Christian Ethics Lesson 17, page 1

Marriage & Family

| have a sentence from Augustine fraime City of Godand | think as we approach the section on
authority structures, he has the right perspedivéhis. Augustine said, “In the family of the jugho

live by faith and are as yet pilgrims journeyingtorthe celestial city, even those who rule, s¢hose
they seem to command for they rule not from a lmiveower but from a sense of the duty they owe to
others; not because they are proud of authoritypboause they love mercy.” Servant leadership has
become something of a cliché in the last decade} hatually goes back to Augustine. That is &eat
remarkable perspective. It clearly represents tee Nestament perspective on authority structures, a
it is very helpful. “They rule not from a love obwer but from a sense of the duty they owe to ather
not because they are proud of authority, but becthesy love mercy.” Let us pray together.

Father in heaven, we thank You for the institutitthvag You have ordained for human flourishing: for
the family, for the civil government, for the Chur&Ve recognize that You have placed some in
authority over others for our own good. We prayttiva may respond biblically to these principles and
that as we ourselves are in positions of authdhgt we may serve those to whom You commit to our
care. Be with us in this class, especially we pesyywe think through the area of marriage and the
family. We ask that You will be our guide. May Y8pirit teach us and lead us on level ground. We as
for Jesus’ sake, amen.

Before we get into the topic of marriage and threifig let me say just a word on Christian socilies.
The Bible is concerned not just with the persomailigs of the individual—that is, of course, a key
many things—or the interpersonal relations of lgviur neighbor, but the Bible is also concernedh wit
the social structures of human beings living in oamity. God has made us to be community people,
and so He has ordained three primary institution®@r life in this world, institutions in which—ifie
attend to the way God has set them up—we floufibis is an exposition of the fitth commandment in
the Christian tradition since the Middle Ages, @naorks well. “Honor your father and your mother
that your days may be long on the land that thel lyour God gives you.” We have seen (I think
rightly) that the principle of that commandmenthis rightful exercise of authority in divinely oidad
social structures. It is the rightful exercise offeority. It is ordained by God. The office to whione is
called is to be exercised rightfully, and it cdtis the appropriate response of respect. Preentjnent
honor your father and your mother.

The three institutions that God has ordained astres for human flourishing are the family, thetes,
and the church. We will deal with the first of tledsvo in this course. There is a whole other coarse
ecclesiology where we expand that particular stmecof the church. So we are concerned about family
and church in this class, and it involves our tlgadrsocial transformation. We live in a fallen wayr

but there is redemptive healing (substantial hgalim every area of life. My threefold approach to
social transformation is that it always has thésed components: personal renewal, ecclesial peacti
and structural reform. You cannot have a good $perghout good persons, and so the Gospel comes
first with its regenerating and renewing powerhia tndividual. We may never minimize the importance
of personal renewal in terms of social transfororatBut it is more than that.

The second component is ecclesial practice. Thplped God as a community are called to
demonstrate, as Francis Schaeffer called it, & pismt—what true community living should look like
So, this is in our own practice in the body of Ghrthose who have been personally renewed by God’s
grace and are being renewed. | do not think thésristly for regeneration, but it also includes
progressive sanctification. Progressive sanctificabccurs in the body of Christ, so ecclesial pcaas
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an important component of social transformatiort tBare is finally an interest in structural reform
Institutions become deformed by sin. Christiansehaalling or an obligation, as we are salt agit|i

in the society in which we live, to move towardustural reform in a way that is persuasive. Werarte

to impose our views on others but to persuade stbfethe legitimacy, the need, the value, and titg d
of structural reform according to the will of Gdb, in the two areas that we are dealing withrimse

of family and state, | am concerned that we noy twalve personal renewal in our own lives and
demonstrate in our ecclesial practice what communiing is, but also that there is a legitimatear
where we must be concerned about the structuralmegiven the opportunities that we have under our
form of government. | will elaborate on that whea @ome to the political area. Any viable approaxch t
social transformation needs all three of these @orapts. Typically they are pulled apart and on¢ wil
emphasize regeneration and another will emphalsezehurch as a parabolic community. The other will
lay all its emphasis on society. Actually, you neddhree. There is no reason why these are to be
pulled apart as distinct approaches to social toamation. Looking at it holistically, all threeeapart of
that.

We have a very great concern that we understanstitheture of marriage and the family as God has
ordained it. Marriage and the family is a creatiodinance. It is not just for the people of Godtdines
to its full power among God’s people, but it isaa#ssocial institution in the world. And we haveeay
great concern to see that it conforms to the vibod as revealed both in nature and in Scripture.

We will begin by looking at the structure of thenidy. To understand according to Scripture what the
family is as a normative institution ordained bydsthe basic social norm for the family is the tiea
ordinance stated in Genesis 2:24: “For this caamgean shall leave his father and mother and shall
cleave to his wife and the two will become onetlé$ think that the first part of that verse (tleaving)
points us to a structure that is established agialsunit that supercedes the existing parentatsire.
These verses in Genesis are very compact. They staerms of principle, a fundamental theological
thought, and this particular verse is far-reachimigs implication for our doctrine of marriage ati
family. The fact that the emphasis falls on the rfeaving his father and mother indicates that theee
new social unit being formed. Of course, the woralgo leaves, but it is important in terms of theywa
the authority structure works that we recognizé #mindependent social unit is being established i
marriage. Marriage, quite apart from children, lelstéhes a new social unit. It is the social uniwinich
God desires children to be brought forth and nedun the faith (for those who are believers). Big

an ordinance that God has established that appeararly in Scripture—right at the beginning—and
is assumed throughout as a normative structurenidreéage-based, two-parent family begins at least
with two parents from whom children are broughbitite world. A parent may die but the family
continues. Divorce further complicates this, bt flamily continues. The basic idea of family as a
marriage-based social unit is established in tteaton ordinance. There is the idea that it h@nbe
entered into in a socially sanctioned way withassumption that it is going to be permanent. dt is
sexually exclusive permanent unit. The first aspéthe structure of the family established in the
creation ordinance is assumed all through the &cBp. The Scriptures do not take time to deferd th
idea of marriage as a heterosexual union or faaslthe biological or legally adopted children that
follow in that union. It is simply the assumptioveeywhere to honor your father and your mother. You
see that in the list of duties in Deuteronomyhia Proverbs, and in Jesus’ example. Not onlyirstite
Bible as a creation ordinance and assumed evergwhéhe Bible as the normative structure for the
family, but it also has been historically recogizgobally.

In 1950 a Yale anthropologist named George Petedbtik did a cross-cultural study of 250 societies.
He found in all of them the nuclear family unit @inand, wife, and children) as the distinct soaiity
serving typical function, even in cultures whererthwas polygamy. | think he may have coined the
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term “nuclear.” The idea is that this family retaiship may exist in more extended relationships.
Nevertheless, this cross-cultural study, the mustough that has ever been done, found the nuclear
family in all those societies. And, at about theaine time, you have in the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights recognition that the family is thenparry social unit. So, it is not just biblical rectgn
that you have. It has been by family, meaning tlerimge-based family was universal up until about
1970 where this has been challenged in Westerareslt

| want to read a statement from 1965. It says, “fEmeily is the cornerstone of our society more than
any other force that shapes the attitudes, thedydpe ambitions, and the values of the child. Wihen
family collapses, it is the children that are usudhmaged. When it happens on a massive scale, the
community itself is crippled.” Who is that? Is thmes Dobson? | gave it away by saying 1965, but
that was Linden Johnson. That is his Howard Unitsespeech written by Daniel Patrick Moynihan. It
was common understanding of what is meant by timdyawhich is the marriage-based family intended
as a permanent social institution. However, what e@nmonplace in 1965, by 1980 had become
cantankerous. It is conventional in 1965 that yan talk about the family and everybody knows what
you are talking about. But by the time Carter wdrtehave his White House conference on the family,
people began to protest that there is not one hartte family. So he had to call it “The White Hsmu
Conference on Families.” The word “families” wadlie plural because empirically there are all sorts
of different relations now in which children mayraay not be raised that need to be taken into axtcou
So we move from a normative definition of the famd a redefinition of the family in order to fit
changing social practice.

One definition is “child rearers and children ipermanent residence.” The sexual relationship led t
marital relationship in the definition of famili@se beside the point. Basically the family is chiddrers
and children in a permanent residence. Well, thdicelly changes the idea of the family. | thinktth
people have somewhat backed off of that now, artties@ is much more of a tendency to speak of the
family as the normative social unit. But that lgerre is still around, and it still has its effeictsvorking
its way out in undermining what we understand tgyttaditional family. Traditional family is not
something that was in the 1950s in terms of théquéar cultural forms it developed in, nor wagitly
in the Victorian Age. The traditional family is tinearriage-based, two-parent family. That is the way
traditional families should be understood. Withattstructure, there are many ways in which it inay
worked out in terms of what a family looks like ahé functions that it fulfills. But the basic ideathe
family, what | call “the conjugal family,” that hamt caught on is that it is marriage-based. Itiyat
from Alan Keyes. He is very strong on the point tine historic black commitment to the marriage-
based family is something he wants to recaptutt@nk “marriage-based” and “two-parent family” are
good terms. We recognize that sometimes a parest kdaving one single parent involved. But what
this family structure opposes is the idea of interdlly bringing children into the world outside thiat
committed relationship that is intended to be peremé between a man and a woman.

This leads me into my second point, which is tckklabthe marriage covenant. This is in Genesis.2:24
This is the cleaving aspect.

Cleaving has the dual sense of affection and lpy#Hlts affectionate loyalty, and it is elsewhere
expressed in the Old Testament as the marriaganaateespecially in Malachi. The book of Malachi is
a protest against divorce, of breaking faith beedahsugh she is your partner and the wife of your
marriage covenant, the real horror in divorce esittfidelity to the marriage covenant (the cleaving
aspect of Genesis 2:24). In this covenant, a mdraamoman pledge themselves unreservedly to be
companions and partners in a common life and cahjoge. Jesus says that the two are no longer two,
but they are now one flesh, joined together by (adtlis marriage covenant.
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| traced the form in English of the marriage sezvback to the 14th Century. | think it can be tcace
back farther, but it goes back at least to the C#htury. That is the age of Chaucher. It is dididdo
the espousals and the nuptials. We still have Watsay, for example, in the marriage service, Wil
you have this woman to be your lawfully wedded vafel will you cleave only to her as long as you
both shall live in the marriage according to God/erd?” It says, “as long as you both shall livetiat
is a remnant of the betrothal ceremony that orityiveas separated from the nuptial. Then it goes‘bn
take you to be my lawfully wedded wife to have amdhold in sickness and in health, for richer, for
poorer, for better, for worse, as long as we bbtildive.” That really captures the biblical ideh
covenant. When | did the research on that | folnadl the seminary | was with at the time had Anglica
material. It had a big book with all these serviaed so | rushed down there to get this out anchget
to the marriage service, but it was all in Latihal was not going to be very helpful to me, so $wa
thumbing through it, trying to find the vows. Alf a sudden, there they were in Middle English, the
same as we have today except for one or two changgelling. Why is that?

The service is always in Latin, but when it com@gv/hat people really need to know about what they
are doing in making their covenant, it is in thenaeular. It is in English so everybody understands
what is going on when it comes to the making ofrtfariage covenant. It is different from a contrdtct
is a whole person-to-person commitment. There wengracts in the ancient Near East. We have a
record of one that comes from about 440 BC, théraohof Mibtahiah’s third marriage. Mibtahiah was
a Jewish woman who married into the Egyptians.thied marriage is to a man named Ashor and he
says, “She is my wife and | am her husband from dlaly forever.” Then it goes on to say, “Should
Mibtahiah tomorrow or another day stand up in agcegation and say, ‘I divorce my husband Ashor,’
well the price of the divorce shall be upon herchéend should Ashor tomorrow or another day stand
up in a congregation and say, ‘I divorce my wifeokdhiah, he shall forfeit her bride price and laditt
she has brought in with her she shall take ougdshnd thread on one day at one stroke and shgawill
wither she will without suit or process.” It ima&arly prenuptial agreement. It is supposing #émy v

real liability this is that the highest third mage is not going to be permanent and so the richdare

of the economic arrangements in such cases. Sagtiahagreements are not new, but they are foreign
to the Bible. They are foreign to the idea of pas@ommitment that you have in the biblical idéa o
covenant.

| think we need to explore the question of whewapte is married. When you look at the biblical
material on marriage, you will observe that thetdirst, the personal commitment (which technica|
the betrothal, a covenant to unite as man and wifieich is socially recognized. Everyone knew who
was betrothed to another person. It was a pubkogwbut it was the personal commitment to be dnite
as husband and wife. It is typically followed bpablic celebration or the wedding feast. In the
Gospels, the word “wedding” refers to the feasttsnes and one time to marriage. It is the way the
covenant is and the way marriage comes about iBittie. It involves the twofold aspect of a persona
commitment and public celebration, or at the veast public declaration. If we want to define nege
in modern terms, the key is that there is bothragreal commitment to the ordinance God has institut
(a sexually exclusive lifelong union) but it alswolves a public declaration of that intent. Savoluld
define a marriage as publicly declared consentéotbgether as man and wife. Or, to put it infibren

of a sentence, publicly declared consent to ligetloer as man and wife or as husband and wife
constitutes a marriage and legitimized sexual coigrse. Sexual intercourse does not establish the
marriage. It follows the commitment in the publecthration of commitment in the normative way.
Sometimes sexual intercourse comes before thermmrsommitment, but it ought not to. Sexual
intercourse without the commitment is not a magiakhere is some confusion about that because
sexual intercourse is never casual in the Scriptutés always, in some way, uniting. That is wigul
says, “Do you not know that you are one body whih prostitute?” It does not say “one flesh"—that
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would be saying too much. You are one body withpitesstitute and that ought not to be, because you
are not married to the prostitute. That is notredationship that is established by sexual interseu
Marriage is established by public declaration abpaal commitment to marriage as a sexually
exclusive permanent union.

What do we say to a couple who has had premaeialad intercourse? Well, they are not married, and
it may not be wise for them to become married. Rebave fallen into sin of various sorts, and that
needs to be evaluated, especially where couples len cohabiting. There are two forms of
cohabitation. Some couples make the personal canmenitbut do not go through the ceremony. They
are committed to marriage as an ordinance of Ghdt iB a permanent lifelong union. There is no way
third parties can recognize that unless they dedlaeir intent.

In America it used to be that after a certain amadfitime, if a couple stayed together long enoagt
put themselves forth as husband and wife, or i tied on their mailbox “Mr. and Mrs. Jones” rather
than “Mr. Jones and Ms. Smith,” consent could b&@wed. That is common-law marriage. Those laws
are being questioned, and some states are taleng off the books. You will counsel couples who are
cohabitating and have made a personal commitmehetessence of marriage, but there is no way we
can recognize that without a public declaratiomloés not have to be a wedding. That is a celelraiti
just has to be witnessed by two so we know wheuples stand and how to treat them in terms of the
church and in terms of society. It is very impottaien it comes to children that that authorityisture

is established so we know who is responsible feselchildren. You get the argument because of no-
fault divorce, the excessive divorce rate, andob@ple not taking the promise to lifelong union
seriously. They say that it is hypocritical. Waelbmebody said hypocrisy is vice not to virtue ama $s
granted that some people take those vows lightlydiamnot intend a lifelong union. It does not meamn
can dispense with the idea of marriage as a pembamén for it to be socially recognized. | woday

it is an ecclesially recognized union. We havertow on what basis a couple is living together. We
should seek to bring them around to public dedlamadf their basis. If they have not made a public
commitment, they are just living together. If orfélmse partners becomes a Christian, we needl to te
him or her to either force the issue and becomeietbor to break off the relationship. It is not
following God’s norm. If they are both Christiatlsen we need to persuade them what marriage is
before we take them into the church. We do not jemphem and stomp on them with both feet but find
out where they are in terms of this relationshipey have various influences that may be at work.
However, we must uphold the biblical norm. It is émr good that God has established marriage # be
covenant that is publicly registered and underst&ad the leaving establishes the idea of family
structure. A new social unit is being formed attihee of marriage. The cleaving points to the
commitment, a publicly declared commitment to axparent, sexually exclusive union.

My third point would emphasize the vocation of mage. We have already discussed the meaning of
“one flesh.” It is there in seed form in Genesia2:The marriage vocation is for the union of the
couple. That is its first purpose. Companionshifhésfirst calling of marriage. That is essentialliyat

it is for. | derive that from the beginning of Gerse2:18 where the Lord says, “It is not good fo t
man to be alone. | will make him azercorresponding to him.” That is the Hebrew word @ may
already know. In the second stanza of the hymnmi€thou fount” it says, “Here | raise my Eben-
ezer,” which is a stone of help. That is the sarmedvwor woman that is used in Genesis 2:18. Tha ide
of ezeras you can see from that reference is that ibisan assistant, let alone a menial assistard. It i
not as though God said, “It is not good for Adanbéoso busy. | will give him someone to help him
with the chores.” It has more the connotation oédscuer. God came to Israel’s rescue and Eve ctimes
Adam’s rescue in his aloneness. All of these thergsreciprocal. The leaving is also on the pathef
woman. The cleaving is also on the part of the maual the helping is also the man and the woman.
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The Westminster Confession got it right when idghiat marriage was ordained for the mutual help of
husband and wife. That is a very important phriise the mutual help of husband and wife. Genesis
2:18 has been overemphasized in the directiorttieavoman is the helper of man in the marriage
relationship. | think you have in Genesis 2 theadagm of marriage. Not all male-female relationship
may be read into this verse. It is very importéwatt tve understand the mutuality of the help that th
companionship of marriage is for so that marriaggoenpasses several purposes. | think we must say
foremost is the union of the couple in a sexuatijnplementary companionship—the design for
emotional and erotic fulfillment. That is whatstfor. The Hebrew for “corresponding to him” is
“opposite to him.” The best way to visualize itaesthink of your two hands in which they are ob\atyu
both hands. They are equal in terms of their idgas hands, but they face one another and soithare
difference within that likeness. The emphasis imé&%gs 2 is on the humanity of Eve rather than the
difference. The difference is there, of course,ibista complementary difference. She is a
complementary human being who comes to Adam ilbiseness. The narrative goes on to describe
the parade of all the animals before Adam. He nairezs all but does not find any of them to be
corresponding to him. Then God creates Eve. Whehdnd presents Eve to Adam, the first human
words on record are, “This one, at last, is bonepbones and flesh of my flesh.” The emphasis fall
on the sameness of the humanity of the woman—this bar this mutual help and companionship.

There is a good bit in the Scriptures about thetemal and erotic fulfillment that marriage is dgsed

for. | think that one place to observe it is in dri@thians 7. It is also in the book of Proverbd apveral
passages of the Old Testament. In 1 Corinthiansul lfas some important things to say about this. He
is responding to questions they have given. He, S&lgav, concerning the matters for which you wrote:
It is well for a man not to touch a woman”—this wveasuphemism for sexual intercourse. It seems that
the question they had asked was, “Is it good fiavaa to abstain from sexual intercourse?” Remember,
Paul is citing their question to him. Theoreticdlly says that that is okay but since there is sthmu
immorality (so muctporneg, each man should have his own wife and each wdmeaown husband.
The husband should fulfill his marital duty to ige and likewise the wife to her husband. This is
talking about sexual intercourse within marriagaulRencourages that reciprocal relationship. He,say
“The wife’s body does not belong to her alone, dsb to her husband. In the same way, the husband’s
body does not belong to him alone but also to fiie.WThere is absolute parity in terms of Paul's
theology of sexual intercourse. It is rather rerali& when you think of it in terms of our usual gea
that you get of Paul. It is the absolute parityt isanvolved there. So he said, “Do not deprivehea
other.” He does qualify it by saying, “except pgybdy mutual consent for a time so you may devote
yourselves to prayer, and then come together dgatrSatan may not tempt you because of your lack o
self-control. | say this as a concession, not esnamand.” The thought seems to be that we mayiabsta
from sexual intercourse for a while within marriageit Paul cautiously says, “But it has to be by
mutual consent.” One partner does not just go ofd gpiritual high and leave the other partner
frustrated. So, there must be mutual consent fone, and it has to be limited. This is not opexauh

Do not think that you can be married without sexadrcourse on an open-ended basis. It ought to be
for a particular spiritual purpose, not simply a&sthetic proving something to yourself. Ratheis tb
devote yourselves to prayer, without the distractbsexual intercourse. Paul says, “I say thia as
concession.” In essence, he is saying, “Yes, yoyadoahat, but come together again.” This points to
how central the fulfillment of sexual intercoursghin the marriage is as the most intimate pathef
companionship of husband and wife. Of course, cangpahip is more than that. The “one flesh”
relationship is more than that. But that is itsalgmoint. That is its unique unity feature thatdrggs
exclusively within marriage. Non-marital intercoers wrong because it has a uniting feature witlaout
life-uniting intent, which is God’s will for the ‘fee flesh” relationship.
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| think that the 16th Century recovered the ideaarfipanionship being the first purpose of marridige.
has taken longer for the Roman Catholic Churchdtgpaithat purpose, but in Humanae Vitae, the
famous encyclical on contraception, they do plaed how alongside procreation as the purpose of
marriage. The purpose is unity and then procrea@oanmer wanted that to be placed first in the
English prayer book. He did not get his way, betWestminster divines did make that revision and
listed as the first purpose, “the mutual help ofltand and wife.” Marriage is more than a
companionship as though it would be totally theatmn for companionship. That would give license to
self-absorption, and that is not biblical. | thitliat it is right to see marriage also as a parlmgthat

the couple now is called together to serve in thvags. First of all, they are called to procredteat is
under God’s control. To be fruitful and multiplyks blessing—His super-added blessing to the
marriage. It is under His will, but it is somethitigat normally couples long for and desire to haNet

all couples can procreate. Therefore, they oftaptoh order to have that fulfillment of the familyhe
partnership and procreation come about througlsekaal union of the couple according to God’s
design. | have to say the couple now, becauseeafahion in one flesh, are called not only to ifuthe
procreation mandate together but also the domimandate, “Be fruitful and multiply, replenish the
earth and rule over it.” That cultural mandate ¥eabring out of the creation all the rich potentiat

God has placed in it in every spiritual servicee Touple appears as partners in that dominion nianda
In the Eastern church, as a part of the weddingnaeny, there is a ceremony of the crowns. They hold
up crowns over the heads of the bride and groom.dh interesting ceremony. It symbolizes thatrAda
and Eve are the king and queen of creation. lb¥adl that dominion mandate now as a couple. On our
wedding day, we are all kings and queens and fillfiuént of what God has designed for us as the
partnership of a couple.

The couple’s partnership serves the Great Comnmisftigerves it first of all in bringing up children

the nurture and admonition of the Lord, either mldgical children or through adoption. Beyond that
especially in the New Testament, you see that timeehbecomes a center for mission activity. Think of
all the couples who open their homes for churchtmge in the New Testament. It seems just a natural
transition. Priscilla and Aquila are the prominefthose. The couples appear in Scripture in the Ne
Testament especially as involved in missions a# jogirs of the grace of life. They not only
communicate that grace to their children, but thlsp (as they have opportunity) use their homéaén t
furtherance of God’s special purposes in redemghoough fulfillment of the Great Commission. That
is a part of what it means to be “one flesh.” laiso why Paul discourages marriage outside tlle. fai
He says, “Do not be unequally yoked together withalievers.” The most important thing of our “one
flesh” relationship is our Christian identity. Whese find ourselves becoming Christians with a partn
who does not also become a Christian, Paul spatltifisays, “Do not divorce.” We will come back to
that next time, but if the unbeliever is willing lige together then do not divorce. Marriage is
meaningful. Such marriages are meaningful and S8ods purposes—particularly in procreation. The
children are holy. The believing partner is to Qrthem up in the Lord, but Paul discourages takimg
that unequal yoke in order that the full vocatiémmarriage may be fulfilled.

| have been asked whether it is adequate to sdydiz@ourages marriage with unbelievers. No, his
wording is stronger. He forbids it. The point Jeswkes about this is that this covenantal unionnsiea
that they are no longer two. They now must alwaysdgarded as a pair. A pair is something that both
parts are indispensable. You do not work withoatdther. A pair of scissors is the best illustraibd
what a pair is. In that sense, they are no longeriiut one. A pair of scissors has two parts, beyt
cannot do what scissors are supposed to do utiegsate both joined together. | think that is piuaia
the best illustration of what it means to be nglemtwo but one. They function as a couple, pddity

in the threefold vocation of procreation, dominiangd mission. It is the union in one flesh thatibegn
sexual intercourse, but it is broader than sexatarcourse. The flesh stands for our whole liveshis
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world. We are united in one flesh so that all aspetour lives are now approached as a couple. We
mutually condition one another in every aspecifefdnd the whole thing is a life in common.
Frustration comes in the marriage when parts ofif@yare exclusive as though those were my private
rooms that my partner does not have any right tereand that | do not share with her. However, the
“one flesh” is everything and now works togethere Wppear as a couple always.

The question was asked, “What is an appropriatégdeclaration of a marriage?” That depends on the
culture. Cultures do it in different ways. So whatiecultural form is recognized in a given society
would be the way to do it. In America, marriagessirhe registered with the Justice of the Peacdtor w
the marital registry of the state. Marriages capé&dormed by various persons who have the authorit
to do so by the state, but then they are registéredn be done by a pastor or by a Justice oPtee.
Different cultures do it in different ways so we awot locked into just one form of public declavatilt

is something that is socially recognized. | havartiéhe argument that Isaac took Rebekah intoehis t
and that was it so that is all you need to be redriWell, it was a socially recognized form thaswa
preceded by the arrangements that were made imamgad marriage. Everybody knew what the deal
was. To read into that and think that living togetls sufficient confuses living together with fgblic
form of recognition. In our tradition, a couple maarry themselves if there are no third partiesiado
and it is considered a marriage. On the frontrex,Reformed Presbyterians legitimized that marfiage
but they said, “When you get to where it can besteged, it should be followed through with good
social order.” But there is hardly ever a needat now, at least in this society. What makes a
marriage is the personal commitment to it. My pasnfor third parties to be able to recognize tlgati
have to tell us what it is you are doing. It isstrThe personal commitment is the key thing. Wehbtm
instruct folks about what they are committing thelmes to when they are committing to marriage.
There is no way third parties can know how to tfelis unless they tell us. And to register witle th
state is the way we do it in this environment.

There are various complications that arise. In€galthough they may have changed this), they had
very strict laws of remarriage after you divorced &ny reason. Many Christians in our circles have
divorced on biblical grounds—narrow biblical grosrdand wanted to remarry. | consulted with them
on that. They could not be legally remarried in ¢lges of the state. It is an anomaly because yonota
be married by the state, but you can register austd just living together, which is what Christian
couples were doing because they could not get etarritold them to go to the elders and make a
declaration recorded in the minutes. Then themmiguestion what the status of the couple is iretfes
of the church.

The question has been asked, “Would you encounagemarried believer who was living with
someone to marry that person, even if that perssmam unbeliever?” We must not forget the principle
of progressive revelation. There is progressivpaesibility, not that the responsibility was nateady
there, the clearer it becomes. In the New Testateaching, with progressive revelation there comes
progressive sanctification, progressive responsipdnd progressive grace. It all goes together. S
what is thinkable on the part of David, Abrahanmd dacob has now become unthinkable. If there is an
implicit commitment, you have to be aware of thahink that generally speaking, we would not
encourage a believer in a live-in situation to mam unbeliever. What if there are children? 1 do n
want to make a blanket statement either way. ktgou do have to judge in terms of the circumstance
In some cases, it may be the man who has becorheisti@ and who has led this woman into this
relationship. Then it could be very unjust for Hionsay, “Well, you are not a Christian, but | anyeB

So, you have to judge on circumstances.
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My fourth point is on family roles. You have a fdymas a structured institution, and we do not statt
from scratch in terms of role relationships. Therdirst of all, roles of the husband and wife €8k

terms denote sub-vocations within marriage by wicmhjugal responsibility is equitably distributed
between the marriage partners in view of their gelmdmplementation. This gets to be highly
controversial in our society, as you well know. Hwer, the biblical way it works out is that God has
ordained two complementary ways of bearing His iepagither of which is superior to the other. So
role relationship in marriage does not imply natscgeriority and inferiority. As we reject white
supremacy, so we reject male supremacy. The idbatisnales have the right to dominate based on the
dogma of sexual superiority. There is a uniquegeatve on marriage in that husbands and wives are
companions and partners having the same humahdying the same salvation, and serving the same
kingdom. But | would say they hold distinct officks the sake of the joint marriage enterpriseefirte

an office as “a God given responsibility with refiece to one of His ordained social institutionstfer
sake of its proper functioning.”

The text on the mutual responsibility of husbamis &ives is Ephesians 5:21 and following. It ishe
context of mutual subordination—that is, mutualedefce to one another. But even within that, tiere
a leadership role that is given to the husbandishetnbodied in the term “head” kephale This kind

of leadership goes back to what | read at the Inéggnfrom Augustine. Paul does not say, “Husbands,
rule your wives.” That is the important thing. keat he says, “Husbands love your wives.” Whatever
responsibility the man is given, he is given asfitst among equals. It is to be exercised accgrtin
Philippians 5 in sacrificial love for the well-bgf his wife to ensure her marital happiness. &ath
than the patriarchal sense of rule and dominaheeetis the rightful use of authority to serve athe
and that service is for the wife. Actually, thesaireference to this in Deuteronomy 24 where dynew
married man is excused from military and other aloservice for a whole year in order to bring
happiness to the wife he has married. She is sgblaything. He is there for her happiness. The Old
Testament, the most patriarchal part of the Samstustill gives that role to the husband to ensuee
wife’s marital happiness. | think if we understahdt the Lord uses offices to focus responsibdity

to hold the husband accountable for the overaWipron and direction of the marriage, it securesiie
wife certain freedoms, especially the freedom neagsto fulfill the uniquely feminine role of
childbearing with all of its hazards and demandstHg wife is asked in this reciprocal role relatin
Ephesians 5 to respect her husband; that is, pecekim in terms of the office that he has in oo
that kind of leadership, overall direction, andpsmn for the family. Husbands, love your wivesit P
as your top priority her marital happiness. Wivespect your husband, knowing that he has a role to
fulfill.

We should not think of stereotyping or of a paftacumodel of how this is going to work out for
individual couples. This is for the couple to wankt in terms of their gifts, opportunities, andfedh in
terms of the distribution of labor within the fagithe way things are worked out, and how the céiid
are cared for. Much has developed in recent yeavgeshave allowed folks to have that individual
liberty to flourish according to who they are asoaple. It is the idea of flexibility within a strture

that is the key to having an authentically biblicew of this that does not impinge upon the hegdsh
model and takes into account that there are egfats&an would be foolish not to consult with his evif
in terms of those decisions that affect the famigsus says to his disciples, “You are my friends,
servants. A servant does not know what his mastgoing.” A master makes his plans and tells his
servant what to do. That is not the model for nagei It is a partnership, a genuine legitimate
partnership in which everything has to be openrasgdonsibly approached. | think we are learning tha
in our generation. My sons are much better thaad in terms of understanding the authentic biblical
model for marriage, and I think that there is hopthe younger generation, frankly, in terms of
developing this. But it needs to be worked out.eadh of household responsibility is to seek the
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contribution and gifts of everyone in the househdltiat is the kind of leadership that is to be esexd
so that everyone functions according to his ordiies, abilities, and opportunities. And | thinkette is a
transfer of that into the church. If the modelloé thurch is male leadership, the male leadersigpto
to be exercised to foster the gifts of all the pessthat are in the church. It is clear that theneo are
gifted for ministry and it is the responsibility tife leadership of the church to ensure that thdteare
exercised to their fullest extent within the bodyCirist. The idea of Ephesians 5 and the role
relationship of husband and wife are complementalg/relationships that are derived from our cieati
as male and female. It should not lead us to a &fralilt of domesticity that leaves women out a th
wider parts of the dominion mandate. It is a matfdvalancing these three together for an individua
couple: how it relates to procreation (bringingl@ren in to the world), joint dominion over the #mafor
the glory of God in terms of the gifts that havebgiven, and our participation in the ongoing
commission of the church. Families are going tklIdifferent according to their different gifts and
opportunities, but if we take the full marriage &tion seriously, then our family roles should refléhe
vocation of companionship/partnership. It can lgeky different in terms of individual couples.

The other role relationship is, of course, paranis children. The biblical idea of parenthood isjnst

in the transmission of biological life. That is pithe beginning. As God uses the sexual unionef th
couple to create new life, so He ordains the fanailipe the sphere in which that new life is pragdct
and nourished. This is why non-marital parentirecps children in an extremely disadvantaged
position. This is a structural area that we neeattiend to—the great increase in intentional single
parenting. We do not want to lump all single pasdogether. Some are not single parents by choice.
Some single women in particular are heroic in tlag wa which they go about balancing their work and
the care of their children. It is the intentionahlging children into the world outside of marriatipat
almost always increases the likelihood of poveny ather aspects of their welfare being impinged
upon. We need to uphold the biblical ideal as nam@ more empirical evidence comes in that thiots n
good for children. We need to especially set ammga in the church.

The key text on parental responsibility is Deuteroy 6:4-7. | think that with respect to the social
issues, we should be very cautious about erodingehzare by getting childcare outside the homeelf w
increase the tax burden on persons who believkediree environment is really the best place to raise
children (which it certainly is in terms of all tlegidence that is there), then there is a structura
dimension that we need to be very much aware tifarmovement for tax-supported childcare. It
sounds good. It sounds like something we oughbtdodt it undermines home care, which is the most
important. It is not just for persons to be atsadivantage for taking care of their own childrethigir
home or of their extended family in home care. Edion is another issue where the parents’ righiéo
education of their children is affirmed in the Uaiigal Declaration of Human Rights. It is one ofsio
principles that is there, yet we have a very difi¢ime in America of getting justice for paremtho
want choice in terms of the schools they exposie thédren to or for parents who would prefer @i
their children be in a religious (or for us, a Ghian) environment. That is another area of strattu
reform. There is much more that needs to be exphimdierms of the social value and the familysit i
not something that we can afford to let othersraefor us. We need to be active in terms of upingldi
the biblical ideal of what the family regarding eats and children. The purpose of parental guidance
to bring children to a point where they will be @lbd make their own decisions. So there comesra poi
where either through marriage or adult age thdiild ¢s no longer under the adult authority of his
parents in terms of obedience, but rather it shiftsiore of a mutual relationship. It is then ttinet
reciprocal responsibility (showing affection andieg for parents as they grow older) takes hold.
Parents have cared for us when we were helplessuAgarents become helpless, it is our respoitgibil
to minister to them in their need.
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