim. 239'150
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but the woman for the man,"222 merely expresses this undeniable fact
of nature. A woman is not completely happy if she cammot leok to her
husband as the head of the house. The woman's movement of modern times
and all the finer cultural and educational opportunities afforded
women have not altered this faoct. The spirit of materialism which has
gained 80 muoh ground in owr eiviliszation, the whole philosophy which
views human 1ife from a purely physical, biclogical point of view has
done much to destroy the sanctity of marriege and the family, and in
80 doing it has also robbed woman of her chief glory. Geiseman correctly
says:

Many a woman who had been looked upon with eyes of envy

by her own sex because of her triumphs of glory on the

stage, soreen, or in publie 1ife, has, by her multiple

marriages, her contempt for the responsibilities of wife-

hood, or her refusal to accept the honor and duties of

motherhood, in reality been womankind's most insidious

foe 223
From this we see that Paul was far from being an enemy of woman. In
the high standards of behaviar that he sets for both husband and wife
he promotes the true happiness of both. The wonderful harmonious
relationship that he would have exist between husband and wife is most
beautifully expressed in his analogy of the relationship of Christ to
the Church.224

THE RELATIONSHIP OF PABENTS AND CHILDREN

Paul not only shows a profound insight into the proper relation=-
ship of husbands snd wives, but he also shows a remarkable understanding

of the relationship of parents and children. He shows a great deal of

222, I Core 11!8’9.
22%. Geiseman, 9op. liic. Pe 46.
224, Eﬂ\o 5122-338.,



concern for children. As pointed out before, Paul regards it to be the
:_n_‘l-:unl duty of husband and wife to have children. Proemtionum
'_791' the essentlal purposes of murrh;erud —o-f“u:. His attitude toward
children reflects his Jewish background ss well as the spirit of Jesus.
This was a sharp contrast to the way in which the hesthen world of his
day regarded children. Pagans believed thoroughly in the father's
power to be rid of any ohild that he did not want. Even as twins are
still strangled by superstitious parents in dark Africa, so unwanted
children were exposed or strangled in the days of pagan Greece and
Rome 226

Paul places a great deal of importance upon the Fourth Commandment.
He tells childrens "Homour thfS{ father and mother; which is the first
commandment with promise."226 And again: "Children, obey your parents
in all thingss for this is well pleasing unto the Lord."227 (Children
are to recognize that their parents are their God given superiors to
whom obedience and submission is dues It should be noticed that Paul's
injunction does not stay on the horiszontal level only. Children were
to obey their parents "in the Lord",228 gnd because suoh behavior "is
well pleasing unto the Lord."229 fThis is an attitude that needs to
receive greater emphasis among Christian parents and children. The
relationship to God must always predominate and motivate the behavior
of the ohildren. Vhere obedience is locked upon as a purely earthly

need, the proper respect for superiors is not developed.

226. Geiseman, op. oit., Ps 46,
226, Eph. 812
227, Col. 3:20.
228. Bﬂlo 6:l.
229. Col. 3:20.
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This, of course, presupposes that the parents exercise their
duties toward their children. It is not oniy the duty of parents to
provide for the physical wellebeing of their children, although this,
too, is & God given obng.tigz}zm but they must be brought to Christ
and trained in godlnyliv;ng. "And, ye fathers," says Paul, "provoke
not your children to wrath: but bring them up in the nurture and

admonition of the Lord."23l Tnis includes the duty of paremts to bring

their children to the Lord in Holy Baptism, to tell them of the Lord
Jesus, to guide them by word and example in Christian living. These
duties are especially incumbent upon the father as the head of the
household.

Paul also gave consideration to the problems of children who are
frequently abused by an unreasonable severity on the part of the
parents. He says, "Ye fathers, provoke not your children to wrath,"
and, "Fathers, provoke not your children to anger, lest they be dis-
couraged."232 porents are to discipline their children, "to have them
in subjection with all gravity,"235 put such discipline must be that
of a spirit of love. All temper, caprice and injustice must be avoided,
lest the children become exasperated. All discipline and punishment
should serve the purpose of inecreasing genuine dutifulness and love 234

We in our day cobserve strangely contradictory attitudes toward
shildren. We see on the one hand how children are coddled, subjected

to much sentimental gush, afforded the most metisulous kind of

230. I Tim. 5:8.

251. Eph- 614,

252. Eph. 8:4; Col. 3:2l.

233, I Tim. Ssd.
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phyeical care, and are sent to expensive schools. On the other hand
wo see how many who profess a sentimental interest in children are
childless by choiee; how husbands and wives frankly shun the ssorifices
end responsibilities which parenthood would deriand of them; and how
meny, who do have children of their own, abuse and neglect them in the
most shameful and tragie way.z“ There seems %o be an ever insreasing

need for parents and children to put the principles of St. Paul inte
practice.

THE FaiLY AS SUCH

We have already said that the family is the basic umit in society.
And until now we have been disoussing essential elements and functions
of the family. But now in concluding we must disouss the family as
such. Paul uses the word "family” in only one place and that in refer=
ence to the world of people and the heavenly creatures as being the
family of the Fatho;-. He sayss "I bow my knees unto the Father of our
Lord Jesus Christ, Of whom the whole family in heaven and earth is
named ,"236 Aithough this concept of the family as en organized social
unit is not specifiéally dmf!.gpov(_ln byP;u}!O_gaqml_Og_ _from his refer-
ences to the fatherﬁo;d of God, from his attitude fzalurd .nd interest
,;.n marriage, from his oonoﬁ;n with the relaticnships of husband and
wife, and from what he has to say with regard to parent and child

relationships, that it is implieit in his thinking.
The primary area in which the family functions as a unit is the

home. In our modern life and culture the home has lost much of its

236. Gelseman, Ope. cit., 6.
236 . Eph., 3316,



signifiocance. As Mattson says: ™Man is often born in a hospital,
lives in en apartment house or a hotel, eats at a restaurant; if he
becomes ill, he goes to a hospital, and is finally buried from a
funeral home."237 Ang there is no doubt that the twentieth century
has brought a tidal wave of problems for the home and the family. Teo
mention but a few we note, two world wars, the rapid spread of
industrialism and teohnoocracy, great periods of inflation and de~
pression, the increasing urbanization making for larger and larger
cities, the rise of organised labor, the expansion of educstion, the
inorease of leisure time without an inorease of instruction for it,
the emphasis on mass recreation, and the complete upheaval of tru;
ditions and habits of 1ife that has resulted from all of these happenings.238
All of these interrelated problems have left thelir mark on the
family. Broken homes, childless homes, deserted children, juvenile
delinquency, and sex delinguency smong children and adults give
sociologists of our day grave consern. We of the church must also be
gravely oconcerned. The church must make its influence felt in the
home, Thile Christisn character is developed in the individual, that
development is largely guided by society, and partiocularly by the
family. The church is made up of individuals who are in fellowship
with Christ, but the home is the major area for the development of the
"life in Christ." The Christian life in relation to others expresses

itself in love=~that which makes & man want to be for the next man.

237. Mattson, ope. oit., p. 286,
£238. J:hmm'z,'{lﬁi_x;rt, "Our Society Makes Its Impact on the

Christisn Femily," The Christian Family in the Modern World, ppe 3,4.

.
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In the development of love in the individual the family is of first

importance. As Caemmerer says:

For it is in the family that the person gets his first
practice in love. There he first sees love in aotion;
there he first picks up his own responsibilities and
possibilities in lcving others. Not only is the femily
the first training ground for love, but it is an es~
pecially splended one. The family differs from the other
units of soolety in that its members are together daily
end through many years. Hence it breeds those drives
which are basic for character . « « It seeks to develop
in ite members those qualities which are essential for all
living with people==love, forbearance, congeniality,
interest in others, responsibility for people, readiness
to sacrifice. Family life provides the opportumity for
the most essential type of love, namely, self-saorifioing
labor without hope of return, the pouring out without
stint or hindrance of energy and responsibility . . »

The Christian family becomes a garden in which each

individual raises a crop of Christian charscter for the
next person.239

There are few who will question the opinion that we are living in
the midst of a decaying society. St. Paul also moved in the midst of
a decaying pagen soociety. Within that society he built a new society
in which marriage was permanent, the life of the home was purified,
and children were given a place in which they could grow into Christian
men and women.240 The principles of Paul's sooial ethics, and
specifically the implieations of his social ethica for marriage and
the family, need to be understood and applied to the conditions in our

day. It is evident that Faul's message is vital today and for us.

ving Force

2359. Ceemmerer, Richard R., "The Christian Family-—-a Li

in the NModern Worla,“ The Chri:tim Family in the Modern World, pp. 57,58,
240, Rolston, Ope. ‘g}_to, Pe lﬁ.
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