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วิชา: จริยธรรมคริสเตียน
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3 CREDITS



Course Syllabus หลักสูตร



1. คำอธิบายวิชา (Course Description)

- ความหมายและขอบเขตของจริยธรรมคริสเตียน

- ความแตกต่างระหว่างจริยธรรมคริสเตียนและจริยธรรมทั่วไป

- ความสำคัญของจริยธรรมคริสเตียน และความสัมพันธ์ที่มีต่อศาสนศาสตร์คริสเตียน

- จริยธรรมคริสเตียนแบบต่างๆ 

- จริยธรรมในพระคริสตธรรมคัมภีร์ (พันธสัญญาเดิม และ พันธสัญญาใหม่)

- พื้นฐานแห่งจริยธรรมคริสเตียน - ความรัก / ความรักและกฎเกณฑ์ด้านศีลธรรม 

- ปัญหาต่างๆที่เกี่ยวกับจริยธรรม

ท ปัญหาที่เกี่ยวกับชีวิตและความตาย ได้แก่ การคุมกำเนิด การทำแท้ง การฆ่าตัวตาย การทำสงคราม การคร่าชีวตผู้อื่น การทำกรุณาวินิบาตกรรม (Euthanasia) โทษประหารชีวิต

ท ปัญหาที่เกี่ยวกับเพศ การสมรส การหย่าร้าง และครอบครัว

ท จริยธรรมที่เกี่ยวกับความซื่อสัตย์ ทรัพย์สิน แลหน้าที่ของพลเมือง



2. จุดประสงค์ และผลลัพธ์ของการเรียน (Course Objectives and Outcomes)

- เพื่อช่วยให้นักศึกษาเข้าใจความหมายและความสำคัญของจริยธรรมคริสเตียน

- เพื่อช่วยให้นักศึกษาเข้าใจว่าจริยธรรมคริสเตียน แตกต่างจากจริยธรรมหรือระบบศีลธรรมของโลกนี้อย่างไร 

- เพื่อจูงใจให้นักศึกษาดำเนินชีวิตอยู่บนหลักจริยธรรมคริสเตียน เพื่อสำแดงชีวิตที่บริสุทธิ์ และเป็นที่พอพระทัยของพระเจ้า อันเป็นแบบอย่างชีวิตที่สามารถเป็นพยานที่ดีของพระเยซูคริสต์ต่อผู้อื่น โดยเฉพาะผู้ที่ยังไม่รู้จักพระเจ้า

- เพื่อให้นักศึกษาได้ใคร่ครวญถึงปัญหาด้านศีลธรรมและจริยธรรมที่คริสตจักรเผชิญอยู่ และหาทางแก้ไขตามหลักการแห่งพระวจนะของพระเจ้าอย่างถูกต้อง



3. วิธีการเรียน-การสอน  / กิจกรรมของวิชา (Course Activities)

- การบรรยายในชั้นเรียน

- การแบ่งกลุ่มอภิปราย และแสดงความคิดเห็นเกี่ยวกับหัวข้อต่างๆด้านจริยธรรม

- การรายงานหน้าห้องของนักศึกษาเกี่ยวกับปัญหาต่างๆด้านจริยธรรม

- การทำรายงาน

- การอ่านหนังสือที่กำหนดให้



4. ข้อกำหนดเกี่ยวกับรายงาน

- รายงานกลุ่ม

นักศึกษาจะถูกแบ่งเป็นกลุ่มย่อย กลุ่มละไม่เกิน 3 คน แต่ละกลุ่มจะได้รับหัวข้อเกี่ยวกับปัญหาด้านจริยธรรม กลุ่มละ 1 หรือ 2 หัวข้อ  แต่ละกลุ่มต้องนำเสนอหัวข้อที่ตนเองได้รับมอบหมายหน้าห้อง รวมทั้งพร้อมที่จะตอบคำถามต่างๆจากชั้นเรียน  

- ต้องมีข้อพระคัมภีร์ และหลักการของคริสเตียน/หลักศาสนศาสตร์ สนับสนุนข้อสรุปของกลุ่มด้วย

- ควรคิดถึงบริบทไทย  - ในสังคมทั่วไป  มีการกระทำในเรื่องนั้นอย่างไรบ้าง  ให้ยกตัวอย่างต่างๆ

          - มักจะมีความเข้าใจผิด หรือความเชื่อที่ผิดอย่างไรบ้าง  

(ซึ่งอาจเป็นสาเหตุแห่งการกระทำที่ผิด)

          - คริสตจักรไทยมีบัญหาเรื่องนี้อย่างไรบ้าง  จะแก้ไขได้อย่างไร

- รายงานส่วนตัว

นักศึกษาแต่ละคนต้องทำรายงานคนละหนึ่งฉบับ ความยาวไม่เกิน 8 หน้า จากหัวข้อต่อไปนี้ (เลือกหนึ่งหัวข้อ) (รายงานต้องมีเชิงอรรถ และบรรณานุกรมตามมาตรฐานการทำรายงานอย่างถูกต้องและต้องพิมพ์ส่งตามกำหนด บรรณานุกรมควรมีอย่างน้อย 5 เล่ม)

จริยธรรมในพันธสัญญาเดิม

จริยธรรมในพันธสัญญาใหม่

ความสัมพันธ์ระหว่างจริยธรรมและศาสนศาสตร์

หรือหัวข้อที่เกี่ยวข้องกับจริยธรรมที่นักศึกษาสนใจ โดยต้องแจ้งและได้รับอนุมัติจากอาจารย์ผู้สอนก่อน

กำหนดส่ง	ไม่ช้ากว่าวันสุดท้ายของภาคการศึกษา



5. หัวข้อสำหรับการแบ่งกลุ่มอภิปราย

1. การทำแท้ง  (Abortion)

2. การหย่าร้างและการสมรสใหม่  (Divorce and Re-marriage)

3. การทำกรุณาวินิบาตกรรม (Mercy Killing / Euthanasia)

4. การทำกิฟท์ / เด็กหลอดแก้ว/ การทำโคลนนิ่ง/ การใช้อวัยวะเทียม (Biomedical Issues)

5. การทำสงคราม  (War)

6. การดื้อแพ่งต่อรัฐ  (Civil Disobedience)

7. การลงโทษประหารชีวิต (Capital Punishment)

8. รักร่วมเพศ   (Homosexuality)

9. สิทธิสตรี      (Women's Rights)

10. การแบ่งแยกผิว   (Race)

11. เหล้า และยาเสพติด  (Alcohol and Drugs)

12. การให้สินบนและคอรัปชั่น  (Bribery & Corruption)

13. การเป็นหนี้สิน   (Debt)



6. วิธีวัดผล  / การให้คะแนน (Course Evaluation)

- การทำรายงานกลุ่ม					50%

- การทำรายงานของนักศึกษาแต่ละคน			40%

- การมีส่วนในกลุ่มอภิปราย และเวลาในชั้นเรียน		10%
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�8. ตารางเวลาเรียน



week�Date�Content�Students involved��1�23/1/13�What is Ethics / social ethics

What types/systems of ethics are there?���2�30/1/13�Consequentialism/Teleological Ethics

Principle/Duty-based ethics 

Virtue ethics, Value ethics

Supernaturalism, Intuitionism, Subjectivism,  Emotivism���3�6/2/13�Christian Perspectives on ethics

1. Antinomianism 

2. Situation ethics���4�13/2/13�Summary

Virtue Ethics/ Wright + how to understand the authority of the Bible 

Case studies���5�20/2/13�1. Abortion

2. Marriage, Divorce, remarriage�กลุ่ม 1 + กลุ่ม 2��6�27/2/13�Gay Marriage

Arranged/forced marriage

Cohabiting���7�13/3/13�1. Euthanasia (assisted dying) 	

2. Biomedical Issues 

(includes Reproductive technologies)�กลุ่ม 3 + กลุ่ม 4��8�20/3/13�1. War

2. Resistance to Government�กลุ่ม 5 + กลุ่ม 6��9�27/3/13�1. Capital Punishment

2. Homosexual�กลุ่ม 7 + กลุ่ม 8��10�3/4/13�Gender + Other sexual issues

Human Rights

Women issues + re. leadership

Race

Child labor�กลุ่ม 9  + กลุ่ม 10��11�24/4/13�Environment/Ecology

Plagiarism

Copyright Infringement

Alcohol & Drugs

Bribery & Corruption�กลุ่ม 11  + กลุ่ม 12��12�1/5/13�Truthfulness (+censorship)

Business ethics

Debt, Poverty, Wealth & economics (plus how one gets wealthy)�กลุ่ม 13

��13�8/5/13�Leadership issues

	- Church Discipline

	- leadership failure

	- authority���14�15/5/13�SUMMARY���(no exam)



�WEEKS 1 & 2  อาทิตย์ที่ 1 + 2



INTRO คำนำ

There are so many SOCIAL ISSUES… e.g.



is pre-marital sex wrong?



is living together wrong (partner - not married)? (e.g. UK - same culture before would say yes  - now say no)  Marriage: do need to jot tabien (e.g. business couple)?



is homosexuality wrong?



is drinking alcohol wrong?



is using "petty-cash" in office to help relative who is sick wrong?



Can a Christian sue in court?



Can the majority break the law?



Wasan Soipisudh  Bangkok Post 15/12/12

'I cannot see the future for the country unless it can develop much further than at present. Thai people mostly don't understand their own duties, don't respect other people's opinions. Democracy must be engaged with rational discussion, not the dictatorship of the majority," Constitution Court president Wasan Soipisudh said in an interview with Post Today.



Wasan Soipisudh says while Thais are patriotic, many fail to grasp the bigger picture and just 'love the country' without much thought.



"In the United States, sometimes the president appoints people from the opposition party to important cabinet posts. But in Thailand, people from the opposition party are all bad, none are good. Whatever the opposition says is all wrong, while we are all correct," Mr Wasan said.



Once, when the Constitution Court chief went on a tour of various provinces, he asked people living in Pak Chong district of Nakhon Ratchasima, whether the majority could break the law. The reply was that they could. Mr Wasan then posed the question of whether the majority would be jailed if they killed someone. Pak Chong residents were stumped.



In Chaiyaphum, he asked the people whether it was possible for the majority to pass a law taxing the minority while exempting them from tax. The locals were confused for a while but reluctantly admitted this should not be the case. All these examples point to the ignorance of some Thai people about democracy, the rule of law and justice. They mistakenly believe that if they win a general election and command the majority of seats in parliament, then they can do absolutely anything they please.





Should our Christian "ethics" be imposed on the population as a whole? 

(what if you were Prime Minister…as a Christian) e.g. DIVORCE



You won't find a more apt example of an excerpt that is contradictory to an author's broader writings than this bit from C.S. Lewis' Mere Christianity:



    Before leaving the question of divorce, I should like to distinguish two things which are very often confused. The Christian conception of marriage is one: the other is quite the different question---how far Christians, if they are voters or Members of Parliament, ought to try to force their views of marriage on the rest of the community by embodying them in the divorce laws. A great many people seem to think that if you are a Christian yourself you should try to make divorce difficult for every one. I do not think that. At least I know I should be very angry if the Mohammedans tried to prevent the rest of us from drinking wine. My own view is that the Churches should frankly recognize that the majority of the British people are not Christian and, therefore, cannot be expected to live Christian lives. There ought to be two distinct kinds of marriage: one governed by the State with rules enforced on all citizens, the other governed by the church with rules enforced by her on her own members. The distinction ought to be quite sharp, so that a man knows which couples are married in a Christian sense and which are not.



This argument provoked a strong response from Lewis' friend and fellow Inkling, J.R.R. Tolkien (Lord of the Rings, The Hobbit) . Tolkien drafted a response to Lewis sometime in 1943 but never sent it. After Tolkien died, the letter was found folded up inside his copy of Lewis' "Christian Behavior,"which would be republished as part of Mere Christianity. (I've added the emphasis.)



    My dear L.,



    I have been reading your booklet 'Christian Behavior." I have never felt happy about your view of Christian "policy" with regard to divorce. ...



    [Y]ou observe that you are really committed (with the Christian Church as a whole) to the view that Christian marriage---monogamous, permanent, rigidly "faithful"---is in fact the truth about sexual behavior for all humanity: this is the only road of total health (including sex in its proper place) for all men and women. That it is dissonant with men's present sex-psychology does not disprove this, as you see: "I think it is the instinct that has gone wrong," you say. Indeed if this were not so, it would be an intolerable injustice to impose permanent monogamy even on Christians. If Christian marriage were in the last analysis "unnatural" (of the same type as say the prohibition of flesh-meat in certain monastic rules) it could only be imposed on a special "chastity-order" of the Church, not on the universal Church. No item of compulsory Christian morals is valid only for Christians. ... I do not think you can possibly support your "policy," by this argument, for by it you are giving away the very foundation of Christian marriage. The foundation is that this is the correct way of "running the human machine." Your argument reduces it merely to a way of (perhaps?) getting an extra mileage out of a few selected machines.



    The horror of the Christians with whom you disagree (the great majority of all practicing Christians) at legal divorce is in the ultimate analysis precisely that: horror at seeing good machines ruined by misuse. I could that, if you ever get a chance of alterations, you would make the point clear. Toleration of divorce---if a Christian does tolerate it---is toleration of a human abuse, which it requires special local and temporary circumstances to justify (as does the toleration of usury [unusually high interest])---if indeed either divorce or genuine usury should be tolerated at all, as a matter of expedient policy.

…

 Tolkien understood the stakes. The debate strikes at the heart of what it means to confess that the Christian faith is "true." As Tolkien wrote, no article of Christian morality is intended exclusively for Christians. Rather, the faith teaches us that submitting to the laws of our creator is the surest way to live reconciled lives with his creation. This is what we ought to mean when we say Christianity is true. We don't simply mean that it provides factually accurate information about the world or that it offers an authentic path to spiritual fulfillment for those who choose to follow it. We mean that Christianity gives an accurate accounting of the world in its fullness and that it instructs us in how we ought to relate to the world.



In writing to Lewis on these matters Tolkien would have been preaching to the choir. Which is precisely what makes this oft-quoted section of Mere Christianity so baffling. If it came from any other pen, the natural thing would be to point out that the presuppositions behind the author's analogy are faulty. The argument simply assumes that religious dogma is strictly personal and, therefore, ultimately relative. You have your practices and I have mine. In this view, religious teachings are not a true description of how to live well and justly in the world, they are just a set of suggested behaviors that followers of a religion should consider practicing. There is no necessary connection between a religious command and human flourishing. This is simply the modern view of religion: Religion consists of private devotional beliefs and (empty) public ritual.

PRIVATIZATION  SECULARIZATION





How do we deal with Deviants? e.g. Homosexuals?





THEODORE W. JENNINGS in his article, Homosexuality and the Christian Faith: A Theological Reflection” quotes Karl Barth said that the basic principle of all theology is this: “in Christian faith we have to do with the gracious God whose one and supreme intention is to justify, save and redeem humanity not on the basis of a discrimination between better and worse persons but solely on the basis of God’s own gracious election” (Jennings, 1977). In other words there is no human act or condition can itself be a hindrance to God’s overwhelming grace. This principle states that “Christian ethics” must always stand under this belief and cannot be permitted to quash God’s gracious laws, election and action in Christ in justifying the ungodly. For if this principle is violated and placed in human hands the result is self-righteousness. Therefore, neither homosexual acts, homosexual condition nor homosexual inclination be excluded from the realm of God’s gracious intentions.  The second principle is connected to the universality of God’s judgment in which the fundamental human condition is revealed as unrighteous whether as observers or violators of the Law. It means that “no “natural” human lifestyle is inherently justified or righteous –neither heterosexuality nor homosexuality, closed nor open marriages, celibacy or profligacy” (Jennings,1977).  By this statement it stands to stop all efforts on justifying legitimacy of any “lifestyle” and those who criticize homosexuality on the perspective of assumed righteousness of heterosexual marital fidelity, nor the hypocrisy to the institution of marriage which results to the claim of autonomous validity of homosexual lifestyle. The two principles clearly exhibits that no absolute difference between homosexuality and heterosexuality for both shows sinful condition of human beings.  A passage in Romans 1:26f illustrates the results when God abandoned the gentiles of their own wickedness. Paul clearly spoke  not to keep out those who perform homosexual acts from the realm of God’s grace but rather use as an example of the great need of all human beings  for God’s grace which justifies the “ungodly”.



TOTAL DEPRAVITY



OUR PERSPECTIVE AS WE STUDY ETHICS  ทรรศนะหรือมุมมองของเรา เมื่อศึกษาจริยธรรม

ลูกา 18:10 - 14

10 "มีสองคนขึ้นไปอธิษฐานในบริเวณพระวิหาร  คนหนึ่งเป็นพวกฟาริสีและคนหนึ่งเป็นพวกเก็บภาษี

11 คนฟาริสีนั้นยืนนึกในใจของตน  อธิษฐานว่า  'ข้าแต่พระเจ้า  ข้าพระองค์โมทนาขอบพระคุณของพระองค์  ที่ข้าพระองค์ไม่เหมือนคนอื่น  ซึ่งเป็นคนโลภ  คนอธรรม  และคนล่วงประเวณี  และไม่เหมือนคนเก็บภาษีคนนี้

12 ในสัปดาห์หนึ่งข้าพระองค์ถืออดอาหารสองหน  และของสารพัดซึ่งข้าพระองค์หาได้ข้าพระองค์ได้เอาสิบชักหนึ่งมาถวาย'

13 ฝ่ายคนเก็บภาษีนั้นยืนอยู่แต่ไกล  ไม่แหงนดูฟ้า  แต่ตีอกของตนว่า  'ข้าแต่พระเจ้า  ขอทรงโปรดพระเมตตาแก่ข้าพระองค์ผู้เป็นคนบาปเถิด'

14 เราบอกท่านทั้งหลายว่า  คนนี้แหละเมื่อกลับลงไปยังบ้านของตนก็นับว่าชอบธรรม  มิใช่อีกคนหนึ่งนั้น  เพราะว่าทุกคนที่ยกตัวขึ้นจะต้องถูกเหยียดลง  แต่ทุกคนที่ได้ถ่อมตัวลงจะต้องถูกยกขึ้น"

YANCEY - Prostitute - Chicago



WE ARE A HOSPITAL 

- we're all sick - we don't come as the righteous against the sinners

- BUT where’s the victory in this ?  

Gal 6:1





GRACE and JUDGEMENT always go together - co-exist

	i.e. even when we do right - we are still liable for judgement

 - (we need His grace since not accepted because of works)

God is not moved on the deeds we do, for the servant is only doing its duty.  Jesus was not talking to the Pharisees but to his own disciples teaching them that not even dutiful obedience however great it may be makes them worthy of divine acceptance. Our efforts will never obligate him to love or accept us.  Jesus said that there is no sufficient goodness in man that would require God to move in our behalf. 

What will move God? In Luke 17: 11-19 the story of the ten lepers who cried out to Jesus. Jesus healed them. Jesus emphasized that God is not moved on the deeds we do but by the hopelessness and desperation we admit as our own. God’s heart is moved until we realized that there is no reason that God will love and accept us other than the spiritual need we acknowledge. No other reason for Him to accept us yet He does. This is the nature of grace.



Means too that if I want God’s Grace (e.g. if I’m a Homosexual) I must also accept His judgement (on homosexuality)



LES MISERABLES (Victor Hugo) - grace/ law  (Jean Valjean: 

-stole a loaf 20yrs in prison, released but must report & carry papers he’s dangerous

The Priest - gives 2nd chance… bought you for God

Fantine: has to sell self as Prostitute - daughter Cosette

Inspector นายตรวจ Javert) GRACE WINS 



OUR ROLE AS SALT and LIGHT 

- we must care about issues - and to stop the decay in society

BUT how do we treat people who act in a way contrary to our code of ethics?

		-  condemnation?  Hell, fire brimstone?   with respect?



MAN OF LaMANCHA  (from Don Quixote) Miguel de Cervantes

		- MY LADY  คุณหญิง  (or ฟ้าหญิง)





Chapters 1 to 3 of notes - they should read themselves (we'll cover only some of it here)



�What is Ethics / social ethics    (Chpt 1 p.1)

ความหมายของจริยธรรม

- คำว่าจริยธรรมมาจากภาษาอังกฤษ ethics ซึ่งนำมาจากภาษากรีก Ethica หรือ Ethos แปลว่า ประเพณี หรือ ความประพฤติที่เป็นนิสัย ซึ่งเป็นที่ยอมรับในวัฒนธรรมหรือชุมชนหนึ่งใด

- (คำว่า ศีลธรรม มาจากภาษาอังกฤษว่า Moral ซึ่งนำมาจากภาษาลาติน Mores แปลว่า การปฏิบัติ หรือ การประพฤติที่เป็นที่ยอมรับของสังคมหนึ่งใด)

- จริยธรรม มาจากคำว่า "จริยะ" หมายถึง การประพฤติ และคำว่า "ธรรม" หมายถึง คุณความดี การกระทำที่ดี ที่ถูกต้อง ที่ควร ดังนั้นจริยธรรมจึงหมายถึง มาตรฐานความประพฤติที่ถือว่าเป็นความดี ความถูกต้อง และสิ่งที่ควร ซึ่งตรงข้ามกับความชั่ว ไม่ถูกต้อง และไม่ควรทำ

- จริยธรรม หมายถึง การศึกษาเกี่ยวกับความดี ความชั่วในทางศาสนาและปรัชญา

- จริยธรรม หมายถึง ความประพฤติที่ชอบธรรม อันเป็นที่ยอมรับของสังคมนั้นๆ

- จริยธรรม เกี่ยวข้องกับสิ่งที่ถูกต้อง และไม่ถูกต้องในแง่ของศีลธรรม (What is morally right and wrong - Geisler)

- จริยธรรม คือ ระบบที่กำหนดคุณค่าและหน้าที่ด้านศีลธรรม มันเกี่ยวข้องกับบุคลิกลักษณะ การกระทำ และผลลัพธ์ที่เกิดขึ้นจากการกระทำของมนุษย์ในอุดมคติ (Robertson McQuilkin)

- จริยธรรม คือ การค้นหาและกำหนดความดีสูงสุด (Summum Bonum/ Supreme Good / Greatest Good) นอกจากนั้นยัง

เป็นการวางหลักเกณฑ์การปฏิบัติของมนุษย์เพื่อบรรลุถึงเป้าหมาย คือความดีสูงสุด

อย่างไรก็ตามเนื่องจากความดียอดเยี่ยม  /ความดีสูงสุด / ความดีพร้อม /ดีรอบคอบ ของแต่ละสังคมและวัฒนธรรมอาจจะแตกต่างกันออกไป สิ่งที่ถือว่าดียอดเยี่ยม และถูกต้องสำหรับสังคมหนึ่ง อาจจะกลายเป็นสิ่งที่ไม่ดีและไม่ถูกต้องสำหรับอีกสังคม  ดังนั้นในที่นี้เราจะศึกษาถึงความดียอดเยี่ยมตามหลักของพระคริสต์ธรรมคัมภีร์เท่านั้น ซึ่งได้แก่น้ำพระทัยของพระเจ้าต่อบุตรของพระองค์ สิ่งนี้เราถือว่าเป็นหลักการและมาตรฐานของจริยธรรมคริสเตียน



ความหมายของจริยธรรมคริสเตียน

มีผู้ให้คำนิยามของจริยธรรมคริสเตียนไว้ดังนี้

- จริยธรรมคริสเตียน เกี่ยวข้องกับสิ่งที่ถูกต้อง และดีสำหรับคริสเตียน 

- จริยธรรมคริสเตียนเป็นวิชาว่าด้วยความถูกความผิด ตามที่สอนในพระคริสต์ธรรมคัมภีร์ ซึ่งกล่าวถึงที่เกิดของความถูกความผิด หลักเกณฑ์ที่ใช้วินิจฉัยความถูกผิด การปฏิบัติที่ถูกหรือผิด นอกจากนั้นจริยธรรมคริสเตียนยังใช้เหตุผลและกฎธรรมดามาประกอบการวินิจฉัยด้วย  (แอล. เอส. ดีเซอร์)   

- จริยธรรมคริสเตียน คือวิชาที่ว่าด้วยการปฏิบัติตัวของมนุษย์ โดยถือเอาพระเยซูคริสต์เป็นแบบอย่าง และเป็นมาตรฐาน" (อีมิล บรันเนอร์)

- จริยธรรมคริสเตียน เป็นระบบการตีแผ่ศีลธรรมตามที่พระเยซูสอนและตามที่พระองค์เป็นตัวอย่าง เอามาใช้กับชีวิตทุกด้านทุกมุมทุกกรณีหมด ใช้กับชีวิตของเอกชน ใช้กับสังคม และใช้ได้ ปฏิบัติได้จริงๆจังๆก็ด้วยอาศัยพลังอำนาจของพระวิญญาณ (เฮนรี่ เอช บาร์เนทท์)





�Types or systems of ethics  

ประเภท หรือ ระบบต่างๆ ของจริยธรรม



A CASE STUDY IN BRIBERY 

The Matrix of Christian Ethics: Integrating Philosophy and Moral Theology in ...

 By Patrick Nullens, Ronald T. Michener



Case Study:  กรณีศึกษา

Following a long period of unemployment, John finds a job working as a sales representative for a well-known pharmaceutical company. Enjoying his new job, John is glad finally to provide his family with some financial stability. However, after several weeks he discovers that one of his senior colleagues is engaging in bribery. Several major clients—pharmacists and hospital directors—are being given gifts and vacation trips unrelated to their work. As an accounting ploy, the bribes are declared marketing expenses and so are tax deductible. In one instance the wife of a hospital executive is given a new car. For several years this colleague has used bribes with his ma�jor clients to eliminate competitors and ensure the pharmaceuticals will be sold at full price. As the weeks pass, John realizes several other experienced colleagues are also using bribes to increase their sales figures. John is under a lot of pressure, understanding his performance will be compared with that of his corrupt colleagues. He has determined not to compromise his values by bribing his clients. But should he report the illegal practices of his colleagues to his boss? What if the boss is also guilty of the same practices? Then what? Would it not he more sensible and practical for him to keep his head down and his eyes closed to these affairs and simply prove that he can perform just as well by honest means?



Four Approaches  วิธีคิดหรือจัดการ 4 แบบ

1. ผลลัพธ์  consequences 

In practice, our chief concern tends to be about the consequences (1) of a certain act or course of action. Even when we focus on principles, our minds are drawn to future implications. If John reports the bribery, his colleagues may be punished. As a newcomer, he will be branded a whistle-blower and subjected to harassment. It may get him on the boss's good side, but at what price? And if the boss is one of the culprits as well, he will be less than delighted to discover that his new employee is a moral crusader. If fraud is practiced on a large scale, the issue may go to the managing hoard or even to court. If the press learns of it, John may be publicly stigmatized. Ultimately, it could cost him his job and prevent him from getting work elsewhere. He must think about his responsibilities as the breadwinner of his family. Should he put aside his personal convictions for the sake of his wife and children? On the other hand, his family and many others may ultimately be burdened by inflated medication prices as a result of these ongoing dishonest practices. if he addresses the problem now, he may be making a contribution toward honesty in medical practices and the long-run well-being not only of his family but also of society at large.



2. ยึดหลัก  principles

When the ethical dimension comes to the fore, we cannot help but think of the principles (2) involved. From the perspective of business ethics and trade laws, bribery is deemed an illegal practice. It entails giving secret gifts to others for which a favor is demanded in return (either explicitly or implicitly), negating the assumed neutrality of the buyer. the exchange is made based on the self-interest of the negotiating panics, rather than the interests of the representative employers. The offering of bribes also creates a context for the proliferation of lies and secret unwritten contracts. This flies in the face of the basic economic principles of mutual trust and honest competition. Such legislation was put into place for reasons of providing justice and fairness to all. Simply from the perspective of principles, the consequences for John are significant. John's duty is to report the illegal actions of his colleagues to his employer and, if necessary, to his disadvan�taged customers.



(is this the Christian way?)  e.g. Paul & having Timothy circumcised  Acts 16:3)

Nazi concentration camp - only fulfilling the law (must be a higher law)

Javert - even in the light of GRACE - he couldn’t so nay to the law… (God justifies the ungodly…)



3. คุณความดี  คุณธรรม  virtues or character  (i.e. being true to oneself) (I am a truthful person… honest person..)

From the aspect of virtues or character (3), John faces a situation that demands courage and honesty. If John has invested in personal character development throughout his life, his automatic response will be one of outrage. Ultimately, he must be faithful to his background and upbring�ing. The requirements of the law and the consequences involved are of secondary importance. It is precisely in difficult situations like this where it is important for John to maintain good character and be who he intends to be, regardless of what his colleagues, boss, or company may decide to do. With this in mind, it appears that the most virtuous route for John is simply to conduct himself honestly and not to worry about responding to the others.

Can also lead people to wrong action:

- Problem if who I think I am is a distortion:  e.g. NAZI - eliminating “the problem” (the Jew)

- I am an Honorable person - SAHA - won’t admit wrong 

(“I have Saksee” - Pon EkSuchinda + Chamlong SriMuang)

So Values are culturally determined

Christian - Rom 12:1-2



4. ค่านิยม  values 

A fourth perspective centers on values (4). John sees the problem as a con�flict of values more than as a conflict of principles. After going through a period of unemployment, John appreciates the value of having a job. Losing his job at this point would be a disaster for his family. Yet his appreciation of the value of work also creates an awareness of the value of enjoying work in the context of honest relationships. Bribery detracts from the value of work in and of itself; it elevates greed and selfish gain. And what about the value of friendship with his colleagues? Would this or should this prevent him from reporting their illegal activities? On the other hand, what if John values status and money more highly than honesty and job satisfaction? In a fairly simple manner this scenario demonstrates that we can evaluate an ethical dilemma from a number of angles and that not every angle will lead to the same conclusion. At this juncture we will only briefly consider the framework of each of these approaches, understanding that we will provide a more derailed discussion and evaluation in later chapters.' 



THAI: smooth relationships - no conflict… Not rock the boat;  e.g. ME & FERRANTI - how many miles to Heysham







Look at page 14-15 of student notes

จริยธรรมแบบยึดมั่นถือมั่น 

(PRINCIPLE /DEONTOLOGICAL Ethics)�จริยธรรมแบบมองการณ์ไกล 

(CONSEQUENTIAL/TELEOLOGICAL Ethics)�� กฎเป็นตัวกำหนดผล

 กฎเป็นพื้นฐานที่ใช้วัดการกระทำ

กฎเป็นสิ่งที่ดีไม่ว่าผลจะเป็นอย่างไร

กฎเป็นสิ่งที่ใช้วัดผลเสมอ�-   ผลเป็นตัวกำหนดกฎ

-   ผลเป็นพื้นฐานสำหรับวัดการกระทำ

-   กฎจะดีหรือไม่ขึ้นอยู่กับผลที่เกิดขึ้น

-   บางครั้งกฎถูกละเมิดได้ เพื่อหวังผล��Norman L. Geisler, Christian Ethics: Options and Issues (Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker House Book, 1989), p. 24.



CONSEQUENTIAL/TELEOLOGICAL Ethics  จริยธรรมแบบผลลัพธ์ 

The ultimate criteria for determining good and evil according to con�sequential ethics are, of course, the consequences of a deed rather than the deed itself. 

The more good consequences an act produces, the better or more right that act

People should live so as to maximise good consequences



A given deed may be considered good in one situation and bad in another, depending on the result. For example, speaking the truth is not a moral obligation in itself; its status depends on the consequences (LYING BAPTISTS). This does not mean, however, that it is acceptable to lie. However, lying is gener�ally deemed to be wrong not because of an isolated act of a lie but because persistent lying disrupts human communication and threatens our general well-being. In consequential ethics, standards or precepts by themselves do not dictate a basis for moral judgment; rather, the effects or consequences of particular acts do. Consequential ethics is also known as consequentialism or teleological ethics.



An exclusive focus on consequences to the exclusion of all else makes relative the motivations behind the deeds. So it would be possible to act in a morally correct manner while being prompted by reprehensible motives. For example, a dictator motivated by a desire for personal glory may be deemed an exemplary leader as long as the outcome is considered beneficial for his subjects. In our previous example, large-scale bribery may be justi�fied on the grounds that jobs have been saved. Furthermore, landing huge contracts even through bribery may improve the prosperity of an entire region or nation. When compared to such gain, a few million dollars spent on bribes may seem insignificant to the overall results for socicty. Positive consequences may assume precedence over particular motives or specific laws.



 Consequential ethics may be divided into at least two major tendencies: 

- hedonism (pleasure) and utilitarianism (use). 

Philosophical hedonism may he traced back as far as classical antiquity to the Epicureans. 

Broadly, hedonism is the pursuit of sensual pleasure with a view to avoiding all sense of pain. 

Hedonism states that people should maximise human pleasure.

Although it never enjoyed a large following as a system, there was a resurgence of interest during the Enlightenment, which tended to view humanity in mechano� biological terms. According to hedonism, an act is good if it creates pleasure and lessens pain and bad if it causes or increases pain. Hedonism is based purely on sensory perception of the consequences of an act. In everyday practice many people adhere to a hedonistic ethic in that they perceive life as a sum of seeking pleasurable moments and employing pain-avoidance strategies. We notice this in the struggle between the enjoyment of food and keeping fit to prevent heart disease and obesity. The fast-food market contrasts with the morass of health clubs and slimming products available. 



Another tendency in consequentialism is utilitarianism, the aim of which is to achieve the highest degree of pleasure and the lowest degree of pain, for the largest possible number of people. 

Utilitarianism states that people should maximise human welfare or well-being (which they used to call 'utility' - hence the name).

This view is commonly attributed to philosophers Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill, often considered prototypes of British moral philosophy. Utilitarianism represents a departure from the typical individual egoism at the heart of hedonism. Applying this to our case study, we would see John shifting from simply considering his personal consequences to thinking also of the social consequences of his actions. His emphasis would shift to the vast array of patients and society at large that would suffer the consequences of medication prices inflated because of the dishonest practices of his colleagues.





e.g. In Sierra Leone following a devastating civil war, the United States and Britain which intervened in the bloody conflict agreed that "peace and harmony" were more important than pursuing the culprits. (written in Bangkok Post Jan 2013).





e.g. Jean Valjean - going to court (implicating himself) to free a guy when it may mean all his workers would lose job.







SUMMARY สรุป

No type of act is inherently wrong - not even murder - it depends on the result of the act



This far-fetched example may make things clearer:



Suppose that by killing X, an entirely innocent person, we can save the lives of 10 other innocent people e.g. in a boat 10 people - 9 can survive if kill one to eat



A consequentialist would say that killing X is justified because it would result in only 1 person dying, rather than 10 people dying 



A non-consequentialist would say it is inherently wrong to murder people and refuse to kill X, even though not killing X leads to the death of 9 more people than killing X



Good points of act consequentialism ข้อดี: 

A flexible system

Act consequentialism is flexible and can take account of any set of circumstances, however exceptional.



Bad points of act consequentialism ข้อเสีย: 

Impractical for real life use

while it sounds attractive in theory, it's a very difficult system to apply to real life moral decisions because: 

every moral decision is a completely separate case that must be fully evaluated 



individuals must research the consequences of their acts before they can make an ethically sound choice 



doing such research is often impracticable, and too costly 



the time taken by such research leads to slow decision-making which may itself have bad consequences, and the bad consequences of delay may outweigh the good consequences of making a perfect decision 



Measuring and comparing the 'goodness' of consequences is very difficult

people don't agree on what should be assessed in calculating good consequences is it happiness, pleasure, satisfaction of desire or something else? 



It's hard to measure and compare the 'goodness' of those consequences how, for example, do you measure happiness? 



how do you compare a large quantity of happiness that lasts for a few minutes with a gentle satisfaction that lasts for years? 



how do you measure any 'subjective' quality? 



Choosing different time periods may produce different consequences for example, using cheap energy may produce good short-term economic results, but in the long-term it may produce bad results for global climate





The postmodern critique rightly questions the adequacy and sufficiency of our ability correctly to play out the scenarios involved in measuring such consequences. The evaluation of consequences prior to a moral act often assumes a judicious understanding of outcomes based on the twin pillars of experience and rationality. Since these pillars have lost their terra firma in the face of postmodernity, utilitarianism itself is at least subject to question.



It can be inconsistent with human rights

Consider this situation:

A billionaire needs an organ transplant. He says that if he is given the next suitable organ he will fund 1000 hip-replacements a year for 10 years. Giving him the next available organ means Mr X, who was top of the list, will die - but it also means that thousands of people will be very happy with their new hips.



Consequentialism might be used to argue that Mr X's human rights (and his and his family's happiness) should be ignored, in order to increase the overall amount of human well-being. 



Bad for society

some people argue that if everyone adopted act consequentialism it would have bad consequences for society in general 



this is because it would be difficult to predict the moral decisions that other people would make, and this would lead to great uncertainty about how they would behave 



some philosophers also think that it would lead to a collapse of mutual trust in society, as many would fear that prejudice or bias towards family or other groups would more strongly influence moral decisions than if people used general moral rules based on consequentialism 



  (is this why Christian in Thailand tend not to trust each other 

- individual Pon Brayot)





RULE UTILITARIANISM or RULE CONSEQUENTIALISM  กฎที่ตั้งบนผลลัพธ์ 

Rule consequentialism bases moral rules on their consequences. This removes many of the problems of act consequentialism (individual exercise of consequentialism)

-  takes specific moral considerations into account at the first stage and then formulates these considerations into a set of rules to he followed. The strong influence of rule utilitarianism is evident in pluralistic democratic societies. Before a legislative decision is made, moral debate takes place that focuses on the social consequences of the proposal in question. Take for example the dis�cussion surrounding the legalization of soft drugs. Some of the arguments are not about the particular health effects of the drugs themselves but about the influence the drugs will have on young people in society, or about the addictive power of a particular drug, or about the potential for its use to lead to the use of more damaging drugs. Once a discussion reaches this level arid some form of consensus is reached, legislation is introduced.  (OR stem cell research - from embryos)



Rule consequentialism teaches:

Whether acts are good or bad depends on moral rules 

Moral rules are chosen solely on the basis of their consequences



An action is morally right if and only if it does not violate the set of rules of behaviour whose general acceptance in the community would have the best consequences



So when an individual has a moral choice to make they can ask themselves if there's an appropriate rule to apply and then apply it.



The rules that should be adopted are the rules that would produce the best results if they were adopted by most people.





Good points of rule consequentialism ข้อดี

Practical and efficient

Rule consequentialism gets round the practical problems of act consequentialism because the hard work has been done in deriving the rules; 



individuals don't generally have to carry out difficult research before they can take action 



And because individuals can shortcut their moral decision-making they are much more likely to make decisions in a quick and timely way



Bad points of rule consequentialism ข้อเสีย

Less flexible



Because rule consequentialism uses general rules it doesn't always produce the best result in individual cases 



However, those in favour of it argue that it produces more good results considered over a long period than act consequentialism 



One way of dealing with this problem - and one that people use all the time in everyday life - is to apply basic rules, together with a set of variations that cover a wide range of situations. These variations are themselves derived in the same way as the general rules







PRINCIPLE /DEONTOLOGICAL Ethics  จริยธรรมแบบยึดหลัก / ยึดข้อผูกมัดหรือความรับผิดชอบ

Deontological ethics = Principle Ethics



The natural opposite of consequential ethics is principle or deontological ethics, often associated with the philosopher Immanuel Kant. The term deontological is derived from the Greek deontos, meaning "obligation." (ข้อผูกมัด   ความจำเป็น   หน้าที่   ภาระหน้าที่   ความรับผิดชอบ)  An obligation appeals to our will and demands obedience. According to principle ethics a moral act is good if it conforms to a certain principle (precept or norm), irrespective of the consequences. What is good can only be understood in light of particular laws and our unconditional obedience to them. Lying is always wrong, even if in certain cases the consequences appear beneficial. The task of ethics is thus seen as the discovery of prin�ciples with a view to applying these principles in everyday moral acts. For example, the rules we have dictating speed restrictions while driving in part relate to the principle of keeping others from harm. This principle is obeyed via obedience to a series of minor injunctions.



There are two forms of principle ethics distinguishable by the source from which we derive our norms: 



1. THEONOMOUS ethics (from Greek areas meaning "God" and nomos meaning "law") takes God to be the changeless source of all moral laws. All that is good is ultimately founded on God's will, and it is up to humans to obey God's precepts. The medieval theologian and philosopher Thomas Aquinas, the model for Roman Catholic moral theology, placed natural moral law theory alongside divine command ethics. Both, for Thomas, were based on God's universal and timeless laws. The reformer John Calvin focused primarily on Scripture, seeing the Ten Commandments as a summary of Christian ethics. The neoorthodox theologian Karl Barth presented a mod�em thconomous Protestant ethic, with the Totally Other God as his starting point. In Barth's view a Christian ethic would not attempt acceptance of or association with universal principle ethics.



2. AUTONOMOUS (INTUITIONISM) principle ethics (Greek autos means "self") is based on the concept that moral laws are not derived from God but from humanity itself. The motivation for morality lies in rationally recognizable reality, not in the metaphysical or transcendental as is the case in theonomous ethics. Humanity does not need God, for we are a law unto ourselves. A religiously based ethic cannot be universally applied because not everyone believes it, whereas autonomous principle ethics is universal by nature in that it is founded on reason. In a later chapter we will illustrate this perspective with the help of the most important philosopher of the Enlightenment, Immanuel Kant. Kant drew a unique connection between the Enlightenment dogma of freedom and the necessity of moral duty.



SUMMARY สรุป



Do the right thing.

Do it because it's the right thing to do.

Don't do wrong things.

Avoid them because they are wrong.



Under this form of ethics you can't justify an action by showing that it produced good consequences

- Some kinds of action are wrong or right in themselves, regardless of the consequences.



Deontologists live in a universe of moral rules, such as:

It is wrong to kill innocent people

It is wrong to steal

It is wrong to tell lies It is right to keep promises



So, for example, the philosopher Kant thought that it would be wrong to tell a lie in order to save a friend from a murderer.

	- but the law is to love your neighbor as self  (actually Valjean fulfilled the law)



The importance of duty

Do the right thing because it is the right thing to do.

Kant thought that the only good reason for doing the right thing was because of duty - if you had some other reason (perhaps you didn't commit murder because you were too scared, not because it was your duty not to) then that you would not have acted in a morally good way.

		- so doesn’t matter if you feel like it or not - it’s still your duty to do it





KANT 's CATEGORICAL IMPERATIVE  ความจำเป็นเด็ดขาดของคานท



A. ACT ONLY ON THAT MAXIM WHEREBY THOU CANST AT THE SAME TIME WILL THAT IT SHOULD BECOME A UNIVERSAL LAW.”

B. “MAN AND ANY RATIONAL BEING (e.g. GOD, angels) EXISTS AS AN END IN HIMSELF, NOT MERELY AS A MEANS TO BE   (translate together)



A. THE NEED FOR MORAL RULES TO BE UNIVERSALISABLE



What is good?

something good must be good in whatever context it may be found.

i.e. a rule that is true in all circumstances



Always act in such a way that you can also will that the maxim of your action should become a universal law.



To put this more simply:



Always act in such a way that you would be willing for it to become a general law that everyone else should do the same in the same situation.



This means at least two things:



if you aren't willing for the ethical rule you claim to be following to be applied equally to everyone - including you - then that rule is not a valid moral rule. 



I can't claim that something is a valid moral rule and make an exception to it for myself and my family and friends.



So, for example, if I wonder whether I should break a promise, I can test whether this is right by asking myself whether I would want there to be a universal rule that says 'it's OK to break promises'.



Since I don't want there to be a rule that lets people break promises they make to me, I can conclude that it would be wrong for me to break the promise I have made.



if the ethical rule you claim to be following cannot logically be made a universal rule, then it is not a valid moral rule.



So, for example, if I were thinking philosophically I might realise that a universal rule that 'it's OK to break promises in order to get one's own way', would mean that no-one would ever believe another person's promise and so all promises would lose their value. Since the existence of promises in society requires the acceptance of their value, the practice of promising would effectively cease to exist. It would no longer be possible to 'break' a promise, let alone get one's own way by doing so.



B. MORAL RULES MUST RESPECT HUMAN BEINGS



Kant thought that all human beings should be treated as free and equal members of a shared moral community, and the second version of the categorical imperative reflects this by emphasising the importance of treating people properly. It also acknowledges the relevance of intention in morality.



Act so that you treat humanity, both in your own person and in that of another, always as an end and never merely as a means.



...man and, in general, every rational being exists as an end in himself and not merely as a means to be arbitrarily used by this or that will. In all his actions, whether they are directed to himself or to other rational beings, he must always be regarded at the same time as an end...



Kant is saying that people should always be treated as valuable - as an end in themselves - and should not just be used in order to achieve something else. They should not be tricked, manipulated or bullied into doing things.



This resonates strongly with disapproving comments such as "he's just using her", and it underpins the idea that "the end can never justify the means".



Here are three examples of treating people as means and not ends:



treating a person as if they were an inanimate object 

coercing a person to get what you want 

deceiving a person to get what you want



e.g. 

Using People as Mere Means

.. Medical experiments in which the protocol requires that some patients receive placebos.

.. Lying to voters to get power to act contrary to the good of the people.

.. Experiments on prisoners without some advantage to them.



Kant doesn't want to say that people can't be used at all; it may be fine to use a person as long as they are also being treated as an end in themselves.



Kant’s Examples: # 1

A man reduced to despair contemplates suicide: 

Is suicide universalizable? No!

Does it treat oneself as a means or as an end? As a means.

Therefore, the categorical imperative dictates that suicide is morally wrong.



Kant’s Examples: # 2

A man in need of money thinks about borrowing money and realizes he will have to promise to repay it even though he knows he cannot.

Is such behavior universalizable?

Would he be using the person as a means or as an end?



Kant’s Examples: # 3

A person has a talent which he could develop to benefit himself and others, but he prefers not to work to improve the talent.

Is such behavior universalizable?

Would he be using himself as a means or as an end?



Kant’s Examples: # 4

A prosperous person is asked for charitable help. He considers not helping.

Is such behavior universalizable?

Would he be using the person as a means or as an end?



Good points of duty-based ethics  ข้อดี



emphasises the value of every human 

being Duty-based ethical systems tend to focus on giving equal respect to all human beings.



This provides a basis for human rights - it forces due regard to be given to the interests of a single person even when those are at odds with the interests of a larger group.



says some acts are always wrong 

Kantian duty-based ethics says that some things should never be done, no matter what good consequences they produce. This seems to reflect the way some human beings think.



Rossian duty-based ethics modified this to allow various duties to be balanced, which, it could be argued, is an even better fit to the way we think.



provides 'certainty' 

Consequentialist ethical theories bring a degree of uncertainty to ethical decision-making, in that no-one can be certain about what consequences will result from a particular action, because the future is unpredictable.



Duty-based ethics don't suffer from this problem because they are concerned with the action itself - if an action is a right action, then a person should do it, if it's a wrong action they shouldn't do it - and providing there is a clear set of moral rules to follow then a person faced with a moral choice should be able to take decisions with reasonable certainty.



Of course things aren't that clear cut. Sometimes consequentialist theories can provide a fair degree of certainty, if the consequences are easily predictable.



Furthermore, rule-based consequentialism provides people with a set of rules that enable them to take moral decisions based on the sort of act they are contemplating.



deals with intentions and motives 

Consequentialist theories don't pay direct attention to whether an act is carried out with good or bad intentions.

If a person didn't intend to do a particular wrong act - it was an accident perhaps - then from a deontological point of view we might think that they hadn't done anything deserving of criticism. This seems to fit with ordinary thinking about ethical issues.

e.g. if someone was caught trafficking because he helped someone carrying their bag  - but he didn’t know



Bad points of duty-based ethics  ข้อเสีย



absolutist 

Duty-based ethics sets absolute rules. The only way of dealing with cases that don't seem to fit is to build a list of exceptions to the rule.



allows acts that make the world a less good place 

Because duty-based ethics is not interested in the results it can lead to courses of action that produce a reduction in the overall happiness of the world.  (e.g. Singaporeans [fine city] rated as lowest happy)



Most people would find this didn't fit with their overall idea of ethics:

...it is hard to believe that it could ever be a duty deliberately to produce less good when we could produce more... A C Ewing, The Definition of Good, 1947



hard to reconcile conflicting duties 

Duty-based ethics doesn't deal well with the cases where duties are in conflict.

	- e.g. duty to family or to honesty at work (re. Petty cash)





VIRTUE Ethics จริยธรรมแบบคุณธรรม 

The two models discussed above focus primarily on moral acts (prin�ciple ethics) and their consequences (consequential ethics). Virtue ethics centers on the person performing the act, the moral subject. It is from this focus that virtue ethics derives its alternate name: character ethics. In contrast to the above two ethical systems, the focus here is not on concrete decisions but on who we are before we make moral decisions.

- it looks at the virtue or moral character of the person carrying out an action

- rather than at ethical duties and rules, or the consequences of particular actions.

- A right act is the action a virtuous person would do in the same circumstances.



This suggests that the way to build a good society is to help its members to be good people, rather than to use laws and punishments to prevent or deter bad actions.



The English word virtue is derived from the Latin virtus. This term originally referred to manliness (ชายแท้). Put in somewhat sexist terms, a virtue was what made a man a "real man?' Later the term rook on the wider meaning of "excellence and "competence?' Etymologically and historically, virtue was linked to specific goals a human being would try to attain. Virtue was seen as the equivalent of noble and admirable character traits worth emulating. If we had the virtue of generosity, we would spontaneously respond gener�ously when a need arose. The given act of generosity was not motivated by obedience to a precept or by consequences; the person was simply acting according to character. In this sense virtue ethics can be tied to the concept of self-realization of human potential.



Three questions as being at the heart of moral thinking:

Who am I? 

Who ought I to become? 

How ought I to get there?



Virtue ethics is deeply rooted in classical antiquity and was generally accepted by Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics. The heroic values of old military Greece were gradually superseded by the more refined virtues of Athenian urban democracy'. Socrates in particular raised the deeper question of the necessity and usefulness of a virtuous life. His primary concern was in com�ing up with the right definition. Plato then developed this definition into a world of ideas deemed more real than the temporal reality around us. Virtue ethics reached its prime with Plato's student Aristotle. According to Aristotle virtue is not as much about theoretical contemplation of the good as it is about living according to practical wisdom—doing what is proportionately right in every situation. By leading a virtuous life, a person can achieve the goal of happiness.



The traditional list of cardinal virtues was:

Prudence  ความรอบคอบ

Justice  ความยุติธรรม

Fortitude / Bravery  ความแข็งแกร่ง  กล้าหาญ 

Temperance  การควบคุมอารมณ์

(N.B. not humility)



This theme of virtue was also adopted into Christian ethics. The New testament virtues of faith, hope, and love were integrated into the classical doctrine of virtue. Thomas Aquinas was an important proponent of this Christianized form of virtue ethics.

Christian Virtues… what are they? 

- N.T. Wright: Three virtues (faith, hope, and love), nine varieties of fruit, and one body 

1โครินธ์ 13:13 และบัดนี้ ทั้งสามสิ่งนี้ยังดำรงอยู่ คือความเชื่อ ความหวัง และความรัก แต่ความรักนั้นใหญ่ที่สุดในสามสิ่งนี้ And now these three remain: faith, hope and love. But the greatest of these is love.



กาลาเทีย 5:22 - 23 ส่วนผลของพระวิญญาณนั้น คือความรัก ความยินดี สันติสุข ความอดทน ความกรุณา ความดี ความซื่อสัตย์ ความสุภาพอ่อนโยน การรู้จักบังคับตน เรื่องอย่างนี้ไม่มีธรรมบัญญัติห้ามไว้เลย But the fruit of the Spirit is love, joy, peace, patience, kindness, goodness, faithfulness, gentleness and self-control. Against such things there is no law.





SO:

if we do what God wants only because of LAW or command (e.g. going to church, or giving - God loves a cheerful giver 2Cor 9:7) - but not from the heart/character… then still need more snctification  e.g. return money (or goods not checked out at Macro) or look at Pornography 

What comes first - Law or heart/(response to grace)?   E.g. should we demand members come on time?





How then is virtue formed   การพัฒนาคุณธรรม:  



N.T. Wright Virtue Reborn  - ill. Of pilot landing plane (automatic because of exercise) - 

- through exercise of the right - habits



Virtue ethics is enjoying a renewed popularity among Christian thinkers today. Theologian Stanley Hauerwas has introduced an ethic of Christian character as an alternative to the theonomous principle ethic. Consistent with virtue ethics, he maintains that what matters most is not what you ought to do but who you are. Christian character is developed in the context of a community within which the authority of Scripture is embraced and applied.



Good points of virtue ethics ข้อดี

It centres ethics on the person and what it means to be human 

It includes the whole of a person's life



Bad points of virtue ethics (for society as whole)   ข้อเสีย

it doesn't provide clear guidance on what to do in moral dilemmas 

although it does provide general guidance on how to be a good person 

presumably a totally virtuous person would know what to do and we could consider them a suitable role model to guide us 

there is no general agreement on what the virtues are 

This poses a problem, since lists of virtues from different times in history and different societies show significant differences.

Any list of virtues will be relative to the culture in which it is being drawn up.

(except Christian Virtues)





VALUE ETHICS AND PERSONALISM จริยธรรมแบบค่านิยม 

Philosopher Max Scheler (1874-1928) was perhaps the most impor�tant contemporary proponent of value ethics. His ethic of the heart was an extension of the tradition of Augustine and Blake Pascal. To the impover�ishment of Protestant ethical reflection, value ethics has remained relatively unknown. The primary focus of value ethics is not on moral decisions, as with virtue ethics, but on our moral being. The essence of morality is not found in laws and obligations or in obedience and rationality but in the perception of values. Through our values we judge some things important and other things superfluous. Values give direction to our lives, includ�ing how we view family, culture, friendships, work, beauty, and freedom. A precept tells us what we must do; a value indicates what we cherish. Ethicist Ian Barbour defines a value as "a general characteristic of an object or state of affairs that a person views with favor, believes is beneficial, and is disposed to act to promote."' William Schweicker defines a value as 'the quality of being good, important or of human concern, or an entity which possesses this quality deserving of care. A European values study has identified the most important values in Europe as responsibility, good manners, tolerance, and hard work." For many Europeans greater importance is ascribed to these values than to money, material possessions, or independence. This same study has also revealed that money is not seen as the means to happiness. Instead, what people desire the most are good health. positive friendships, and a decent marriage.



WE NEED CHRISTIAN VALUES… what pleases God



COGNITIVE EFFECTIVE EVALUATIVE    Dimensions of Culture มิติของวัฒนธรรม

�EMBED MSDraw   \* MERGEFORMAT���

Cognitive, affective and evaluative dimensions.

 มิติแห่ง ความคิด  ความรู้สึก   การประเมิน   Hiebert



A value is not so much thought as it is experienced within a particular context. Heidegger insightfully argued that we cannot objectify ourselves to get at the notion of being. As John Caputo explains, "As soon as we come to be we find that we are already there.... We can never get behind ourselves and see ourselves come into being, or we can never get out of our skin and look down on ourselves from above.... We are in truth shaped by the presuppositions we inherit.  In a similar sense, value ethics is primar�ily anthropological, seeking to gain insight into the inner perceptions and presuppositions of the individual. Values are primarily, directive. That is, they form an essential part of our upbringing, passed on from generation to generation. Value ethics allows for emotion and the various complexities out of which we make our moral choices.



Personalism belongs to the tradition of value ethics as well. Flue the prime focus is on the absolute value of the other, our neighbor. This value is more than a principle or a precept. It is a direct ethical appeal that precedes the rational. Emmanuel Lcvinas spoke of the radical otherness of the one I encounter. The face of the other is before me, prompting me to act morally. It is not simply the "I" that is central, but the irreducible value of my fellow human being. Catholic moral theologian Roger Burggraeve reasons along similar lines in his formulation of a Christian ethic of charity and care for the poor. The "radical social care" he advocates is not based on duties, utilitarian motives, or Christian virtues, but based on a direct appeal from a human being in need." It is evident that there may be various overlaps and intersections among these approaches. By way of example, we suggest that a value of charity toward others stems from virtues bestowed by the Holy Spirit into the life of the believer.



In Thailand ?  smooth relationships,  family,  face  (looking right externally)







CASE STUDY 1   Elusive Justice   CAN HAVE DO IN GROUPS

Bill looked at the police officer with uncertainty and frustration. The officer had asked him for 200,000 rupiahs for the return of his driver's license. It was Bill's twelfth weekly visit to the headquarters since the license had been confiscated, and his resentment rose as he faced the possibility of yet another wasted week clouded with uncertainty and unpleasantness, unable to use his car. Must he sacrifice his principles in order to resolve the matter?

The problem began when Bill had returned from a missionary assignment out of town. He was coming into Bandung, West Java, along the main highway from Cirebon, the same road on which he had left the city two days before. The chaotic congestion was about normal in this heavily populated part of town. Animals, trishaws, and people were weaving their way in and out among the motorized traffic that crawled along the road toward the urban open market. For some time Bill had been caught behind a slow-moving, over�crowded bus, and there was little chance of getting past it, even when it stopped to allow passengers to alight.

Suddenly Bill was jolted to attention when something hit the side of the car. Before he knew what had happened, he caught sight of a policeman approaching the car and shaking his fist. By the time the officer had picked up his baton from the street, Bill was out of the car and prepared for the worst. Fellow missionaries had warned him never to tangle with the police. In fact, it was missionary policy not to call the police, even in the case of a house burglary. Experience had shown that it was cheaper to sustain the losses of robbery than to bear the frustration of red tape and loss of further property taken to headquarters to test for fingerprints.

Bill did not have to wait long to find out what he had done wrong. For several hundred yards approaching the market area, the highway became a one-way street. Buses and other public vehicles were permitted to use it in both directions, but private vehicles had to detour around back streets and rejoin the highway several blocks beyond the market. Bill pleaded that he had seen no sign and had simply followed the bus. The officer walked Bill back twenty yards and pointed out to him a small, mud-spattered sign obscured by a large parked truck. This did not seem to concern the officer at all. There was a law and a sign—and Bill was guilty.

Officer Somojo escorted Bill to the local police post in the market. Five other officers materialized from the stalls in the market, so Somojo began to explain how very embarrassing it was for him to have to prosecute a foreigner, and how he regretted that Bill had put him in this difficult position. After some time, Somojo suggested that the whole thing might be smoothed over quietly and without further awkwardness if Bill would pay a token fine of 2,000 rupiahs ($1.20) on the spot. Bill had been expecting just such a request. Without even asking if it was a formal, legitimate fine for which a receipt would be given, Bill quickly protested that although he might be technically guilty, Indonesian law had a system of justice and courts where such matters were to be settled. He would go through proper channels and requested to be allowed to do so. The officer scowled and told Bill that he would have to hold his driver's license until the case was settled. Bill could come to the police headquarters the following week to get it back Since no receipt was issued for the license, Bill secretly feared that he would never see it again.

The following week, Bill went to the appointed office, only to be informed that the license had been sent to another department on the other side of the city. After a slow trip by trishaw, Bill finally found his way to the other office. The policeman in charge had a record of Bill's offense and said Bill could talk to the captain who would probably be prepared to settle the issue for 4,000 rupiahs. Bill suspected dishonesty and requested an official receipt for the money. The man just smiled. Bill told the policeman that he had come to Indonesia to build efficiency, justice, and a high standard of morality in the country. He would prefer to go through official channels. At that, he was told to return in a week's time. So week followed weary week, with hours wasted in travel and more hours spent waiting in offices. Each time the amount requested for settlement rose higher.

Bill worried about what he should do. He didn't want to be a troublemaker, but as a missionary he had to take a stand for honesty. His Christian witness depended on it. His whole upbringing as the son of an evangelical pastor had been one of strict integrity, and he had managed, so far, to maintain this standard in previous encounters with immigration officers and postal clerks. Yet, while he felt he had done the right thing, he still felt uneasy, for he knew full well that government officials were so poorly paid that they had to make at least double their official salaries on the side if they were to feed and clothe their families. The whole system was unjust, and he was caught in it. Bill talked to some other missionaries. They just laughed and said, "Let us know how you get on!"

Now it was the twelfth week, and he still did not have his license. More�over, the amount being asked to settle the case had risen to 200,000 rupiahs (U.S. $120). Should he pay the official and end the case? Or should he appeal to a higher-level officer in hopes of a just settlement? Bill looked at the officer and said ..2



Responses to the Case Study

As I have presented this case study to Christians from various countries, most felt that "Bill" should have paid the bribe or fine in the first place. Others, including Indonesians, Filipinos and a few North Americans, thought "Bill" should stand firm.

Of the minority who said Bill should refuse to pay, the Americans appealed to a moral principle: "Bribery is always wrong." The Filipinos explained that the only way for Christians to escape the straitjacket of corruption is for them, as a community, to become known as people who never compromise in such matters, no matter how trivial the situation. Some Indonesians suggested that because of his role as a Westerner and a missionary Bill should not pay. But of course Indonesian Christians would just pay; they would have no choice.

The majority from all nationalities felt that in this situation the money should have been paid in the first place. Various reasons were given in justification: (1) The situation involves a conflict of values—the values to be gained by paying are greater than the values lost by compromise. (2) Since the police are paid so poorly, the money should be thought of as a tip for services rendered rather than a bribe. (3) Bribery is an accepted mechanism for legal transactions in this context. Westerners have no right to impose their own legal norms on a context in which small-scale bribery has almost the status of customary law. (4) Corruption should be fought, but you must choose your enemy. If you refuse to compromise at such a trivial level, you will waste all your time struggling with the victims of the system and have no time to address the real villains—the structures of the system and those who enforce them at a high level. (5) Unless Bill has friends in high places he has no choice. He must pay and should be considered a victim of petty extortion, not a criminal.





EXAMINE WHAT TYPE OF ETHICS ARE BEING UTILIZED BY THE DIFFERENT ANSWERS





CASE STUDY 2

You are in charge of a church's mission efforts in a developing nation. Your church has assembled a large and expensive shipment of medical supplies for a Christian medical clinic in this developing country. But the shipment is stuck on the dock because a government official has insisted on a bribe before releasing the cargo. All attempts to pull strings in order to release the cargo have failed. Do you pay the bribe?



WHERE DO ETHICS COME FROM? จริยธรรมมาจากไหน?



Philosophers have several answers to this question:



    1. God and religion (SUPERNATURALISM)  พระเจ้า หรือ ศาสนา

- makes ethics inseparable from religion. It teaches that the only source of moral rules is God

PROBLEM:

	Different religions teach different things

	Even same religion (e.g. Christian) - but different interpretations (or Muslim interpretations)



    2. Human conscience  มโนธรรของมมนุษย์  and intuition (INTUITIONISM)  การรู้โดยสัญชาตญาณ

Intuitionists think that goodness or badness can be detected by adults - they say that human beings have an intuitive moral sense that enables them to detect real moral truths.



They think that basic moral truths of what is good and bad are self-evident to a person who directs their mind towards moral issues.

We therefore should have a sense of Moral-Duty ((Deontological)



There are real objective moral truths that are independent of human beings

(like Plato’s Forms - SALTY WHITE)

If I am asked, What is good? my answer is that good is good, and that is the end of the matter. 

Good is a simple notion, just as yellow is a simple notion; that, just as you cannot, by any manner of means, explain to anyone who does not already know it, what yellow is, so you cannot explain what good is. 



Or to put it at its simplest: 'Good' means 'good' and that's all there is to say about it.



Human beings can discover these truths by using their minds in a particular, intuitive way.





ข้อคัดค้าน  BUT some Philosophers object to intuitionism because they say everything is SUBJECTIVE:

they don't think that objective moral truths exist they don't think that there is a process of moral intuition there's no way for a person to distinguish between something actually being right and it merely seeming right to that person if intuitionism worked properly, everyone would come to the same moral conclusions, but they don't

- just as “what is beautiful?” e.g. in a woman (yet there are some common factors)

	- SUBJECTIVISM  ขึ้นอยู่กับเกจิตใจของตัวบุคคล

How does the intuitionist get from the subjective to the objective? 



Seeming right may not be the same as being right



People reach different ethical conclusions

If there are real objective moral truths, then they are presumably the same for everyone. Yet different people come to different conclusions faced with the same ethical problems.

	

Man’s conscience has been seared

	and it is deveopled according to our family/society/culture/training…

		therefore subjective and culturally determined 

- some can think to kill is good (or cheat, or snitch…)



This leads to a PROBLEM:

How can we blame people if moral truths are always subjective?

If moral statements have no objective truth (i.e. only subjective), then how can we blame people for behaving in a way that 'is wrong',

e.g.. if "murder is wrong" has no objective truth, then how can we justify punishing people for murder? 

One answer is that we can justify punishment for murder on the basis of the objective truth that most normal people in society disapprove of murder. If we do this, we should not pretend that our justification is based on anything other than the majority view.

				e.g. OR man suffocates invalid wife - who is suffering  

(or son his mother - Uncle Al)

- are we able to make it relative or is murder always absolute?

IS THERE A VALID INTUITION of an absolute in this?

    3. Rational (rather than Intuition on an absolute) analysis of actions and their effects  เหตุผล

   	A desire for the best for people in each unique situation

Consequentialism teaches that people should do whatever produces the greatest amount of good consequences.

One famous way of putting this is 'the greatest good for the greatest number of people'.



PROBLEM:

    it can lead to the conclusion that some quite dreadful acts are good

    predicting and evaluating the consequences of actions is often very difficult

    Situational ethics (so lying could be right in some situations… lying Baptists)



    4. Political power (imposed)  อำนาจทางการเหมือง

PROBLEM:

Can be distorted - e.g. Nazi regime  (those tried after WW2 re. Holocaust… I was only doing my duty - it was “legal”. Surely there must be a higher authority…)



    5.  Emotivism เกี่ยวกับอารมณ์

By expressing the speaker's feelings about a moral issue moral statements may influence another person's thoughts and conduct

e.g. someone speaking out on Women’s right (to abortion)

	- same “emotivism” is charged by pro-choice against pro-lifer’s (when they use pictures etc.)



Emotivism makes it clear that each is trying to persuade the other to adopt their attitude and follow their recommendations as to how to behave, rather than giving information that might be true or false.

e.g. a food may be good - but if elder brother shows squimish look then younger will not eat it



Emotivism pays close attention to the way in which people use language and acknowledges that a moral judgement expresses the attitude that a person takes on a particular issue. It's like shouting "hurray", or pulling a face and going "ugh".







�WEEK 3



จริยธรรมคริสเตียน

CHRISTIAN CONSIDERATIONS   จริยธรรมตามการพิจารณาของคริสเตียน



1. Christian Ethics Is Based on God's Will 

Christian ethics is a form of the divine-command position. An ethical duty is something we ought to do. It is a divine prescription. 

 

2. Christian Ethics Is Absolute 

Since God's moral character does not change (Mal. 3:6; James 1:17), it follows that moral obligations flowing from his nature are absolute. 



3. Christian Ethics Is Based on God's Revelation 

Christian ethics is based on God's commands, the revelation of which is both general (Rom. 1:19-20; 2:12-15) and special (2:18; 3:2). God has revealed himself both in nature (Ps. 19:1-6) and in Scripture (19:7-14). General revelation contains God's commands for all people. Special revelation declares his will for believers. But in either case, the basis of human ethical responsibility is divine revelation. 



4. Christian Ethics Is Prescriptive 

Since moral rightness is prescribed by a moral God, it is prescriptive. For there is no moral law without a moral Lawgiver; there is no moral legislation without a moral Legislator. So Christian ethics by its very nature is prescriptive, not descriptive. Ethics deals with what ought to be, not with what is. Christians do not find their ethical duties in the standard of Christians but in the standard for Christians—the Bible. From a Christian point of view, a purely descriptive ethic is no ethic at all. De-scribing human behavior is the task of sociology. But prescribing human behavior is the province of morality. The attempt to derive morals from mores is, as we have already noted, the "is-ought" fallacy. What people actually do is not the basis for what they ought to do. If it were, then people ought to lie, cheat, steal, and murder, since these things are done all the time. 



Consequential or Deontological (or principle )?  ผลลัพธ์ หรือ  ยึดหลัก 



5. Christian Ethics is basically Deontological (DUTY or PRINCIPLE)

e.g. Someone tries to rescue a drowning person but fails (or even dies trying e.g. Dawson Trottman)…

According to one form of teleological ethic, this was not a good act because it did not have good results. Since the results determine the goodness of the act, and the results were not good, then it follows that the attempted rescue was not a good act. 



By contrast, the Christian ethic is deontological and insists that even some acts that fail are good. Christians believe, for example, that it is better to have loved and to have lost (ie. The person didn’t respond to the love) than not to have loved at all. Christians believe that the cross was not a failure simply because only some will be saved. It was sufficient for all even if it is efficient only for those who believe. The Christian ethic insists that it is good to work against racism, even if one fails (or against dishonesty; or take advantage of widows; justice in society; children being exploited; women being exploited  ขูดรีด  เอารัดเอาเปรียบ or abused การกระทำทารุณ). This is so because moral actions that reflect God's nature are good whether they are successful or not. 



What about Ajarn? In Hong Kong - gave liver

What about missionary from Servants… gave radio etc… 

- based on Sermon on Mount



6. Christian ethics does not neglect results (consequences)

Simply because results do not determine what is right does not mean that it is not right to consider results. Indeed, results of actions are important in Christian ethics. 

e.g. Drivers need to estimate the possible consequence of their speed in relation to other objects. 

e.g. Speakers are responsible for calculating the possible effects of their words on others. 

But there is an important difference between the deontological use of results and a teleological use of them. In Christian ethics these results are all calculated within rules or norms. 

That is, no anticipated result as such can be used as a justification for breaking any God-given moral law. 

Utilitarians, on the other hand, use anticipated results to break moral rules.

e.g. while Christian ethics allows for inoculation for disease, it does not allow for infanticide to purify the genetic stock of the human race; 

in this case the end result is used to justify the use of an evil means. The end may justify the use of good means

- but it does not justify the use of any means (evil ones). 





2 options Not Open for the Christian: ANTINOMIANISM  + SITUATIONISM



ANTINOMIANISM  กลุ่มคัดค้านกฎเกณฑ์

	คำนำ

It is often an assumption of Consequentialists



Antinomianism, which literally means "against/instead of law," holds that there are no binding moral laws, that everything is relative. 

Heraclitus said, "No man steps into the same river twice, for fresh waters are ever upon him." Everything in the world, he believed, is in a constant state of flux (also Buddhist idea). 

Although the medieval Western world was dominated by a Christian point of view, it still generated several strains of thought that contributed to antinomianism. Peter Abelard argued that an act is right if it is done with good intention and wrong if done with bad intention. Hence, some acts that seem bad are really good. For example, someone who accidentally kills another is not morally culpable. Neither is giving money to the poor a good act if it is done for the wrong motives (e.g., to be praised by others). This being the case, it would seem that the rightness or wrongness of an act is relative to a person's intentions. 



Kierkegaard (d. 1855) is the father of modern existentialism. Although he was a Christian thinker, many believe that he opened the door for antinomianism by claiming that our highest duty goes beyond moral law. Kierkegaard earnestly believed the moral law, which says, "Thou shalt not kill"; yet he also believed that God told Abraham to kill his son Isaac (Gen. 22). He believed there was no moral reason or justification for such an act, but that it was necessary in this case to transcend the ethical by "a leap of faith:' 



Evolutionism. After Darwin (d. 1882), men like Herbert Spencer (d. 1903) expanded evolution into a cosmic theory. Others, such as T. H. Huxley (d. 1895) and Julian Huxley (d. 1975), worked out an evolutionary ethic. The central tenet is that whatever aids the evolutionary process is right and whatever hinders it is wrong.



Nihilism. The famous German atheist Friedrich Nietzsche (d. 1900) said, "God is dead and we have killed him." When God died, all objective values died with him?. The Russian novelist Fyodor Dostoyevsky (d. 1881) noted correctly that if God is dead, then anything goes.



Emotive. How can it be wrong when it feels so right





BASIC BELIEFS OF ANTINOMIANS หลักข้อเชื่อ

Antinomians are without moral law

In an absolute (แบบเเด็ดขาด) sense, they are without any moral law whatsoever, though few claim to hold this view. 

Limited (แบบจำกัด) antinomianism is more widely held. This is a form of ethical relativism that denies any objective, absolute, or God-given laws. It does not deny all moral laws, but it does deny all laws anyone might impose on others. 



1. There Are No God-Given Moral Laws 

- because don’t believe in God

2. There Are No Objective Moral Laws 

Most antinomians do not deny that persons can choose to live by some moral standards. They simply refuse to accept that these are more than the subjective choices of the individual. Whatever moral laws there may be are relative to individuals who choose to live by them. There are no objective moral laws binding on all human beings. 

3. There Are No Timeless Moral Laws



POSITIVE CONTRIBUTIONS of Antinomianism  ข้อดี

1. It Stresses Individual Responsibility 

i.e. not because God says it - but because of the individual

2. It Recognizes an Emotive Element 

Some antinomians rightfully point to an emotive dimension in much of what passes for moral prescription (e.g. dress code, wearing make-up etc.). 

Not all alleged imperatives are really prescriptive; some are merely emotive. We often couch our own personal feelings in the more powerful language of divine injunctions. The antinomians can be thanked for helping us to be conscious of such abuses. 



3. It Stresses the Finite Dimensions of Ethics 

Absolutists often overstate their case, acting as though they have an absolute understanding of absolutes. Antinomians make a contribution to ethics by stressing the relative dimension. Finite humanity does not have an infinite understanding of the infinite. Paul said, "Now I know in part" (1 Cor. 13:12). The basic ethical principles are absolute, but our human perspective on them is less than absolute. In pointing to our changing understanding of God's unchanging moral law, antinomians have rendered an unwitting service to Christian ethics. 



CRITICISMS of Antinomianism in General ข้อเสีย

1. It Is Self-Defeating The denial of all moral value is self-destructive. One cannot deny all value without presupposing some value. There is no way to be consistently total relativists, for they cannot move the world unless they have some place to put their fulcrum. Relativists really stand upon their own absolutes in their attempts to relativize everything else. This becomes more obvious when one reduces to its common denominator their basic claim, which amounts to saying, We should never use the word never," or we should always avoid the word always!'  But if they are absolutely sure there are no absolutes, then there must be some. 



2. It Is Too Subjective There may be a subjective element in much of ethics, but this does not mean that all ethical statements are subjective. There no doubt is a subjective element in the application, but the principle itself is objective. For example, the understanding of love varies from person to person, but love itself does not change. There may be progress in a society's application of justice to its members, but justice is not purely subjective. A purely subjective ethic is like a game without rules. In fact, it is not a game at all; it is a free-for-all. 



3. It Is Too Individualistic Not only is an antinomian ethic like a ball game without rules; it is also like a game without umpires. Everyone is really their own umpire, since there are no objective moral laws that bind everyone. Each individual is really their own authority, because there is no binding external moral authority. Each person can literally do what is right in their own eyes, and there is nothing that everyone ought to do. It is one thing to stress the value of each individual's responsibility but quite another to say there is no real responsibility for any individual. In such an atomistic ethic, each situation is distinct. There is no real community of value that transcends the individual, no meaningful moral milieu for interpersonal relations. Each individual lives in a hermetically sealed moral vacuum jar perched on their own isolated shelf. 



4. It Is Ineffective As long as there are two or more persons in the world, there will be conflicts. But if there are no objective moral laws, there are no ways to adjudicate these clashes. Moral laws regulate the ways in which persons relate to each other. Even antinomians want to be treated with respect. But why ought anyone else treat them with this respect, unless there is a moral law that says they ought to do so? Unless there is a moral standard outside of two individuals in conflict, there is no way to resolve their moral conflict. 







SITUATIONISM จริยธรรมสถานการณ์  ทัศนะแล้วแต่สถานการณ์

	คำนำ

It is often used by Consequentialists (but is disguised as Deontological)

 

According to this view, everything is relative to the situation in which one finds oneself. Although the ethicist Joseph Fletcher (d. 1991) claims to believe in one absolute ethical norm (see chap. 3), he has no absolute moral principles with substantive content. In this sense, his view contributes heavily to antinomianism. Fletcher says we should avoid words such as "never" and "always." There are no moral principles that apply to all people at all times. All ethical decisions are expedient and circumstantial.



According to Fletcher, his position is neither a lawless relativism, which says there is no law for anything, nor a legalistic absolutism, which has laws for everything. Rather, he contends that there is one law for everything, the law of love. 

 

Fletcher fears both the radical right and the radical left in ethics. Between these two poles, he tries to firmly establish one absolute norm that can be applied to every ethical situation. The legalist is one who enters every decision-making situation encumbered with a bundle of predetermined rules and regulations. For such, the letter and not the spirit of the law prevails. The post-Maccabean Pharisees can be singled out as classic examples of legalists. With their 613 (or 621) laws, they were pre-armed for any moral predicament. They had a preset and prescribed manual for morality. Fletcher considers Judaism, along with both classical Catholicism and Protestantism, to be legalistic, though Judaism is less so than the latter two. The Jews stoned homosexuals and the church burned them, says Fletcher. Both put law over love. The legalist believes in the love of duty; the situationist holds to the duty of love. At the other end of the ethical spectrum, Fletcher locates the antinomians, who are complete libertines, with no norms whatsoever. 



The situationist comes into every ethical battle armed with but one moral weapon—love: "Only the command to love is categorically good."' Every other decision is hypothetical: do this if it is loving. "We are 'obliged' to tell the truth, for example, only if the situation calls for it; if a would-be murderer asks his victim's whereabouts, our duty might be to lie. As far as other moral rules are concerned, they are helpful but not unbreakable. The only ethical imperative one has is "'Act responsibly in love:" 



มีหลักสี่ประการ According to Fletcher, there are four working principles of situationism: pragmatism, relativism, positivism, and personalism. 

1. Pragmatism. It is what "works" or "satisfies" for love's sake. He wants to put love to work in order to make it successful and to realize its "cash value." The pragmatic approach disdains abstract, verbal solutions to ethical problems; it seeks, rather, concrete and practical answers. 

2. Relativism. There is only one absolute; everything else is relative to it. As the strategy is pragmatic, the tactics are relativistic. 

3. Positivism. A positivistic position, as opposed to a naturalistic view, holds that values are derived voluntaristically, not rationally. A person decides on their values; one does not deduce them from nature. 

4. Personalism. persons are the ultimate moral values. There are no inherently good things; only persons are inherently valuable. 

Things are to be used; people are to be loved:"

According to Fletcher, considering only persons to have intrinsic value is what Kant meant by treating persons always as ends and never as means. 



Explaining the Propositions ข้อเสนอต่างๆของการสอน

The situational position in ethics can be explained by six basic propositions. Each proposition is an elaboration of what it means to live situationally with only the one absolute norm of love. Let us examine them in the order in which they are presented by Fletcher. 



1. "Only one thing is intrinsically good; namely, love: nothing else at all." 

Nothing is good in and for itself. It is good only if it helps persons and bad if it hurts persons. 

No act has intrinsic value. It gains its value only as it relates to persons. 

Apart from helping or hurting persons, all ethical acts are meaningless. 

According to Fletcher, the image of God in the human being is not reason but love. 

Indifference treats others as inanimate objects. To totally ignore others and their needs is to depersonalize them. It is worse than attacking them, for an attack presupposes at least that the attacker considers the other person worth attacking. 

A spy's lie, for example, is not wrong at all. "If it [a lie] is told in love it is good, right?' "It is not an excusable evil; it is a positive good." 

"If love vetoes the truth, so be it."" Whatever one must do for love's sake is good, for only love is intrinsically good; nothing else whatsoever is good. 



2. One does not follow love for the law's sake; one follows the law only for love's sake. 

According to Fletcher, Jesus summed up the Mosaic law and the Ten Commandments in one word: love. 

As Augustine put it, "Love with care and then what you will, do." He did not say, adds Fletcher, 'Love with desire and do what you please?"' 

Fletcher quotes the apostle Paul's injunction, "Owe no man anything except to love" (Rom. 13:8). Even if love and justice differed (and they do not), the least love could do would be to give justice to every person. In loving, in being just, one must be multidirectional, not just one-directional. The command is to love one's neighbors. Love is not merely a present activity toward one's immediate neighbor. 



3. Love wills the neighbor's good whether we like him or not.

in so doing it stresses the distinctive characteristics of Christian love. 



4.The command is to love your neighbor instead of loving yourself (as you have been doing but must now stop doing). 



"the logic of love is that self-concern is obligated to cancel neighbor-good whenever more neighbor-good will be served through serving the self."" Ship captains and airplane pilots, for example, are to keep themselves alive, even at the expense of some passengers, if need be, for the sake of the safety of the rest of the passengers. 



In actuality, there is no real conflict between self-love and neighbor-love. One is to love oneself only to the degree that it maximizes neighbor-love. All love is self-love, but it is the self loved for the sake of loving the most people possible. Love is one, but there are three objects: God, neighbor, and self. Self-love maybe either right or wrong. 'If we love ourselves for our own sakes, that is wrong. If we love ourselves for God's sake and the neighbor's, then it is right. For to love God and the neighbor is to love one's self in the right way ... ; to love one's self in the right way is to love God and one's neighbors!'" And in no case does loving one's neighbors imply that we must like them. Love does not even necessarily involve pleasing our neighbor. Love demands that we will our neighbor's good, whether or not the neighbor pleases us, and whether or not our love pleases the neighbor. Calculating the neighbor's good, even if it displeases them, is not cruel. A military nurse, for example, may lovingly treat patients roughly so as to hasten their recovery and return them to battle. 



5. "Only the end justifies the means; nothing else." There are no intrinsically good acts except the act of love. Hence, the only thing that can justify an act is if it is done for loving ends or purposes. 

For example, it might be the loving thing to steal a murderer's gun or to lie to a schizophrenic patient to keep him calm for treatment. 

What, asks Fletcher, justifies slicing into a human body with a knife? Surely not hatred of him as one's enemy. But would not the act of mutilating his body be justified if the end in view is to save his life from a disease or a cancerous organ? 



6. "Love's decisions are made situationally, not prescriptively.' The final expository postulate of situation ethics strongly marks the difference between the basic ethical principle of the love norm and the application of that principle in a given circum-stance. The love principle is a universal but formal norm. It does not prescribe in advance what specific courses of action will be loving. For the precise prescription of love, a person will have to wait until they are in the situation. Love is free from specific predefinition. One cannot know in advance the "existential particularity" that love will take in a given situation. Love operates apart from a system of pretailored, prefabricated moral rules. 



"Is adulterywrong?" he answers, "I don't know. Maybe. Give me a case:' 



Applying the Love Norm  การนำไปใช้  By the use of provocative illustrations throughout his book, Fletcher is able to explain more fully just why he holds to only one absolute norm and how it would probably be applied under differing conditions. Some of these marginal moral cases merit further examination. 

Altruistic adultery  A German mother of two was captured by the Russians near the end of World War II. The rules of her Ukrainian prison camp allowed her release to Germany only in the event of pregnancy, in which case she would be returned as a liability. So the woman asked a friendly camp guard to impregnate her. She was sent back to Germany, was welcomed by her family, gave birth to the baby, and made him a part of their reunited family. Was her adultery justified? Fletcher does not say explicitly that it was, but he implies the same by calling it "sacrificial adultery." Elsewhere, however, Fletcher speaks approvingly of mate-swapping for consenting adults, of a woman seducing a man pathologically attracted to a little girl, and of a young couple forcing parental approval of their marriage by engaging in intercourse. The direct implication is that all of these things can be done lovingly and can, therefore, be morally right. 

Patriotic prostitution. A young woman working for a United States intelligence agency was asked to lure an enemy spy into blackmail by using her sexuality. In the guise of a secretary, she was to become involved with a married man working for a rival power. When she protested that she could not put her personal integrity on the block by offering sex for hire, she was told, "It's like your brother risking his life or limb in Korea. We are sure this job can't be done any other way." She was patriotic and wanted to serve her country. What was the loving thing to do? Here again Fletcher does not give his answer, but in view of the fact that he elsewhere approves of spies lying and men dying for their country out of love, for him there seems to be no reason why one might not be able to justify committing fornication for the fatherland, too. 

Sacrificial suicide. Is taking one's own life always morally wrong? According to situation ethics, it is not; suicide can be done in love. For example, if a man has only the two choices of taking an expensive medicine—a course of action that will deplete his family's finances and cause his insurance to lapse—in order to live three more years, or else refusing the medicine and dying in six months, thereby leaving ample financial provisions for his family, which is the loving thing to do? It is not difficult to see how a situationist could approve of this rather indirect kind of sacrificial suicide. In fact, Fletcher speaks with approval both of Mother Maria's substitutionary death in the Nazi gas chambers for a young Jewess, and of a captured soldier's taking his own life to avoid betraying his comrades to the enemy. Suicide can be done for love's sake, in which case it is morally right according to a situationist ethic. 

Acceptable abortion. Even though Fletcher favors birth control over abortion as a means of controlling the population, nonetheless there are circumstances when he comes out clearly in favor of abortion. He gives the example of an unmarried schizophrenic patient who became pregnant after being raped. Her father requested abortion but was refused by the hospital staff on the grounds that it was not a therapeutic abortion and was, therefore, illegal. Fletcher castigates this refusal as legalistic. "The situationist ... would almost certainly, in this case, favor abortion and support the girl's father's request?'

In another case, Fletcher gives tacit approval to a Romanian Jewish doctor who aborted three thousand babies of Jewish mothers in concentration camps because, if pregnant, the mothers were to be incinerated. That means that the doctor saved three thousand lives. And from the standpoint that the embryos were human lives (which Fletcher rejects), the doctor, by "killing" three thousand, saved three thousand and prevented the murder of six thousand. Surely this was the loving thing to do, according to situationism. Merciful murder. Should we actually turn our back on someone who is hopelessly caught in a burning airplane and begs to be shot? Would it not have been right to assassinate Hitler? Fletcher offers both illustrations and seems to indicate that either one could be a merciful, and therefore justifiable, murder. He seems to favor the act of a mother smothering her crying baby in order to save her group from being detected and killed by hostile Indians. The direct implication is that such an act might be performed in sacrificial love for the good of the whole group. Fletcher clearly approves of throwing some men out of an overloaded rescue boat to save them all from sinking. In 1841, the first mate of the ship William Brown of Liverpool was in charge of an overcrowded lifeboat and ordered most of the males thrown into the sea to save the rest. Later, the seaman who threw them into the sea was convicted of murder, with mercy recommended. "Situation ethics says it was a good thing."" According to Fletcher, the first mate actually acted in love for the greater number of lives. There are many other marginal cases that Fletcher offers, including refusing to respirate a monstrously deformed child and carrying the inventor of a cancer cure out of a burning building rather than one's own father. He also recommends sterilizing someone marrying a syphilitic and providing motherhood for single women by artificial insemination. 





One point, however, arises from all of these situations and needs emphasis here: in each situation there is a conflict of moral norms that the situationist feels can best be resolved by appeal to a single higher norm. …There is really only one universal and unbreakable norm: love. All the other norms are at best general and can be broken for love's sake. The simplicity and logic of the solution has strong appeal, but there are also some grave difficulties. Let us turn our attention now to an evaluation of the one-norm absolutism of situation ethics.



SITUATIONISM EVALUATED  ประเมิน



Some Advantages ข้อดี:

1. It is a normative position. (ใช้ได้ทุกณี ) First to be commended is Fletcher's attempt to lay down a normative approach to ethics. "The ruling norm of Christian decision is love



2. It is an absolutism. (เด็ดขาด) Fletcher's view is not only normative; it is also absolute. There is one unbreakable law, the law of love. 



3. It resolves the issue of conflicting norms. Whatever one may think of the situationist's solution to the marginal cases where conflicting norms are involved, at least it presents a logical possibility. All other ethical norms are subordinate to the one absolute norm, in view of which it is ethically right to break any of them for the sake of this love norm. This solution is both logical and simple. 



4. It gives due value to differing circumstances. Another merit of situationism not to be undervalued is its emphasis on the fact that the circumstances or context of an ethical decision have a bearing on the rightness or wrongness of the act. 



5. It stresses love and the value of persons. From a Christian point of view (and even from many non-Christian perspectives), the stress on agapic love as the ruling norm is certainly commendable. "God is love" and love is of God," the New Testament says (1 John 4:7-8). And when all else fades, love will abide forever. Jesus summarized the whole of the Old Testament in the one word love. Indeed, according to Jesus, love was to be the earmark of his disciples. By this all men will know that you are my disciples, if you love one another" ( John 13:35). 



Some Inadequacies of Situationism ข้อจำกัด



1. One norm is too general. (กว้างเกินไป) A one-norm ethic, especially when the norm is as broad and general as Fletcher's love norm, is in most (though not all) cases little better than having no norm at all. By its very nature, a single universal norm must be broad and adaptable, or else it could not apply to all circumstances. But its versatility is also a liability, for it necessitates an ambiguity about what the norm means as far as concrete relationships are concerned. And if the absolute love norm is without concrete content apart from the relative situation, then the specific meaning of love is relative and not absolute. Indeed, Fletcher admits that the content of love varies from situation to situation. Therefore, the command "Love in all cases" means little more than to X in all cases:' For unless there is advanced cognitive content to the term love, then one does not really know what one is being commanded to do. Fletcher clearly confesses that the love principle is empty of factual content: "This is why I say it is a 'formal' principle, which rules us and yet does so without content."" In actual practice, Fletcher does seem to imply that there is some understanding of what love means in advance of the situation. But the question is How much understanding? Is there enough content in the universal love norm to raise it above a mere platitude? "Do the loving thing" is scarcely more specific than "Do the good thing." In both instances the question is What kinds of acts are good or loving? So his one moral law is too general to be helpful. Fletcher's one-norm ethic of love is not more helpful than a view that says "Follow nature" or "Live according to reason:' Instead of "What does 'love' mean?" the question becomes "What does 'nature' mean?" The result is the same, and one is left without any specific ethical direction. An appeal to the situation to provide content or meaning for love will not suffice. Fletcher admits that situations are relative and even radically different. If the meaning of love is dependent on the circumstances, then the significance of love is really relative to the situation and therefore not absolute. This leads to a second criticism. 



2. The situation does not determine the meaning of love. 

Actually, the situation does not determine what is right; God does. The situation simply helps us discover which of God's laws is the one applicable there. 



In Fletcher's world, if a husband is married to an invalid, it would be loving for him to have an adulterous affair with another woman, because his needs cannot be met by his wife. It is likewise justifiable for a woman to have an abortion because an unwanted or unintended baby should never be born. It is loving to abort in such situations. But this is biblically indefensible because who decides what is "loving?" Who decides the definition of the "greatest good?" You are back to a subjectivism, where each person ultimately decides his/her own definition of "good" and "loving."





3. The possibility of many universal norms. There seem to be several reasons why situationism dismisses the possibility of having many universal norms, though none of these reasons is definitive. First, Fletcher argues that the many-norm position would be legalistic. This does not follow. A many-norm ethic may be legalistic, but there is no reason why it must be legalistic. Whether or not the view is legalistic all depends on what the norms are, how they are related to each other, and how they are applied to life. One could actually be legalistic with one absolute norm such as ฐKeep the Sabbath? Second, it is implied that there is no other way to resolve the conflict of norms unless there is one absolute norm to which all other norms are only relative. But this is not so. There are at least three others ways to relate many universal norms: show how they really do not conflict, show why it is wrong to break either when they do conflict, or show how one of the norms is of a higher order and takes priority over those of a lower order. 



4. A different universal norm is possible. Not only is it possible that there are many universal norms in contrast to Fletcher's single norm, but it is also possible to opt for a different single norm than the love norm Fletcher uses. Why not a one-norm ethic built on hate instead of love? Why not Buddhist compassion instead of Christian love? Why not a Confucian "negative Golden Rule" that mandates, "Do not do to others what you do not want them to do to you," rather than the positive one? Or a New Age principle of harmony with nature? 



5. A many-norm ethic is defensible. There do seem to be many universally binding moral laws. Rape, cruelty, hatred, and genocide are universally frowned upon. And even if all do not practice them toward others, nevertheless all do seem to believe that others should treat them in accordance with these norms. (wheras some of these could be excusable if the greater number of people would benefit)



6. Fletcher is really a utilitarian. As he says, the end justifies the means. He believes in the greatest love (good) for the greatest number of people in the long run. Not only do we not know the long run, but what is good for many may rob the minority of rights. Furthermore, just because an end is good does not make an act good. There are evil acts, such as rape, cruelty, child abuse, and murder. No amount of good intentions can make an evil act good. 







QUESTION คำถาม  (to illustrate the difference between different views we’ve discussed to date)

Is it ever right to lie to save a life?

Corrie ten Boom tells how she lied to save Jews from the Nazi death camps. During U.S. Senate hearings on the Iran-Contra issue, Lieutenant Colonel Oliver North testified that, in the process of performing his duties, he had lied to save innocent lives. North said, "I had to weigh lying and lives." In a number of biblical stories, people lied to save lives. The Hebrew midwives lied to save the baby boys Pharaoh had commanded them to kill (Exod. 1:15-19). Rahab lied to save the lives of the Jewish spies in Jericho ( Josh. 2). 



Consequentialists:

	Antinomian: 

		Absolute - There is no right or wrong (there’s no moral law to decide)

	Limited - YES if it brings the best consequences, and NOT GUILTY

	Situationist: YES if it is the most loving, and NOT GUILTY

Deontologist:

Unqualified absolutism:  Lying is always wrong: there are many non-conflicting laws.We are GUILTY of any one we break

 

Unqualified absolutism believes that there are many absolute moral laws, and none of them should ever be broken. Truth is such a law. Therefore, one must always tell the truth, even if someone dies as a result of it. Truth is absolute, and absolutes cannot be broken. Therefore, there are no exceptions to telling the truth. Results are never used as a rationale to break rules, even if the results are desirable. 



Conflicting absolutism:  Lying is forgivable: there are many conflicting laws. We are GUILTY even if we break the lesser one. (e.g. kill someone in war).



Conflicting absolutism recognizes that we live in an evil world, where absolute moral laws some-times run into inevitable conflict. In such cases it is our moral duty to do the lesser evil. We must break the lesser law and plead mercy. For instance, we should lie to save the life and then ask for forgiveness forbreaking God's absolute moral law. Our moral dilemmas are sometimes unavoidable, but we are culpable anyway. God cannot change his absolute moral prescriptions because of our moral predicaments. 



Graded absolutism: Lying is sometimes right: there are higher laws. We are NOT GUILTY of the one we break



Graded absolutism holds that there are many moral absolutes, and they sometimes conflict. However, some laws are higher than others, so when there is an unavoidable conflict, it is our duty to follow the higher moral law (or do the “lesser evil”. God does not blame us for what we could not avoid. Thus he exempts us from responsibility to follow the lower law in view of the overriding obligation to obey the higher law. Many graded absolutists believe that mercy to the innocent is a greater moral duty than telling truth to the guilty. Hence, they are convinced that it is right in such cases to lie in order to save a life. 
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SPOT TEST:

Consequential ethics

Hedonism

Utilitarianism

Deontological ethics

Theonomous

Autonomous

Kant’s categorical Imperative

Antinomian

Situational ethics



VIRTUE AND THE KINGDOM  คุณธรรมและแผ่นดินพระเจ้า



CONTRIBUTION OF CHRIS WRIGHT

(in the God I Don't understand)

KINGDOM OF GOD แผ่นดินของพระเจ้า

All our behaviour now must be governed by the standards of the new creation. The thrust of New Testament ethics is that we are called to live now in the light of the future, by the standards of the kingdom of God, which has already invaded this world through the life, death, and resurrection of Christ, but will eventually be established fully in the age to come.



This produces the familiar tension that all Christians experience between the standards of the kingdom of God and the realities of the present age. But it is a tension we cannot and should not try to escape.



It is of the essence of biblical prophecy that revelation regarding the future is intended to bring about change in the present – change of action, or attitude, or both. So what the Bible clearly reveals to us about the new creation should govern how we strive to live now.



Negatively, it will be a world free from sin, deception, cruelty, hatred, greed, lust, pride, exploitation, oppression, and the like. If that is the case in God’s new creation, such things should have no place in the way we live now.



To put it bluntly, as we consider any course of behaviour or any attitude, posture, or mood, if it won’t do then (in the new creation), it won’t do now.



Positively, it will be a place of peace, justice, love, wholesome relationships, unadulterated goodness, fulfilment of human life, and harmony with all creation. If that is what we look forward to, we should be striving after such things here and now.



We are to live, then, as people who not only have a future, but who know the future we have and who go out and live in the light of that future, in preparation for it, and characterized by its values.





CONTRIBUTION OF N.T. WRIGHT

(in Virtue Reborn)



CASE STUDY:  choosing the new pastor

Jenny and Philip found themselves arguing one evening across a crowded church meeting. The trouble was that they weren‘t really arguing about the same thing. Jenny was quite clear what the scriptural rules said. Jesus himself had insisted that divorcing your spouse and marrying someone else was adultery. Of course people could be forgiven for sinning when they repented and gave it up, but how could remarried people be forgiven when they were now living in this new, and apparently adulterous, relationship and had no intention of giving it up, regarding it rather as the right and God-given thing? In particular, how could the church even think of appointing someone in that position as its pastor? (That, of course, was the reason the church meeting had been called.) How could such a person ever teach young people what was right and wrong? How could he prepare couples for a lifetime of marriage if he himself had disobeyed the rules? When you believe the gospel, Jenny said, you are then given the New Testament as your handbook for life. The rules in it are quite clear. Either you keep them or you don‘t. 



Philip was equally clear. Jesus didn‘t come to give us a bunch of rules. After all, didn‘t St. Paul say that “Christ is the end of the Law”? (โรม 10:4 เพราะว่าพระคริสต์ทรงเป็นจุดจบของธรรมบัญญัติ) The whole point of Jesus‘s teaching was that he included people, particularly those who were excluded by the self-righteous. Didn‘t Jesus tell a story about a father welcoming a prodigal son while the self-righteous older brother stayed outside? He, Philip, would much rather have someone as a pastor who had been through difficulties himself and discovered that Jesus loved him anyway, instead of someone who would lay down the law from a great height and lock everybody up in a set of rules that half the congregation didn‘t really keep anyway. That just encourages hypocrisy! Since the Jesus we believe in is the Jesus who accepts us as we are, the life that follows after we believe is the life of celebrating that acceptance, and moving forward from there. That is the way of honesty, of being true to yourself and open about it. I don‘t think Jenny and Philip realized it, but the reason they both got angry and frustrated as the conversation went on was that they were starting from quite different places. Jenny said she was .beginning with the Bible,. implying that Philip wasn‘t, but actually things aren‘t quite that easy. Jenny was looking for rules—perhaps we should say Rules with a capital R, Rules that you have to keep whether you feel like it or not. She wanted a pastor who would teach like that and live like that. Then everyone would know where they stood. Philip, on the other hand, was eager for ways of being authentic, finding out what was deeply true for yourself, how to live without hypocrisy and with a deep, rich, and vulnerable honesty. That‘s what he looked for in a pastor. He would respect and trust someone like that. 



It was an uncomfortable meeting. People got hot under the collar (which, as Jenny reflected sadly later on, was itself against the Rules). They said things they didn‘t really mean (which, as Philip knew as soon as the angry words came out of his mouth, was itself a form of hypocrisy). They weren‘t simply disagreeing about the answer to the question. They were disagreeing about the question itself. How do Christians make moral decisions? How do any of us, Christian or not, know what is right and wrong? Are there such things as .right. and .wrong,. or is life more complicated than that? Are there capital-R Rules, and how do they relate to real people rather than moral machines? As far as Jenny was concerned, Philip was one of those dangerous relativists who think that there are no black-and-white moral questions, only shades of gray, and that the most important thing is to be true to yourself. All Philip could hear, in listening to Jenny, was a hard, cold legalism which had nothing to do with the Jesus he knew, the Jesus who was the friend of sinners and who told stories about the angels celebrating with a great party when the lost sheep was found. That larger confrontation between two ways of approaching the whole question of Christian behavior is repeated, week after week and year after year, in church councils, in synods, in assemblies, in conventions, in private conversations—and, often enough, in the silent debates within individual hearts and minds.



As I have already said, people tend to go in one of two directions when they think of how to behave. You can live by rules, by a sense of duty, by an obligation imposed on you whether you feel like doing it or not. Or you can declare that you are free from all that sort of thing and able to be yourself, to discover your true identity, to go with your heart, to be authentic and spontaneous. 



The fundamental answer we shall explore in this book is that what we‘re “here for” is to become genuine human beings, reflecting the God in whose image we‘re made…The way this works out is that it produces, through the work of the Holy Spirit, a transformation of character which functions as the Christian version of what philosophers have called “virtue”.. This transformation will mean that we do indeed “keep the rules”—though not out of a sense of externally imposed “duty” but out of the character that has been formed within us. And it will mean that we do indeed “follow our hearts” and live “authentically”—but only when, with that transformed character fully operative—like an airline pilot with a lifetime‘s experience—the hard work up front bears fruit in spontaneous decisions and actions that reflect what has been formed deep within. 



THE PROBLEM THEN LIES IN THE IMMATURITY OF THE CHURCH!!!

 - we need to be developing true Christian Character



And, in the wider world, the challenge we face is to grow and develop a fresh generation of leaders, in all walks of life, whose character has been formed in wisdom and public service, not in greed for money or power. 



VIRTUE ETHICS  จริยธรรมแบบคุณธรรม

ลักษณะที่สอง Second Nature

One of the main proposals of this book is, in fact, that this fit between the person and the action, this authenticity, is what you get through the “second nature” of virtue—at which point the problem I just mentioned has been headed off from the start. Romantic ethics, or the existentialism which insists on authenticity or (in that sense) freedom as the only real mark of genuine humanness, or the popular version of all this I have alluded to above, tries to get in advance, and without paying the true price, what virtue offers further down the road, and at the cost of genuine moral thought, decision, and effort. That is what I meant by saying that the cult of authenticity or spontaneity was a parody, a caricature, of what virtue would produce when it has its full effect.

Being true to yourself,. then, is important, but it isn‘t the principal thing. If you take it as a framework or as a starting point, you will be sadly deceived. Over against all these frameworks, which I suspect have conditioned in various ways the thinking and behaving of many of my readers, we urgently need to recapture the New Testament‘s vision of a genuinely “good” human life as a life of character formed by God’s promised future, as a life with that future-shaped character lived within the ongoing story of God’s people, and, with that, a freshly worked notion of virtue. 



Paul‘s commands clearly belong within the discourse of virtue. The commands of Colossians 3.1–17, one of the fullest and most theologically ordered of Paul‘s ethical passages, are not to be seen as “Christian rules” (DEONTOLOGY)  Nor are Paul‘s commands here to be explained on the grounds that behavior of this kind will produce the greatest happiness of the greatest number (CONSEQUENTIALISM/UTILITARIANISM). Paul is far too much a realist for that, far too aware of the suffering which comes when people set themselves to follow the crucified Jesus-  sufferings

No: what counts is the formation, in the present time, of a character that properly anticipates the promised future state, in the sense we explored earlier. As we saw, that future state is, for the Christian, the resurrection to a body like that of the risen Jesus Christ.

Resurrection to share in the new world, the new creation that has already begun with him, and in which God‘s people are to be a royal priesthood, the genuine human beings through whom God‘s world is brought into glorious flourishing and order. The Messiah is already .seated at God‘s right hand.—that is, in the position of executive authority over the world; very well, says Paul, you are in Christ, so you are there as well. 





IMPORTANCE OF THE MIND  ความสำคัญของความคิด

Thus, as we have seen earlier, thinking about what one ought to be doing is one of the key elements in virtue ethics,  LIKE DRIVING A CAR - must learn the right behaviour until instinctually you do the right thing - if still a beginner - when faced with a new situation will be lost.  SO BE TRANSFORMED by the renewal of their minds,. and must then allow that transformation to inform and redirect their habits of life. (negatively - if consistently form BAD HABITS - e.g. telling HALF TRUTHS or COMPROMISE - then that’s what will come naturally in new situation).

A person relying on a duty- or rule-based ethic, faced with a challenge or dilemma, needs to think on the spot: Is there a rule? Is there a duty? Someone using a utilitarian-based ethic needs to do quite a bit of thinking: How will doing this (or not doing it) affect the sum total of human happiness? … For someone developing a virtue ethic, on the other hand, the hard thinking has already been done some time before a particular crisis or challenge presents itself. The character has been formed by conscious choice and habit. 



(important for thai context:  the mind)

… very relevant to the Thai - who could give more weight to “feelings” than the mind in deciding what to do

- (ตายดีกว่าคิด)

Rom 1 (gave them up to futile mind)  โรม 1:28 …พระองค์จึงทรงปล่อยให้เขามีจิตใจเสื่อมทราม 

Rom 12  (renewing of the mind) โรม 12:2 - 3 อย่าลอกเลียนแบบอย่างคนในยุคนี้ แต่จงรับการเปลี่ยนแปลงจิตใจ แล้วอุปนิสัยของท่านจึงจะเปลี่ยนใหม่ 

Rom 4 Faith like Abraham’s (which doesn’t look at the impossibilities who how one might naturally “feel” about the situation, but on God’s promise) 

Rom 6: Reckoning self…

Rom 12:2 (KNOWING the WILL OF GOD - what is good, acceptable and perfect) โรม 12:2 …เพื่อท่านจะได้ทราบพระประสงค์ของพระเจ้า จะได้รู้ว่าอะไรดี อะไรเป็นที่ชอบพระทัย และอะไรดียอดเยี่ยม 



How does that apply to our present topic? Part of our difficulty in the Christian world of late Western modernity has been that the mind, the faculty of thought and reasoning, has become detached. As happens if you have a detached retina in your eye, when your thinking becomes detached you stop seeing things clearly. .Thought. and .reason. seem to have been placed to one side, in a private world reserved for .intellectuals. and .academics  .. we often speak of our thoughts as if they were feelings: in a meeting, to be polite, we might say, “I feel that‘s wrong,” because it sounds less confrontational than saying, “I think that‘s wrong”. Similarly, perhaps without always realizing it (which itself is a sign of the same problem!), we sometimes allow feelings to override thoughts: “I feel very strongly that we should do this” can carry more rhetorical weight than “I think we should do that,” since nobody wants to hurt our feelings. As a natural next step, we allow feelings to replace thought processes altogether, so that what looks outwardly like a reasoned discussion is actually an exchange of unreasoned emotions, in which all participants claim the high moral ground because when they say, .I feel strongly we should do this,. they are telling the truth: they do feel strongly, so they will feel hurt and .rejected. if people don‘t agree with them. 



	- e.g. assisted suicide.—euthanasia. It shouldn’t me How do I Feel about it (many people feel strongly) - but what do we THINK about it - with REASONS…



Or rather, it is half of the point. From that angle, Paul‘s moral teaching begins with the command, as in Romans 6:11 (In the same way, count yourselves dead to sin but alive to God in Christ Jesus.) to “think through” who you really are in the crucified and risen Messiah,. Yes, your intuition may get you to the right place, but until you‘ve done the mind-renewing work, you will have no guarantee that the intuition is accurate, that you aren‘t simply being deceived once more by the present age. 

ฟีลิปปี 4:8 สุดท้ายนี้พี่น้องทั้งหลาย ขอจงใคร่ครวญดูสิ่งเหล่านี้คือ สิ่งที่เป็นจริง สิ่งที่น่านับถือ สิ่งที่ยุติธรรม สิ่งที่บริสุทธิ์ สิ่งที่น่ารัก สิ่งที่ควรแก่การสรรเสริญ รวมทั้งถ้ามีสิ่งใดที่ยอดเยี่ยม สิ่งใดที่น่ายกย่อง





 HOPE and CHARACTER  ความหวัง  และ บุคลิก (อุปนิสัย)

โรม 5:1 - 5 เพราะฉะนั้น เมื่อเราถูกชำระให้ชอบธรรมโดยความเชื่อแล้ว เราจึงอยู่อย่างสงบสุขเฉพาะพระพักตร์พระเจ้าทางพระเยซูคริสต์องค์พระผู้เป็นเจ้าของเรา  2 โดยทางพระองค์เราจึงเข้ามายืนอยู่ในร่มพระคุณนี้ และเราชื่นชมยินดีในความหวังว่าจะได้มีส่วนในพระสิริของพระเจ้า  3 ยิ่งกว่านั้น เราก็ชื่นชมยินดีในความทุกข์ยากด้วย เพราะเรารู้ว่าความทุกข์ยากนั้น ทำให้เกิดความทรหดอดทน  4 และความทรหดอดทนทำให้เห็นว่าเราเป็นคนที่พระเจ้าทรงใช้ได้ และการที่เป็นเช่นนั้นทำให้มีความหวัง 5 และความหวังจะไม่ทำให้ผิดหวัง เพราะเหตุว่าความรักของพระเจ้าได้หลั่งเข้าสู่จิตใจของเรา โดยทางพระวิญญาณบริสุทธิ์ ซึ่งพระองค์ได้ประทานให้แก่เราแล้ว

The result is this: since we have been declared “in the right” on the basis of faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus the Messiah. Through him we have been allowed to approach, by faith, into this grace in which we stand; and we celebrate the hope of the glory of God. That‘s not all. We also celebrate in our sufferings, because we know that suffering produces patience, patience produces a well-formed character [dokime], and a character like that produces hope. Hope, in its turn, does not make us ashamed, because the love of God has been poured out in our hearts through the Holy Spirit who has been given to us. (Romans 5.1–5) 



There are two key things here for our present purposes: hope and character construction. The hope is, as Paul states clearly, “the glory of God”. …the continuation of the same theme in chapter 8, where the Spirit “dwells within.” believers, evoking the theme of God .dwelling in the Temple. in the Old Testament (8.4–11). …What Paul is saying—and it is of central importance for this whole book—is that the hope to which we press, the telos or goal of all our pilgrimage, is “the glory of God”. When this is explained, it means on the one hand the “royal priesthood” we studied earlier, the vocation of genuine humanness, and on the other hand the place where the living God himself comes to dwell in fulfilment of his ancient promise.



HOPE ความหวัง:

1 The goal is the new heaven and new earth, with human beings raised from the dead to be the renewed world’s rulers and priests. 

2 This goal is achieved through the kingdom-establishing work of Jesus and the Spirit, which we grasp by faith, participate in by baptism, and live out in love. 

3 Christian living in the present consists of anticipating this ultimate reality through the Spirit-led, habit-forming, truly human practice of faith, hope, and love, sustaining Christians in their calling to worship God and reflect his glory into the world. 





CHARACTER บุคลิก (อุปนิสัย):

There is an old saying: Give someone a fish and you feed them for a day; teach someone to fish and you feed them for life. Paul‘s normal practice, in teaching his converts, is the latter. His version of the saying seems to be: Give people a command for a particular situation, and you help them to live appropriately for a day; teach them to think Christianly about behavior, and they will be able to navigate by themselves into areas where you hadn‘t given any specific instructions. 



This is going to be tough, especially at first. It‘s an acquired taste. It‘s a new language with its own alphabet and grammar. But the more you practice, the more “natural” it will become. This is particularly important, because many Christians, finding it difficult (say) to forgive people, just assume, .This is impossible; I‘m never going to manage it.. Some may even conclude that rules which they find difficult and .unnatural. don‘t apply to them, or that those particular rules belong in a bygone age when people saw things differently. That misses the point. Did you think you could sit down at the piano and play a Beethoven sonata straight off? Did you think you could just fly to Moscow, get off the plane, and start speaking fluent Russian? 





BOUNDARIES ขอบเขต

But Paul …give(s) initial guidelines, especially in areas where the outworking of Christian virtue will lead people into behavior patterns that will look surprising to them, and perhaps shocking to their neighbors. They will need to be reassured that this is indeed the way to go. Instructions that could look like simple old “rules” are, for the most part, guidelines to keep them on track while they are learning the habits of the heart. —so he is not lapsing back toward a rules-based ethic while purporting to advocate a virtue-based one. 



Another illustration may help—and may show that this is not a matter of playing rules and virtue off against each other, but of seeing the former within the larger framework of the latter. When the local authorities build roads for cars to travel long distances—highways, motorways, call them what you will—they naturally intend that people should drive along these roads in full control of their cars. Ideally, nobody will ever stray from their side of the road into the path of traffic coming in the other direction. But because from time to time people have been known to lose concentration, to fall asleep at the wheel, to be distracted by a pet dog in the back seat, or whatever—and because sometimes a puncture or other mechanical failure may cause a car to behave erratically, no matter what the driver is doing—the wise highway builders construct a central barrier so that any car drifting toward the oncoming traffic will be stopped in its tracks. Better to bounce back among cars going in the same direction than lurch into a head-on collision. Likewise, they build a .rumble strip. at the outer edge of the highway, short of any fence or ditch, which makes a loud noise if your wheels touch it, to keep drivers from running off the road. Those responsible for building roads are not saying, .There you are; there‘s a nice crash-barrier. Bounce off that and you‘ll be all right.. They‘re saying, .You are supposed to drive down the road without touching the barriers. But if something goes wrong, you may need to know that the barrier is there.. 



Applying this to Paul‘s ethics, we may want to add that, amid the multiple moral muddles of ancient paganism, and with his wide and diverse pastoral experience, Paul is no doubt well aware that however much he may want the virtues and the fruit to be chosen, developed, and put into practice by every single Christian and by the church as a whole, there are going to be many cases where one cannot simply wait for that to happen. One cannot, in the meantime, leave people with no guidelines as to where the virtues ought to be leading, any more than you can leave new converts without clear indications of which styles of behavior will in fact cohere with “being in Christ” and which won‘t. (Think, for example, of 1 Thessalonians 4.) 



..if he sees a car careening out of control, well off the track that faith, hope, and love should have been directing, he won‘t wait for the crash to happen, and lessons to be learned, if he can possibly help it. Stepping in with some firm .rules,. as (for instance) in 1 Corinthians 5 and 6, does not mean that he has given up inculcating virtue and is going back to rules



WHO WE ARE AND WHO WE ARE BECOMING  เราเป็นใครในพระคริสต์  และกำลังจะเป็นใคร

e.g. 

โคโลสี 3:9 - 10

9 อย่าพูดมุสาต่อกัน  เพราะว่าท่านได้ปลดวิสัยมนุษย์เก่า  กับการปฏิบัติของมนุษย์นั้นเสียแล้ว

10 และได้สวมวิสัยมนุษย์ใหม่  ที่กำลังทรงสร้างขึ้นใหม่ตามพระฉายของพระองค์ผู้ทรงสร้าง  ให้รู้จักพระเจ้า

9 Do not lie to each other, since you have taken off your old self with its practices

10 and have put on the new self, which is being renewed in knowledge in the image of its Creator.



He doesn’t present it as a LAW… but an appeal to who we are



Our ethic stems from who we are and who we are becoming and who we will be 

- Telos - the goal we are aiming at, or working towards





1โครินธ์ 6:12 ข้าพเจ้าทำสิ่งสารพัดได้  แต่ไม่ใช่ทุกสิ่งที่จะทำได้นั้นเป็นประโยชน์ ALL things are lawful - not all helpful

So we need to choose not what is lawful (I’m allowed to do it) - but what is helpful - what pleases God, or what is to His glory in that situation

		- How does this differ from Consequentialism… ?



เอเฟซัส 4:13 - 16

13 จนกว่าเราทุกคนจะบรรลุถึงความเป็นน้ำหนึ่งใจเดียวกันในความเชื่อและในความรู้ถึงพระบุตรของพระเจ้า บรรลุถึงความเป็นผู้ใหญ่ คือโตเต็มถึงขนาดความบริบูรณ์ของพระคริสต์ 14 เพื่อเราจะไม่เป็นเด็กอีกต่อไป ถูกซัดไปซัดมาและพัดไปพัดมาด้วยลมคำสั่งสอนทุกอย่าง ด้วยเล่ห์กลของมนุษย์ ตามอุบายที่ฉลาดในการล่อลวง 15 แต่ให้เรายึดถือความจริงด้วยความรัก เพื่อจะเจริญขึ้นในทุกด้านสู่พระองค์ผู้เป็นศีรษะคือพระคริสต์ 16 เนื่องจากพระองค์นี้เอง ร่างกายทั้งหมดจึงได้รับการเชื่อมและประสานเข้าด้วยกันโดยทุกๆ ข้อต่อที่ประทานมานั้น และเมื่อแต่ละส่วนทำงานตามหน้าที่แล้ว ก็ทำให้ร่างกายเจริญและเสริมสร้างตนเองขึ้นด้วยความรัก

13 until we all reach unity in the faith and in the knowledge of the Son of God and become mature, attaining to the whole measure of the fulness of Christ. 14 Then we will no longer be infants, tossed back and forth by the waves, and blown here and there by every wind of teaching and by the cunning and craftiness of men in their deceitful scheming. 15 Instead, speaking the truth in love, we will in all things grow up into him who is the Head, that is, Christ. 16 From him the whole body, joined and held together by every supporting ligament, grows and builds itself up in love, as each part does its work.



- The virtues of truth and love are the way we grow up into Him



CASE STUDY:  EFT



We believe in the twin truths of 1. God’s Responsibility and 2. Man’s Responsibility



1. Regarding God’s Responsibility:

We may ask “why has God not intervened and stopped them despite prayers from all over the world?” 

- He must be seeking to do something through this 

- i.e. producing character (James 1:5; Rom 5:3-4) to fit us for the future (Rev 3:21)

		- although it’s hard, can we receive this, therefore, as God’s will at this time (James 1:2) 



2. Regarding Man’s Responsibility:

We are responsible to act in a fashion consistent with:

- who we are in Christ (Rom 13:13-14; Col 3:12-13)

- and also with who we are becoming 

- i.e. rulers with Christ in the coming Kingdom (Rev 1:5-6; 5:10)



SO:  if we act from the flesh and do to them as they are doing to us

- then we are stooping to their level and acting no differently from them

	- this is probably what they hope for in order to discredit us 

- and we will give an opportunity to the devil rather than pleasing God (Rom 8:8; Eph 4:27) 



BUT we should:

- continue to pray for God to intervene (Mt 5:44;  Ps. 3:7)

- protect EFT and its members

- by seeking legal protection from harassment

- ask EFT members for support 

		- e.g. financially



CASE STUDY:  Church Leaders Debate Self-Defense 

Nigerian Christians abandon cheek-turning



Sunday Oguntola in Lagos | posted 12/19/2011 03:07PM



Church leaders in Nigeria are sharply divided over how to react to a surge in violent attacks against Christians and churches in the country's Muslim-majority north.



Hundreds of Christians have been killed and churches burnt in regular attacks launched this year by Fulani herdsmen in Jos and members of the Boko Haram terrorist sect in Kaduna, Borno, and Niger states.



Such attacks increased this spring following the controversial April election of Christian president Goodluck Jonathan. More than 800 people were killed in the violence, mostly in northern states. The Evangelical Church Winning All (ECWA), a major northern denomination headquartered in Jos, said it lost more than 32 members, three ministers, and 48 churches. The Christian Association of Nigeria (CAN) said 84 of its churches were destroyed as well.



In November, a series of church bombings killed dozens in Yobe state. In September, a Christian family of eight was killed in Barkin Ladi in Plateau state.



Turn the other cheek?

The steady attacks have thrown the Christian community into opposing camps. While some continue to advocate for calm and prayer, others are now urging Christians to defend themselves.



CAN national president Ayo Oristejafor stated that Christians can no longer continue to watch while aggressors attack them. "I have a responsibility to defend myself and my family," he said. "Christians in the nation have suffered enough.



John Praise, general overseer of Dominion Chapel International Churches in Abuja, has called for churches to raise "young people to defend the church because nobody has the monopoly of violence.



"People say, 'When they slap your cheek, you turn the other.' We have turned both, and they have slapped us. There is nothing else to turn."



By contrast, bishop Wale Oke, national vice president of the Pentecostal Fellowship of Nigeria's South West region, argues that Christians must resist such temptation.



"To fight back is contrary to the position of our Lord Jesus Christ," said Oke. "He said, 'If they strike you on one cheek, turn the other.' He did that when he was arrested. It was what he used to conquer the world."



Dozens of northern churches have been stockpiling arms and training youths to counter attacks from Muslim extremists. A fringe Christian militia named Akhwat Akwop emerged in September vowing to match "blood for more blood." However, these efforts are not supported by the broader Christian community.



Pastors' approval of self-defense has transformed over the past 25 years into angrier rhetoric that has fueled revenge killings, observes a Christian leader in Jos who requested anonymity. But there are signs that such violent mindsets may have peaked.



"Some pastors are realizing that we have taken this 'enemy' rhetoric too far. We've drifted away from the teachings of Jesus and returned to a traditional African worldview of retaliatory violence," he said. "We Christians are not without blame."



Sunday Agang, academic dean at Jos's ECWA Theological Seminary, recently published his doctoral research on the violence in northern Nigeria. He strongly cautions Christians against fighting back.



"Self-defense is engaging the issues of political, economic, and religious injustice and bringing them to public discourse," he said. "Christians must do anything they can to make the Muslims understand our shared humanity. This is what Jesus means when he said that we should turn the other cheek."   Christianity Today December 24 2011











THE ROLE OF CONSCIENCE  มโนธรรม



2โครินธ์ 4:2 เราได้ละทิ้งการกระทำต่างๆ ที่แอบแฝงและน่าอับอายไปแล้ว เราไม่ใช้อุบายและไม่ได้บิดเบือนพระวจนะของพระเจ้า แต่โดยการเปิดเผยความจริง เราเสนอตัวเราต่อมโนธรรมของทุกคนเฉพาะพระพักตร์พระเจ้า

 Rather, we have renounced secret and shameful ways; we do not use deception, nor do we distort the word of God. On the contrary, by setting forth the truth plainly we commend ourselves to every man's conscience in the sight of God.



Paul implies that all humans possess a conscience to which appeal can be made. However, when people distort their God-given humanness through idolatry, the conscience is pulled this way and that. Initially, it approves of the actions in question; then, following conversion to Jesus Christ, it is horrified by the very thought of them. Paul wants to argue that, once conscience is properly informed by a strong monotheism, it will come to see that all meat is created by God and therefore fit to eat (1 Corinthians 8.1–6; 10.25–30). 



However, in the passage quoted above and in 10.27–29, he bends over backward to insist that if a fellow Christian has a weak conscience about such things, due to a background in the world of idolatry, such a person is to be respected. Paul will not ride roughshod over another‘s scruples, presumably because once you do so, you crush the moral compass  เข็มทิศ สำหรับสิ่งที่ผิดหรือชอบ altogether. The fact that he is unwilling to do this—though he will continue with the task of trying to educate Christians to think through the issues and come to a different mind—indicates that, for him, paying attention to one‘s conscience is more important, in some matters at least, than arriving instantly at the .right. solution. This is a tricky place for Paul to be, but it shows not only pastoral wisdom but a clear sense that when we are considering the interior makeup of a Christian whose character is being formed by the Holy Spirit and the practice of Christian habituation, there is something to be set alongside the transformed and renewed mind: a conscience that may, to be sure, need educating, but also needs listening to. 



1ทิโมธี 1:5 แต่เป้าหมายของการกำชับนั้นก็คือ ความรักที่มาจากใจที่บริสุทธิ์ จากมโนธรรมที่ดี และจากความเชื่อที่จริงใจ

	- i.e. ALL have a conscience

1ทิโมธี 1: 19 ให้ยึดความเชื่อไว้ และรักษามโนธรรมให้ดี ซึ่งเป็นสิ่งที่บางคนละทิ้งไป ทำให้ความเชื่อของพวกเขาอับปางลง

	- i.e. Christians need to take note of conscience

กิจการ 24:16 เพราะเหตุนี้ข้าพเจ้าจึงอุตส่าห์ประพฤติตามมโนธรรมที่ดีเสมอ ไม่ให้ผิดต่อพระเจ้าและต่อมนุษย์

โรม 14:22 - 23 จงให้ความเชื่อของท่านเกี่ยวกับสิ่งเหล่านี้เป็นเรื่องระหว่างท่านกับพระจ้า ใครไม่มีเหตุติเตียนตัวเองในสิ่งที่ตนเห็นชอบแล้วนั้นก็เป็นสุข แต่คนที่มีความสงสัยอยู่นั้น ถ้าเขากินก็มีความผิด เพราะเขาไม่ได้กินตามที่ตนเชื่อ ทั้งนี้เพราะการกระทำใดๆ ที่ไม่ได้เกิดจากความเชื่อก็เป็นบาปทั้งสิ้น

This is presumably what is meant in 1 Timothy: What we aim at in our teaching is the love that comes from a pure heart, a good conscience, and sincere faith. (1.5; compare 3.9) Indeed, the same chapter goes on to emphasize that one cannot simply reject conscience: . . . so that, as they said, you may fight the glorious battle, holding on to faith and a good conscience. Some have rejected conscience, and their faith has been shipwrecked. (1.18–19) Thus one must still attend to conscience, even though it needs to be trained, and may quite possibly either not get fully to the bottom of things or actually give misleading signals. Indeed, Paul believes that when he himself is preaching, or explaining himself to one of his own churches, he is appealing, not just to the minds of listening pagans, but to their consciences. There is something inside them which should give moral as well as intellectual approval to what is being said. None of this takes us very far in terms of the much later debates about what exactly .conscience. might be, how it operates, what it can know and not know, whether it is always to be trusted, and, not least, what weight to give to it when it appears to conflict with other authority, whether that of scripture, the pope, or anything else! Fortunately, for our purposes we simply need to draw the threads together as follows. Paul is aware, as he looks ahead to the final day when God will judge all secrets of all hearts, that part of the appropriate preparation for that day is to keep a clear conscience. Indeed, he wants to enable people to maintain this clear conscience even when he thinks the conscience in question needs further educating or even realigning. 



Whether he would have said all this in all circumstances we may properly doubt. Supposing, for instance, the man guilty of incest in 1 Corinthians 5 had declared that his conscience had told him to do it? (This is, sadly, not uncommon. I recently heard of a clergyman who excused his affair with a married parishioner by explaining that he felt Jesus very close to him when he was engaging in the illicit relationship.) But Paul clearly regards moral self-knowledge as a vital element in the formation of overall moral character. It is, in other words, part of the equipment which sustains the Christian in anticipating in the present time the moral character that will be completed in the future. 





THE AUTHORITY OF THE BIBLE  อำนาจของพระคัมภีร์

How does God exercise his authority through the Bible?



…The writings… are not for the most part, as we saw, the sort of things we would think of as 'authoritative'.  They are mostly narrative; and we have already run up against the problem how can a story, a narrative, be authoritative? 



…stories in general, and certainly the biblical story, has a shape and a goal that must be observed and to which appropriate response must be made.



But what might this appropriate response look like?  Let me offer you a possible model, which is not in fact simply an illustration but actually corresponds, as I shall argue, to some important features of the biblical story, which (as I have been suggesting) is that which God has given to his people as the means of his exercising his authority.  Suppose there exists a Shakespeare play whose fifth act had been lost.  The first four acts provide, let us suppose, such a wealth of characterization, such a crescendo of excitement within the plot, that it is generally agreed that the play ought to be staged.  Nevertheless, it is felt inappropriate actually to write a fifth act once and for all: it would freeze the play into one form, and commit Shakespeare as it were to being prospectively responsible for work not in fact his own.  Better, it might be felt, to give the key parts to highly trained, sensitive and experienced Shakespearian actors, who would immerse themselves in the first four acts, and in the language and culture of Shakespeare and his time, and who would then be told to work out a fifth act for themselves.



Consider the result.  The first four acts, existing as they did, would be the undoubted 'authority' for the task in hand.  That is, anyone could properly object to the new improvisation on the grounds that this or that character was now behaving inconsistently, or that this or that sub-plot or theme, adumbrated earlier, had not reached its proper resolution.  This 'authority' of the first four acts would not consist in an implicit command that the actors should repeat the earlier pans of the play over and over again.  It would consist in the fact of an as yet unfinished drama, which contained its own impetus, its own forward movement, which demanded to be concluded in the proper manner but which required of the actors a responsible entering in to the story as it stood, in order first to understand how the threads could appropriately be drawn together, and then to put that understanding into effect by speaking and acting with both innovation and consistency.



This model could and perhaps should be adapted further; it offers in fact quite a range of possibilities.  Among the detailed moves available within this model, which I shall explore and pursue elsewhere, is the possibility of seeing the five acts as follows: (1) Creation; (2) Fall; (3) Israel; (4) Jesus.  The New Testament would then form the first scene in the fifth act, giving hints as well (Rom 8; 1 Cor 15; parts of the Apocalypse) of how the play is supposed to end.  The church would then live under the 'authority' of the extant story, being required to offer something between an improvisation and an actual performance of the final act.  Appeal could always be made to the inconsistency of what was being offered with a major theme or characterization in the earlier material.  Such an appeal---and such an offering!---would of course require sensitivity of a high order to the whole nature of the story and to the ways in which it would be (of course) inappropriate simply to repeat verbatim passages from earlier sections. 





DIRECTIONAL ETHICS (my name for direction based/ Wright) or “KINGDOM ETHICS”





CONTRIBUTION OF RAY ANDERSON

(In The Shape of Practical Theology)



THE WORK OF GOD (in contrast to the WORD of God)  การกระทำของพระเจ้า  (ไม่ใช่แค่ถ้อคำของพระองค์)



I write this book as one who entered into pastoral ministry directly out of seminary with a major in systematic theology but, as I soon discovered, afflicted with PTDS—practical theology deficiency syndrome. I had a theology that could talk but that would not walk. What passed for practical theology in the seminary curriculum was a survey of the various forms of church polity unique to each tradition and some practical advice on how to make hospital calls—don't sit on the bed—and how to prepare sermons—spend at least one hour a week of preparation for each minute of the sermon! My sermons were strong on the attributes of God but weak on their application to the daily life of faith.



Finally a member of the congregation found the courage to tell me that it was easy to agree to the omnipotence of God—that he could do everything—but what was of more immediate concern was whether God could do anything in particular. If it is important to know and believe that God is omnipresent—that he is everywhere present—one could readily assent, but what one really longed for was to discover God present in the small space of one's personal life.



At that time I found no problem with those who had red letter editions of the New Testament, where every word that Jesus spoke was highlighted in color. I was taught that propositional truth in the form of that which was thought, spoken and communicated was "real truth," while the actions of Jesus were only descriptions and accounts of his ministry—as though ministry was only something Jesus did to prove that he was truly of God. One of my most revered seminary professors pointed me in this direction when he made the observation in a theology class one day that it was curious that the liturgical churches stood for the reading of the Gospels and sat for the reading of the Epistles. It should be the other way around, he opined. The letters of Paul constitute the truth of doctrine as the ground of our faith, while the Gospels are but anecdotes that provide the context for the teaching of Jesus. We should stand for the reading of the Epistles, he concluded. It never occurred to me that we had it upside down! Jesus himself had said, "Even though you do not believe me, believe the works, so that you may know and understand that the Father is in me and I am in the Father" On 10:38). Only later did I come to understand that what Jesus did was as authoritative and as much revelation of God as what he said and taught. I now hold that if one wishes to highlight what is revealed truth in the life and ministry of Jesus, one should better print his works in red! When Jesus healed on the sabbath, the act of healing became a criterion (text) by which a true theology of the sabbath was revealed.



(Maybe don’t include because better to include in week on DIVORCE, REMARRIAGE)



My conversion to practical theology began early in my ministry. A woman member of the church had been divorced several years before joining. During her participation in our church fellowship she fell in love with a man who had also been divorced. Both of them were faithful and regular participants in the life of the church.



One day she came to my office and said, "Pastor, I know what the Bible says concerning divorce and remarriage. According to the Bible I can never remarry. I am not the innocent party to my previous divorce. I contributed as much as my husband to the tragic failure of our marriage. I have sought and received God's forgiveness for the sin of divorce. Now I have met a man with whom I not only have a bond of love, but we share a strong bond of life in Jesus Christ." She paused for a long time and then asked, "Where is God in our lives? Is God on the side of a law of marriage and divorce, or is he on our side as we experience forgiveness and renewal as his children seeking his blessing on our lives through marriage?" She asked the right question. It was the question asked of Jesus by those who sought healing on the sabbath, who reached out to him from the ranks of those marginalized and scorned by the self-righteous religious authorities. It was not a question that sought to evade a biblical principle by finding a loophole through which one could drive a bargain with God. It was not a question of human pragmatism but of divine praxis. I was being asked to interpret the Word of God by THE WORK OF GOD IN THEIR LIVES. To use the Word against the work of God seemed dangerously close to the practice of those who crucified Jesus because he was judged to have violated the law of the sabbath by healing on the sabbath ).



My response to this couple after meeting with them paraphrased the statement of Jesus concerning the sabbath: "Marriage is made for the benefit of humankind; humans are not made merely to uphold marriage as a law" (Mk 2:27-28). At their marriage, before the entire congregation, I said, "Bill and Sue [not their real names] want you to know that they have no right to be married today. But you are witnesses of the saving and healing work of Christ in their midst, and it is on that basis, as recipients of God's grace, that they stand before you as a testimony to the power of God to redeem and bless what is redeemed."



At that crucial point in my own ministry I had a good deal of systematic theology but no preparation in practical theology. Since then I have come to understand that the core theology of the Bible, both Old and New Testament, is practical theology before it becomes systematic theology.



The woman reminded me that in our conservative theological tradition remarriage for divorced persons was considered to be unbiblical, except for certain cases, such as one being the "innocent party" of the divorce (an interpretive paradigm). My response was an "experimental probe." If one considered marriage to be somewhat similar to keeping the sabbath, then we might consider that Jesus not only healed on the sabbath as one who had authority—"The Son of Man is Lord even of the sabbath" (Mk 21:28)—but that Jesus was also "Lord of marriage." 



Even as the man who was born blind and healed on the sabbath became the text by which Jesus interpreted the Scripture regarding keeping the sabbath On 9), so this woman and her friend constituted a "living text" by which I viewed the "written text" of Scripture and drew forth a conclusion leading to a decision. Every act of ministry teaches something about God, I tell the seminary students in my classes. Whether we are aware of it or not, each act of ministry will be interpreted by others as revealing something about the nature and purpose of God. The marriage of this couple, who had each been divorced, said something about the nature of God that I believed was consistent with what Scripture reveals about God. The ministry of Jesus, I have asserted, is as authoritative and revealing of God as the teaching of Jesus. Thus Christology as an academic discipline must also be correlated with Christopraxis as a discipline of practical theology.



Practical reason may be what the apostle Paul used when he made the decision to circumcise Timothy in order not to hinder his ministry among Jewish Christians while, at the same time, refusing to circumcise Titus so as not to compromise his gospel of freedom from the law (cf.Acts 16:3; Gal 2:3). There was a critical incident in each case that demanded action as well as theological reflection. …Practical theology must always be in touch with this "inner core" of human experience. Any theology that cannot respond to the questions "What should we do?" and "How should we live?" operates only within the confines of the outer envelope. At the same time, it is precisely when practical theology engages the outer envelope in its action-reflection process that it becomes a living and vital theology of the church and its mission in the world.



It was the presence of the Holy Spirit in the lives of uncircumcised Gentile believers that led Peter to baptize Cornelius and led Paul to declare that circumcision no longer should be a criterion of salvation through Jesus Christ





Theological reflection does not ask the question "What would Jesus do in this situation?" because this question would imply his absence. Rather, it asks the question "Where is Jesus in this situation and what am I to do as a minister?"



It is not difficult to find instances within the New Testament Scriptures where such a hermeneutical criterion is especially relevant. For example, consider the matter of the Christian's relation and responsibility to the state. In certain situations we are encouraged to "obey God rather than man." In other situations we are reminded that we are subject to the governing authorities as instituted by God himself (Rom 13:1-7)! Or consider the issue of Scripture's teaching on divorce and remarriage when viewed in the context of a personal failure and confession of sin in this area. Does the living Lord offer grace and forgiveness when it is sought on the basis of the promise and teaching of Scripture? One contemporary issue for the church is the proper role of women in positions of pastoral leadership and service. Are Christian women who testify to God's calling to receive ordination and serve as pastors of the church in disobedience to the teaching of Scripture, or are they in obedience to the Spirit of the resurrected Christ at work in the church? This issue is surely one that requires a patient and careful hermeneutical approach that honors the Word of God and makes manifest the will and power of Christ in his church in our present situation. The following section will take up the issue of sexual parity in pastoral ministry as a case in which the resurrection of Jesus might serve as a hermeneutical criterion.







the Bible cannot be used as a method of arriving at ethical principles or moral criteria abstractable from the participation of God himself in the moral situation of human life. Or to put it another way, the Bible cannot be used as a substitute for moral freedom grounded in responsibility.



While the Bible clearly gives authoritative status to the will of God as a determining factor in theological ethics applied through pastoral care, the Bible cannot be seen primarily as an ethical textbook, whether prescriptively, instructively or illustratively.



There is a wrong use of the Bible in attempts to discern God's will in critical pastoral situations, as well as a right use.



It is wrong to attempt to use biblical proof texts to find strategies or solutions to modern problems. The Pharisees had a "proof text" from the Old Testament when they confronted the woman caught in adultery and presented her to Jesus for judgment.



Correct use of the Bible in such cases requires taking up the hermeneutical task of discerning the purpose of Scripture, how it guides us to uphold the true nature of humanity through responsible decisions and actions. In this way Scripture serves divine moral freedom to act redemptively and creatively. Scripture does not proof text moral law but authoritatively upholds the will of God in restoring the moral quality of human life.



It is wrong to attempt to find parallels between our own situation and that of the biblical writers. Where such parallels seem to exist









IN THE LIGHT OF THE FUTURE  มองถึงอนาคต



"Which century is determinative as a context for our understanding of biblical truth?" I ask my students, who are all seminary graduates and practicing pastors.



Without fail they respond, "The first century, of course." They remind me that biblical scholars go to great lengths to recover contextual factors in the period in which the Bible was written in order to aid in our understanding of it.



That is well and good. Accurate exegesis of Scripture requires cultural and contextual factors as well as linguistic analysis. We are told that in ancient times where fire was scarce, to give someone burning coals to carry back to their residence in a basket on top of their head was a good thing to do. With this information we can read the proverb quite differently: "If your enemies are hungry, give them bread to eat; and if they are thirsty, give them water to drink; for you will heap coals of fire on their heads, and the Lord will reward you" (Prov 25:21-22). Heaping coals of fire is a friendly and neighborly thing to do, even to an enemy! Does this mean that the context of first-century Christianity is normative for our understanding of what it means to live and minister according to biblical truth? Not at all, as I hope to show. 

� EMBED Photoshop.Image.8 \s ���

The Spirit that comes to the church comes out of the future, not the past. The presence of the Spirit is the anticipation of the return of Christ. Paul makes this clear when he writes to the church at Ephesus reminding them that in receiving the Holy Spirit they were "marked with the seal of the promised Holy Spirit; this is the pledge of our inheritance toward redemption as God's own people, to the praise of his glory" (Eph 1:13-14). The "pledge" is literally "the first installment" or the "down payment" (Greek arrabOn) on the inheritance promised as the eschatological fulfillment of God's promise.



When Christ returns to bring to consummation this pledge made by the gift of the Holy Spirit, it will be the "last century" The Spirit is thus preparing the people of God for this "last century" While the first century of the church is normative for the revelation of Christ as the incarnation of God and the redemption of humans from sin and death, the return of the same Christ and the resurrection from the dead constitute the normative praxis of the Spirit.



At critical points Paul placed theological anchor points for this eschatological preference, such as the one in the third chapter of his letter to the Galatians: "As many of you as were baptized into Christ have clothed yourselves with Christ. There is no longer Jew or Greek, there is no longer slave or free, there is no longer male and female; for all of you are one in Christ Jesus" (Gal 3:27-28).



While he permitted the circumcision of Timothy (Acts 16:3) out of expediency, he refused to have Titus circumcised (Gal 2:3) as a sign of liberation from this historical and physical sign of membership in the covenant community. While he apparently restricted the role of women in the church at Ephesus (1 Tim 2), he openly acknowledged the ministry of Lydia in the church at Philippi, of Phoebe, a dialzonos, and Junia (apparently a woman) who was "prominent among the apostles" (Rom 16:1, 7).



But some will ask, Does this mean that we are free to justify everything which claims to be done in the name of the Spirit? This is a good question! Does eschatological preference mean that there is nothing normative in the history of divine revelation as given to us in the Bible? If that were the case, we would be close to spiritual anarchy, a situation not uncommon in some movements found within Christianity today. Let me respond in this way.



As nearly as I can see, for every case in which eschatological preference was exercised by the Spirit in the New Testament church, there was a biblical antecedent for what appeared to be revolutionary and new.



How it relates to issues such as:

Divorce & re-marriage

A Case for Sexual Parity in Pastoral Ministry 

Homosexuality?







�WEEK 5

 

1. Abortion  2. Marriage, Divorce, remarriage   (Group 1 = Abrotion  Group 2:  Divorce & remarriage)



ABORTION



Dr. Bernard N. Nathanson performed more than 60,000 abortions - With the development of ultrasound in the 1970s, he had the chance to observe a real-time abortion. This led him to reconsider his views on abortion. He is often quoted as saying abortion is "the most atrocious holocaust in the history of the United States".

_____________________________________



China Admits to the Greatest Slaughter in Human History

Joe Carter  TGC Blog | March 22, 2013



The Story: The Chinese government recently admitted that over the last four decades the country has aborted 336 million unborn children, many of them forcibly.





The Background: According to the Financial Times, on March 15 (verified) the Chinese Health Ministry reported the following statistics for its family planning practices since 1971:



-- 336 million abortions performed;



-- 196 million sterilizations conducted;



-- 403 million intrauterine devices inserted.



China, the world's most populous country, first instituted limits on population growth in 1971 and established its "one-child" population control program in 1979.



The Chinese government has previously estimated that without restrictions, the country's 1.3bn population would be 30 per cent larger.



The birth restrictions have also led to a severe gender imbalance because of a traditional preference for male children and the selective abortion of female foetuses. There are now 34m more men than women in China.



The birth restrictions have also led to a severe gender imbalance because of a traditional preference for male children and the selective abortion of female foetuses. There are now 34m more men than women in China.



What It Means: The story has been shockingly underreported considering what China has admitted: Since 1971, the country has carried out the largest single slaughter of human beings in the history of the world.



To put the numbers in perspective, the 336 million deaths in China are:



• More than the entire population of the world at the time of the Crusades (c. 1100 AD).



• Equal to the entire combined populations of the United States and Australia.



• More deaths than were caused by (in millions): the Bubonic Plague in Europe (100), the Great Chinese Famine (45), the 1918 Influenza Pandemic (40), the HIV/AIDS pandemic (25), the Holocaust (13), the Soviet famine of 1932-1933 (8), the Russian famine of 1921 (3), and the American Civil War (.8).



• More than all the people killed in the 10 ten deadliest wars in human history (Based on highest estimates (in millions): World War II (72), World War I (65), Mongol Conquest (60), An Lushan Rebellion (36), Taiping Rebellion (30), Qing Dynasty conquest of the Ming Dynasty (25), Conquests of Timur (20), Dungan Revolt (12), Russian Civil War (9), Second Congo War (5.4))



• More than all the children that will be born in the world over the next ten years.



No comparisons, however, can truly help us to understand the scale of these 336 million deaths—and that is in a single country. The magnitude of the crime is incomprehensible to the human imagination. Only God can truly fathom the depths of this depravity and only God can truly apprehend the magnitude of this loss. May he have mercy on our world for what we have done. 







BIBLICAL BASIS



"For you created my inmost being; you knit me together in my mother's womb.  I praise you because I am fearfully and wonderfully made; your works are wonderful, I know that full well. My frame was not hidden from you when I was made in the secret place, when I was woven together in the depths of the earth." Even "From birth I was cast on you; from my mother's womb you have been my God" (สดุดี 22:10 ตั้งแต่คลอด  ข้าพระองค์ก็ต้องพึ่งพระองค์  พระองค์ทรงเป็นพระเจ้าของข้าพระองค์  ตั้งแต่ข้าพระองค์ยังอยู่ในครรภ์มารดา)

Psalms 139:15 My frame was not hidden from you when I was made in the secret place. When I was woven together in the depths of the earth,

 เมื่อข้าพระองค์ถูกสร้างอยู่ในที่ลับลี้  ประดิษฐ์ขึ้นมา  ณ  ภายในที่ลึกแห่งโลก  โครงร่างของข้าพระองค์ไม่ปิดบังไว้จากพระองค์

โยบ 10:8 พระหัตถ์ของพระองค์ปั้นและทรงสร้างข้าพระองค์  และบัดนี้พระองค์ทรงหันมาทำลายข้าพระองค์

 "Your hands shaped me and made me. Will you now turn and destroy me?



Turning to the New Testament, it has often been pointed out that when Mary and Elizabeth met, both being pregnant, Elizabeth's baby (John the Baptist) "leaped in her womb" in salutation of Mary's baby, Jesus and also that Luke here uses the same word brephos of an unborn child (1:41,44) as he later uses of the newborn baby (2:12, 16) and of the little ones whom people brought to Jesus to be blessed by him (18:15).



RELATIVE VALUE OF MOTHER & UNBORN CHILD?

อพยพ 21:22 - 25  (1971)

22 "ถ้ามีผู้ชายตีกัน  แล้วบังเอิญไปถูกผู้หญิงมีครรภ์ทำให้แท้งลูก  แต่หญิงนั้นไม่เป็นอันตราย  ต้องปรับผู้นั้นตามแต่สามีของหญิงนั้นจะเรียกร้องเอาจากเขา  และเขาจะต้องเสียตามที่ผู้พิพากษาจะตัดสิน

23 ถ้าหากว่าเป็นเหตุให้เกิดอันตรายประการใด  ก็ให้วินิจฉัยดังนี้  คือชีวิตแทนชีวิต

24 ตาแทนตา  ฟันแทนฟัน  มือแทนมือ  เท้าแทนเท้า

25 รอยไหม้แทนรอยไหม้  แผลแทนแผล  รอยช้ำแทนรอยช้ำ

(2011)

22 “ถ้าผู้ชายตีกัน แล้วไปถูกหญิงมีครรภ์ทำให้เด็กของนางออกมา แต่ไม่มีอันตราย ผู้นั้นจะถูกปรับตามแต่สามีของหญิงนั้นจะเรียกร้องเอาจากเขา และเขาจะต้องเสียตามที่ผู้พิพากษาตัดสิน

23 ถ้าหากมีอันตราย ก็ให้วินิจฉัยดังนี้คือชีวิตแทนชีวิต

24 ตาแทนตา ฟันแทนฟัน มือแทนมือ เท้าแทนเท้า

25 รอยไหม้แทนรอยไหม้ แผลแทนแผล รอยช้ำแทนรอยช้ำ

22 "If men who are fighting hit a pregnant woman and she gives birth prematurely but there is no serious injury, the offender must be fined whatever the woman's husband demands and the court allows.

23 But if there is serious injury, you are to take life for life,

24 eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot,

25 burn for burn, wound for wound, bruise for bruise.



Brown, Driver, and Briggs were accurate in their handling of the underlying Hebrew when they listed Exodus 21:22 as an instance of "untimely birth"  i.e. it doesn’t necessarily imply the baby dies



STOTT: It seems much more probable that the scale of penalty was to correspond to the degree of injury, whether to the mother or to her child, in which case mother and child are valued equally.





TYPES OF ABORTION

Abortion new york.doc

Abortion - 12week baby in hand.jpg

	  (This is what we all looked like at 12 weeks in the womb. Legal to kill in all 50 states. 

Anyone think its not a person? )

abortion - saline.jpg  (Saline abortion about 20 weeks)

.Jessen's mother was given a saline injection, which is supposed to kill the baby through severe burns, according to 

Zenit news agency (see link #9 below). Instead, a pain-stricken baby was born. A nurse took pity on her and she was taken to a nearby hospital. Smith's mother was the wife of a Protestant minister who went to a clinic unaware that there were two babies in her womb. The procedure killed the boy and left alive the girl, who is now 30 years old. Hooker's mother tried to abort her five times, before abortion was legal, with a hormone injection. Her religious faith has helped her reconcile with her mother





PLUS:

part of: Silent Scream - Excerpts from the Classic Film - Dr. Bernard Nathanson - YouTube.flv

 	An Aborted Baby Dies A Violent Painful Death (Truth # 2).flv





An aborted baby survived for eighty minutes while hospital staff watched, a coroner s court in Darwin, Australia, was told on April 10, 2000. According to the coroner, the baby was born alive in 1998 after being induced. Nurses covered the baby, made her as comfortable as possible, and waited for her to die, the Sydney Morning Herald said. The midwife, Carrie Williams, told the court that when she telephoned Dr. Kai Man Henry Cho, director of the Royal Darwin Hospital obstetrics and  gynecology department, and reported the baby was alive, he said, “So?” and  offered no instructions about the baby’s care.









1st 12 weeks:

	Abortion -This is a Suction Abortion - YouTube.flv

Vacuum or suction aspiration uses aspiration to remove uterine contents through the cervix. It may be used as a method of induced abortion, a therapeutic procedure used after miscarriage, or a procedure to obtain a sample for endometrial biopsy. The rate of infection is lower than any other surgical abortion procedure at 0.5%.[2] Some sources may use the terms dilation and evacuation[3] or "suction" dilation and curettage[4] to refer to vacuum aspiration, although those terms are normally used to refer to distinct procedures.



OR:

Dilation (or dilatation) and curettage (D&C) refers to the dilation (widening/opening) of the cervix and surgical removal of part of the lining of the uterus and/or contents of the uterus by scraping and scooping (curettage). It is a therapeutic gynecological procedure as well as a rarely used method of first trimester abortion.[1][2]



D&C normally refers to a procedure involving a curette, also called sharp curettage.[1] However, some sources use the term D&C to refer more generally to any procedure that involves the processes of dilation and removal of uterine contents, which includes the more common suction curettage procedures of manual and electric vacuum aspiration



2nd 12 weeks (i.e. 12 weeks to 24 weeks)

Abortion Illustrated D&E (Dilation and evacuation) 23 Weeks Gestational Age.flv

D&E (Dilation and evacuation/extraction)

Approximately 11% of induced abortions are performed in the second trimester. In 2002, there were an estimated 142,000 second-trimester abortions in the United States. The second trimester of pregnancy begins at 13 weeks gestation. For first-trimester and early second-trimester abortions, the pregnancy may be ended by vacuum aspiration alone.



AFTER 24 weeks:

Partial-Birth Abortion Illustrated Video.flv

Partial-Birth Abortion











STATISTICS

 Worldwide, 55 million unborn children are aborted every year (almost population of Thialand)



THAI STATISTICS

According to Official statistics (ALJAZEERA http://www.aljazeera.com/programmes/101east/2011/01/20111278249929985.html)  there are 300,000 abortions in  every year. In whole of US there are “only”  400,000 (their population is much higher).



NOVEMBER 2010 The discovery of almost 2000 aborted foetuses in a Bangkok temple  sent shockwaves across Thailand, alarmed Thai government especially the Senate to push the Pro-life Reproductive Health Bill in the country.





WHEN IS THE FOETUS A PERSON

Medical authorities determine a person to be "alive" if there is either a detectable heartbeat or brain-wave activity. With that in mind, it is eye-opening for some to realize that unborn children have detectable heartbeats at eighteen days (two and one-half weeks) after conception and detectable brain-wave activity forty days (a little over five and one-half weeks) after conception. What is so shocking is that essentially 100 percent of all abortions occur after the seventh week of pregnancy. 



AS OPPOSED TO:

Nobel prizewinner Dr James Watson argued that no newborn infant should be declared human until it has passed certain tests regarding its genetic endownment. "If a child were not declared alive until three days after birth, then all parents could be allowed the choice... [to] allow the 

child to die... and save a lot of misery and suffering."



PRO-CHOICE tend to see it as a "potential human being"





THAILAND LAW



Published On: Fri, Aug 26th, 2011

News | By Siam Legal

Legality of Abortion in Thailand



The discovery of almost 2000 aborted fetus in Bangkok Thailand alarmed Thai government especially the Senate to push the Pro-life Reproductive Health Bill in the country.



Legality of Abortion in Thailand



Abortion has been understood by many as termination of unwanted pregnancy. Article 305 of Thai Penal Code states that abortion is illegal except in cases when it is committed by a medical practitioner and is considered only as necessary if the same endangers the health of the mother or when the pregnancy is due to sexual offences such as rape and incest.



The issue regarding abortion in Thailand has been considered as a politically sensitive issue which alarms not only the government but by several activist as well as known feminists in Thailand.



It is undeniable that the issue needs great consideration. As a country with Buddhism as its primary religion, abortion is not legally accepted except in the aforementioned instances. Hence, move to allow the same to be legal has become a continued clamor for those in favor of abortion.



Advocates of abortion emphasized the need to make abortion legal in Thailand for socio-economic protection of the people specially the women.  They move to broaden the exceptions provided in the Thai Criminal Code allowing abortion to include the following instances such as: fetus infirmity, AIDS/HIV infection and failure of contraceptive device. They also seek to include in the term "health" not only physical health but mental health as well. So that, if the mother or the parent is not mentally ready to have a baby, abortion can be a legal means available as an option to her. Legally, according to the supporters, there is yet no crime when the fetus is aborted. They argue that the Thai Civil and Commercial Code of Thailand states that the fetus while inside the mother's womb is not yet considered as having any legal right as a person under the law until it was completely delivered and alive. Legal recognition of the fetus according to them starts only when the fetus is born alive. Feminists who support abortion argued that abortion will eliminate gender discrimination in Thailand, as a law allowing abortion will promote the "right of women to choose". It will also reduce the high rate of women seeking illegal abortion. The necessity of legalizing abortion in Thailand according to them will also reduce the rate of death among women caused by unsafe abortion. Abortion when legalized in Thailand will protect women especially the women for they will no longer resort to dangerous illegal abortion.



The adversaries of abortion on the other hand stresses that legalizing abortion in Thailand runs counter to teachings of Buddhism. They argued that life of the unborn fetus should also be protected as it is also given value as a human being. Allowing abortion in Thailand according to them is a deviation from Thai traditional values and customs. They maintained that abortion is a sin.



_____________________________________





Abortion law and methods 'putting lives at grave risk'



    Published: 7 Apr 2012 at 00.00

    Newspaper section: News



The current law, which criminalises abortion, and a lack of safe termination methods will cause illegal procedures to increase, a women's health campaigner says.



The death rate associated with them will also rise.



Kamhaeng Chaturachinda, head of the Women's Health and Reproductive Right Foundation of Thailand (WHRRF), says because the abortion law in Thailand permits termination only for women at physical risk and for those who are raped, doctors usually do not want to get involved.



According to statistics from the Public Health Ministry, 300 out of 100,000 women died as a result of illegal abortions in 1999.







Women in Thailand who need safe and legal abortion - Fly to Mumbai India. 







No morality in opposing abortion



    Published: 23 Jan 2013 at 00.00

    Newspaper section: News  BANGKOK POST



Let me be direct. When you say you are against abortion because it's sinful, it's not your morality talking, it's your misogyny.



In other words, you're not driven by compassion, but by a hate for women who you think stray from the "good girl" norms.



Sorry for being blunt. But when nearly 1,000 women in Thailand die each year because your opposition has been preventing them from having access to safe abortions, it's necessary to ask why you're allowing your righteousness to take other people's lives.



It's the same question asked by advocates of safe abortion from around the world who are now convening in Bangkok to discuss ways to prevent deaths as a result of unsafe black-market procedures. Although they differ in nationalities, ethnicities and religions, they live under the same patriarchal culture that seeks to control women by managing their sexuality.



That's why advocates of safe abortion anywhere in the world face the same obstacles from sexual double standards, gender-oppressive values, sexist laws, and the lack of safe medical intervention _ all of which stem from the argument that abortion is sinful.



I have a problem with this argument.



When you are imposing your morality on others, you should have a responsibility to help them meet your moral standard too, don't you think?



If you really believe abstinence is the answer, then why are only girls being punished for failing to adhere? Why do you oppose sex education in schools when Thailand has the highest rate of teen pregnancies in Asia and one of the highest abortion rates in the world?



If you want to convince women with unplanned pregnancies to keep their babies, where is the support? Where are the counselling, foster care, or adoption services? Where are the efforts to get rid of social stigma and, for young girls, to ease their fear that childbirth means losing out on education and other life opportunities?



If you care so much about the life of an unborn child, why do you neglect the children when they are born? If not left to suffer a difficult childhood because their mothers lack the resources to take care of them, the kids struggle in crowded state orphanages where they grow up loveless. The anti-abortion brigade sometimes allows itself to feel even more righteous by giving these kids free lunches once in a while.



In the past three decades, many legal changes that initially seemed impossible have become a reality here. Women becoming district chiefs and provincial governors used to be big news. Not any more. Before, the legal campaigns to equalise name prefixes for men and women were ridiculed and dismissed. Now we have a prime minister who is an officially unmarried mother of one, using Ms as a prefix, and no one raises an eyebrow.



Yet every attempt to amend the draconian abortion law which turns vulnerable women into criminals and inmates has failed miserably because of a religious lobby rooted in misogyny.



But even if a more liberal abortion law is adopted, it will be ineffective anyway as long as our pro-male culture remains intact.



There are already some legal channels available to help women end unplanned pregnancies safely. For example, the law says the pregnancy of girls under 15 is considered a result of rape, meaning abortion is legal for them. Also, the Medical Council's regulations allows abortion when the pregnancy seriously affects a woman's mental health. Yet most physicians refuse to approve or carry out the procedure, forcing women to turn to quacks.



Worse, the physicians here continue to resort to curettage, or the scraping of the womb, to handle both natural miscarriages and incomplete abortions. Why inflict such a painful method of treatment on women when medical technology has long made it easy and safe to end early pregnancies with pills and womb suction?



Why ban the pills which enable women to make their own pregnancy decisions? Why refuse to accept the inexpensive and uncomplicated womb suction tool which can be easily used by nurses and midwives? Is this an issue of morality or power?



If you insist on talking sin, then at least let the ones who will bear the consequences of the sin make their own decisions. If they believe the mothers are just asking the souls who will be born as their children to wait until they are ready, who are you to intervene? And if your high moral ground ends up causing others injuries and deaths, whose sin is it going to be now? Think about it.



Sanitsuda Ekachai is Editorial Pages Editor, Bangkok Post.









MORNING AFTER PILL



The "day after" pill is designed to block a fertilised egg from implanting on the uterine wall. Abortion pills such as the RU-486, made in France by 

drugs company Roussel Uclaf, expels the foetus after a woman knows she is pregnant.





PRO-LIFE / PRO-CHOICE

Pro-abortionists emphasize the rights of the mother, and especially her right to choose; anti-abortionists emphasize the rights of the unborn child, and especially his or her right to live. The first see abortion as little more than a retroactive contraceptive, the second as little less than pre-natal infanticide. The appeal of pro-abortionists is often to compassion (though also to the justice of what they see as a woman's right); they cite situations in which the mother and/or the rest of the existing family would suffer intolerable strain if an unwanted pregnancy were allowed to come to term. The appeal of anti-abortionists is usually also and especially to justice; they stress the need to defend the rights of the unborn child who is unable to defend himself.



The argument concerning the autonomous rights of the mother's body. Many pro-choice advocates argue that the mother has her rights to privacy and autonomy. This means that if a woman does not want to use her bodily organs to sustain the life of the unborn, then she has the right to abort the child. The reason given is that bodily autonomy outweighs the unborn's right to life. Therefore, if the woman feels that her rights are being imposed upon, she has the option of aborting the unborn child. For example, a person has a right to evacuate an intruder from taking residence in one's home and attaching self to one's refrigerator for nine months. Likewise, the baby is an unwanted intruder who takes up residency in the mother's womb and feeds off the mother for nine months. 



CASES: WHAT ABOUT?

Would you consider abortion in the following 3 situations ? 



1. There's a preacher and wife who are very, very, poor. They already have 14 kids. Now she finds out she's pregnant with the 15th. They're living in tremendous poverty. Considering their poverty and the excessive world population, would you consider recommending she get an abortion?



2. The father is sick with sniffles, the mother has TB. They have 4 children. 1st is blind, 2nd is dead, 3rd is deaf, 4th has TB. She finds 

she's pregnant again. Given the extreme situation, would you consider recommending abortion?



3. A white man raped a 13 year old black girl and she got pregnant. If you were her parents, would you consider recommending abortion?







HOW DO WE COUNSEL THOSE WHO HAVE BEEN THROUGH AN ABORTION?



 Repenting Abortion Wiping Away the Tears Writing under an obvious pen name, a Christian lady who calls herself April Springtime tells of leaving church repeatedly in tears.



Her church teaches strongly against abortion. April shares their view that abortion is the taking of human life. That it's sin. But years ago, while still in high school, April and her sweetheart committed a different sin and she got pregnant.



Panicked by what they had done and by how the disgrace could damage the influence of the boy's preacher father, without consulting their parents, April let a local agency counsellor convince her-with what she now knows were untruths get an abortion.



All this happened years ago, but the regret and shame remained. Long ago April and her boyfriend were married. Today they have three other children, who are their constant delight. But this does not take away the lingering hurt in their hearts.



They cannot forget what they did to their first baby.



Chance statements by thoughtless : friends at church arid careless pulpit asides from the minister, who has no idea how much pain he is inflicting, still lance April's heart and send her away from church functions bleeding inside, weeping as though it happened yesterday.



Her husband reacts less openly, April says, but the deep pain of their mistake continues to trouble him, too. Enjoying their children so much, they think about the child they killed and wonder what she might be doing today if she had lived.



Like so many Christians, April and her husband know the moral truths of Christ.



"Thou shaft not kill" is a rule they understand. A rule they know they have broken.



What they also desperately need to know is the truth that "the blood of Jesus cleanses us from every sin." They need to hear this truth echoed in the apostle's assertion. "There is therefore now no condemnation to those who ore in Christ Jesus." In their hearts April and her husband need to claim the blessing promised to all Christians "Since we are justified by faith, we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus Christ." This truth can heal their hearts and dry their tears. (Gene Shelburne)





STOTT:

More important in the end than either social education or social action, vital as they both are, is the good news of Jesus Christ. He came to bind up the broken-hearted and support the weak. He calls us to treat all human life with reverence, whether in the unborn, the infant, the handicapped or the senile. I have no desire to stand in personal judgment either on the women who have resorted to an abortion, or on the men whose sexual self-indulgence is responsible for most unwanted pregnancies. I want to say to them instead, "There is forgiveness with God" (Psalm 130:4). For Christ died for our sins and offers us a new beginning. He rose again and lives, and by his Spirit can give us a new, inward power of self-control. He is also building a new community characterized by love, joy, peace, freedom and justice. A new beginning. A new power. A new community. This is the gospel of Christ.





GEISLER:  

Three Views of Abortion

Status of unborn �Fully human �Potentially human �Subhuman ��Abortion �Never �Sometimes �Anytime ��Basis �Sanctity of life �Emergence of life �Quality of life ��Mother's rights �Life over privacy �Combination of rights �Privacy over right to life ��



Biblical Arguments Used to Show the Fetus Is Subhuman 

Abortion is opposed by both general and special revelation. First, we will look at biblical texts used by some abortionists to support the viewt hat an unborn child is not fully human. Brief comments can be made about and conclusions drawn from the most significant biblical passages used for this position. Genesis 2:7 declares that the first human "became a living being" only after God gave him life. Since breathing does not occur until birth, it is argued that the unborn are not human until they are born. Job 34:14-15 says that if God "withdrew his spirit and breath, all [hu] mankind would perish." Here again, since life is connected with breath, it is reasoned that there is no human life before breath. 

Ecdesiastes 6:3-5 declares that "a stillborn child" comes into the world 'without meaning, it departs in darkness, ... it never saw the sun or knew anything." This is taken to indicate that the unborn are no more than the dead, who also know nothing but lie in the darkness of the grave (9:10). 

Matthew 26:24 records Jesus's statement about Judas: "It would have been better for him if he had not been born." The implication drawn from this is that human life begins at birth. Otherwise, Jesus should have said it would have been better for him never to have been conceived. 



RESPONSE:

Breath is not the beginning of humanness. There are several reasons for not taking breath as the point of human life's beginning. If breath is equated with the presence of human life, then the loss of breath would mean the loss of humanness. But the Bible is clear that human beings continue to exist in another realm after they stop breathing (Phil. 1:23; 2 Cor. 5:6-8; Rev. 6:9). The Scriptures speak of human life in the womb long before breathing begins, even from the point of conception. David said, "In sin did my mother conceive me" (Ps. 51:5 RSV). 



Abortion Sometimes: The Belief' hat the Fetus Is Potentially Human According to this opinion on abortion, the unborn child is merely a potential human being. Proponents argue that the humanness of the individual develops gradually between conception and birth. The fetus begins as a potentially human person and gradually becomes fully human. Yet even as a potential human being, the fetus has more value than mere things or even animals. However, this emerging value must be weighed against such other considerations as the mother's rights and society's rights. Whether abortion is justified in a given case will depend on where the greater weight of these rights falls in the balance. Generally, those who hold this view favor abortion to save the mother's life, for rape, for incest, and (in many cases) for genetic deformities. The arguments offered in favor of this view can be categorized as biblical and nonbiblical. 



Biblical Arguments for Viewing the Fetus as Potentially Human 

The one most often appealed to is Exodus 21. Exodus 21:22-23.   (argued elsewhere)





What If the Mother's Life Is Threatened? Thanks to the advances of modern medicine, it is seldom necessary to initiate a drastic procedure that will lead to the death of the unborn in order to save the mother's life. However, when it is necessary (such as in tubal pregnancies), it is morally justified to take every medical precaution to save the mother's life. This is not abortion as such, and for several reasons. First, the intention is not to kill the baby; it is to save the life of the mother. It is justified on by the principle of double effect, which affirms that if one action (say, to save a life) leads to two consequences, one good (saving the life of the mother) and the other bad (leading to the death of the fetus), then the act is justifiable if one wills the good result. Second, it is a life-for-a-life issue, not an abortion-on-demand situation. Actually, it is not really an abortion at all since it is not an operation aimed at killing an embryo. Third, when one's life is threatened, as the mother's is, she has a right to preserve it on a self-defense basis (see Exod. 22:2) since the presence of the fetus in a fallopian tube (an ectopic pregnancy) is threatening her life. Either the baby dies or else both will die. And it is better to save one life than none. 



Half of All Conceptions Spontaneously Abort It is objected that if a fertilized ovum is a human being, then about half of all human beings are killed spontaneously anyway, for they never make it to the uterus to develop. However, this is not a legitimate ground for abortion. It fails to make the crucial distinction between spontaneous death and homicide. We are not morally culpable for the former, but we are for the latter. There is also a high infant mortality rate in some underdeveloped countries, but this does not justify intentionally killing these babies before they are born. There is a 100 percent mortality rate among people who are terminally ill, but this does not justifykilling them. From a biblical standpoint, God is sovereign over life, not humans. The believer's attitude should be "the LORD gave, and the LORD hath taken away; blessed be the name of the LORD" ( Job 1:21 KJV; see also Deut. 32:39). 



SEE mynotes EXTRAS.doc for more bits on Abortion

�MARRIAGE



MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE  (in Christian Ethics GEISLER)

Marriage is the most basic and influential societal unit in the world. It is difficult to overestimate the importance of marriage, yet each year in the United States there are about half as many divorces as marriages. In view of this, it behooves us to consider the basis for marriage as God intended it. Likewise, since divorce has become commonplace both inside and outside the church, we need to examine when, if ever, it is justifiable.

A Biblical View of Marriage

Since divorce is the dissolution of a marriage, it is necessary to consider marriage before discussing divorce. Just what is a Christian marriage, and should it ever be dissolved? Christians have more agreement on the nature of marriage than they do on divorce. Following are the basic elements of a Christian view of marriage.

The Nature of Marriage

Both the nature and length of marriage are important from a Christian per�spective. Marriage is a lifelong commitment between a male and a female, which involves mutual sexual rights. There are at least three basic elements in the biblical concept of marriage.

Marriage is between a male and a female. A biblical marriage is between a bio�logical male and a biological female. This is clear from the very beginning. God created "male and female" (Gen. 1:27) and commanded them to "be fruitful and increase in number" (v. 28). Natural reproduction is possible only through male and female union. According to the Scriptures, God "formed man of the dust of the ground" (2:7). Then "God made a woman from the rib he had taken out ofthe man" (v. 22). God adds, "For this reason a man will leave his father and mother and be united to his wife, and they will become one flesh. (v. 24).

The use of the terms "husband" and "wife" in the context orfather.and "mother" make it clear that the reference is to a biological male and female. Referring to the creation of Adam and Eve and their marital union, our Lord cited the passage from Genesis: At the beginning the Creator 'made them male and female- (Matt. 19:4). Then Jesus quoted this very passage about leaving father and mother and cleaving to one's wife (v. 5), thus confirming that marriage is to be between a male and a female. Hence, so-called homosexual marriages are not biblical marriages at all. Rather, they are illicit sexual relations (see chap. 16, above). Since they are not really marriages, it follows that the breakup of such a sinful relationship is not really a divorce either. So the first and most basic characteristic of marriage is that it is a union between a male and a female.



     Marriage involves sexual union. It is also clear from Scripture that marriage in�volves sexual union. This is so for many reasons. It is called a union of -one flesh, That marriage includes sex is evident from its use by Paul in 1 Corinthians 6:16, where Paul uses the same phrase to condemn prostitution. God commanded that the "male and female. he created would propagate children (Gen. 1:28). This is possible only by sexual union between biological male and female. After God cre�ated them and expelled them from Eden, the Bible says, "Adam lay with his wife Eve, and she became pregnant and gave birth to Cain. (Gen. 4:1).

     When speaking to the matter of sex in marriage, the apostle Paul wrote clearly: "But since there is so much immorality, each man should have his own wife, and each woman her own husband. The husband should fulfill his marital duty to his wife, and likewise the wife to her husband. The wife's body does not belong to her alone but also to her husband. In the same way, the husband, body does not belong to him alone but also to his wife" (1 Cot 7:2-4).

     In short, marriage involves the right to sexual union between a male and a fe�male. Sexual intercourse before marriage is called "fornication" (KJV: Acts 15:20; 1 Cor. 6:18), and sexual intercourse outside of marriage is called "adultery" (Exod. 20:14; Matt. 19:9). Under the Old Testament law, those who engaged in premarital intercourse were obligated to marry (Deur 22.-29). S. is sanctified by God for marriage only (1 Cor. 7:2). Hence, the writer of Hebrews declared, -Marriage should be honored by all, and the marriage bed kept pure, for God will judge the adulterer and all the sexually immoral. (13:4).

    Although marriage involves sexual rights, it is not limited to sex. Marriage is a companionship, a "covenant. union that is much more than sexual (Mal. 2:14 RSV). It is a social and spiritual as well as a sexual union. Furthermore, the purpose of sex is more than propagation. Sexual relations in marriage are at least threefold: propagation (Gen. 1.), unification (2:24), and recreation (Prov. 5:18-19). Some would add communication as a fourth purpose because of the nonverbal mutual intimacy established by this one-flesh relation.

Marriage involves a covenant before God. Marriage is not only a union between male and female involving conjugal (sexual) rights; it is also a union born of a cov�enant of mutual promises. From the very beginning, the commitment is implied in the concept of leaving parents and cleaving to one's wife. The marital covenant was stated most explicitly by the prophet Malachi: "The LORD has been a witness between you and the wife of your youth, against whom you have dealt treacherously, though she is your companion and your wife by covenant" (2:14 NASB). Proverbs also speaks of marriage as a "covenant" or mutual commitment. It condemns the adulteress "who has left the partner of her youth and ignored the covenant she made before God" (2:17).

From these passages it is evident that marriage is not only a covenant, but also a covenant of which God is a witness. God instituted marriage, and he witnesses the vows. They are made "before God." Jesus said that God literally joins the two together in marriage, adding, "Therefore what God has joined together, let man not separate" (Man. 19:6).

One further note on the nature of marriage. It is a God-ordained institution for all people, not just for Christians. Marriage is the only social institution that God ordained before the fall of humankind. The Letter to the Hebrews declares that marriage "should be honored by all [people]" (13:4). Thus God has ordained marriage for non-Christians as well as Christians. And he is the witness of all wed�dings, whether invited or not. Marriage is a sacred occasion, whether the couple recognizes it or not.

The Duration of Marriage

The Bible is clear about the duration of marriage: It is a lifelong commitment, till death intervenes. It is designed to last for time but, contrary to Mormonism, not for eternity.

Marriage is a lifelong commitment. The lifelong nature of marriage is entailed in the concept of permanence in marriage, to which Jesus referred: "What God has joined together, let man not separate" (Man. 19:6). It is also stated by Paul: "By law a married woman is bound to her husband as long as he is alive, but if her husband dies, she is released from the law of marriage" (Rom. 7:2). These concepts underlie the time-honored phrase in the marriage ceremony, "till death do us pare'

Marriage is not eternal. While marriage is a lifetime covenant before God, it does not extend into eternity. For as Jesus made clear, "at the resurrection people will neither marry nor be given in marriage; they will be like angels in heaven" (Matt. 22:30). Although we will undoubtedly be able to recognize our loved ones in heaven, there will be no marriage in heaven. Furthermore, the fact that widows could remarry (1 Con 7:8-9) indicates that their commitment was only until the death of their mate.

Contrary to Mormon teachings about marriage, that it is "for time and eternity," the Bible is emphatic about the fact that marriage is only an earthly institution. It is for time but not for all eternity. This conclusion cannot be avoided by claiming that Jesus only denied there would be any marriage ceremonies in heaven and did not deny marriage relationships. For it was precisely about the marriage rela�tionship in heaven that he was asked when he gave his answer. Some Sadducees asked him, At the resurrection, whose wife will she be of the seven, since all of them were married to her?" (Matt. 22:28). His answer was, She will not have a marital relationship with any of them, since there will be no marriage relationship in heaven after the resurrection.

The Number of Parties in Marriage

There is another fact about which Christians agree: marriage is monogamous. It is for one man and one woman. Paul said, "Each man [singular] should have his own wife [singular], and each woman her own husband" (1 Cor. 7:2). An elder must be "the husband of but one wife" (1 Tim. 3:2). But monogamy is not merely a New Testament teaching. It was also present from the very beginning, when God created one man (Adam) and gave him only one wife (Eve).

If monogamy is God's order for marriage, then why did he seem to approve of polygamy? Many of the great saints of the Old Testament were polygamists, including Abraham, Moses, and David. Indeed, Solomon had seven hundred wives and three hundred concubines (1 Kings 11:3)! In response, the Bible does not approve of every thing it records, at least not explicitly. For example, the Bible records Satan's lie (Gen. 3:4) but certainly does not approve of it. Likewise, it records David's adultery (2 Sam. 11) but does not approve of it.

Contrary to widespread opinion, the Bible does speak strongly against polygamy in both the Old and New Testaments. This is evident from many passages of Scrip�ture. Monogamy was taught by precedent in the Old Testament. God gave Adam only one wife; this set the precedent for the whole race to follow. Monogamy was also taught by precept. God told Moses, "[The king] shall not multiply wives for himself" (Deut. 17:17 NASB). Thus polygamy was expressly forbidden for the king, who was to set an example for the people.

Monogamy was taught as well in the moral prescription against adultery (Exod. 20:14). It is implied in the moral prescription "You shall not covet your neigh�bor's wife [singular]" (20:17). This implies that there was only one lawful wife that the neighbor could have. Monogamy was taught by population proportion. Roughly equal numbers of males and females are born. If God designed po�lygamy, there should be more women than men. Finally, monogamy is taught by punishment. Every polygamist in the Old Testament paid bitterly for his sin. Solomon is the classic example. The Bible declares that "his wives turned his heart after other gods, and his heart was not fully devoted to the LORD his God" (1 Kings 11:4).

God's permitting polygamy no more proves he prescribes it than God's permitting divorce indicates that he desired it. What Jesus said of divorce is true also of polygamy: it was .permitted (not commanded] ... because your hearts were hard. But it was not this way from the beginning" (Matt. 19:8).

Several Christian Views on Divorce

There is gene. agreement among Christians on the nature of marriage. It is be�tween a male and a female and involves sexual rights. It entails a covenant (vow) before God to be faithful. to each other because it is a monogamous relation between one man and one woman. On the other hand, general agreement on divorce is harder to come by among Christians.

Christian Agreement about Divorce

There is no universal agreement among Christians on divorce. Hence, it is difficult to be dogmatic on the topic. However, there are some areas of general agreement among Christians about divorce. At least three can be noted.



Divorce is not God's design. lt is dear that God did not design divorce. God even said to Malachi, "I hate divorce'. (Mal. 2:16). Jesus said that God permitted but never intended divorce (Matt. 19:8). God mated one man for one woman and de�sired that they both keep their vows until death parts them. Jesus said emphatically, `What God has joined together, let man not separate. (Matt. 19:6). So whatever divorce is, it is not God, perfect design for marriage. It falls short of the ideal. It is not a norm or a standard. At most, it is less than the best for marriage.



Divorce not permissible for every cause. Christians are also generally agreed that divorce is not permissible for just any cause. Indeed, Jesus was asked this very question: is it lawful for a man to divorce his wife for any and every reason?. His answer is an emphatic , and he responded, .I say to you, whoever divorces his wife, except for immorality [fornication], and marries another commits adultery. (Matt 19:9 NASB). Whatever disagreements Christians have about. exception here, it is absolutely clear

that he did not believe that one could should obtain a divorce for any reason.



Divorce creates problems. Even those who believe that divorce is sometimes jus�tifiable for Christians recognize that, whatever problems it may solve, divorce also creates problems. Once God, design is forsake, it is only natural that problems emerge. Although divorce seems to avert difficulties for some, it is not without its problems for most There is usually a price to pay for the partners, for the children, and in family and societal relations. Divorce leaves scars that are not easily healed.

Christian Disagreement about Divorce

Beyond their agreement on the preceding points, there is little unanimity among Christians on the topic of divorce and remarriage. There are three basic views. It seems best here simply to expound and evaluate each, drawing our conclusions after the arguments for each have been outlined and evaluated in the light of Scripture and sound reason.



There are no grounds for divorce. The strict view claims that there are no biblical grounds for a divorce. We will first examine the reasons given and then evaluate them. There are seven primary arguments in favor of the position that divorce is never justified.

Divorce violates God's design for marriage. As has already been shown, God's ideal for marriage is a monogamous lifetime commitment (Matt. 19:6; Rom. 7:2). But divorce violates that covenant. Hence, divorce is never justified.

Divorce breaks avow made before God. Marriage is a covenant vow before God (Prov. 2:17; Mal. 2:14) and fora lifetime. Divorce breaks that vow. But breaking a sacred vow is wrong. The Scriptures declare: "It is better not to vow than to vow and not fulfill it" (Eccles. 5:5).

Jesus condemned all divorce. When Jesus was asked about divorce in Mark (10:1-11), he gave no exceptions. This same position was affirmed by Jesus in Luke 16:18. The so-called exception clause in the parallel passage in Matthew (19:1-9; cf. 5:32) refers not to divorce for adultery but to an annulment for "fornication" before marriage (v. 9). This is in accordance with Matthew's Jewish emphasis and the Jewish law about unchastity before marriage being grounds for annulling the marriage. According to Jewish law, the term "husband" also referred to an engaged man (Deut. 22:13-19; Matt. 1:18-25). In Luke, furthermore, Jesus gave no exception for divorce but said flatly, 'Anyone who divorces his wife and marries another woman commits adultery, and the man who marries a divorced woman commits adultery" (Luke 16:18).

The apostle Paul condemned divorce. Paul exhorted the Corinthians: "I give this command (not I, but the Lord): A wife must not separate from her husband. But if she does, she must remain unmarried or else be reconciled to her husband" (1 Cor. 7:10-11). Even "if a brother has a wife who is not a believer and she is willing to live with him, he must not divorce her." Likewise, "if a woman has a husband who is not a believer and he is willing to live with her, she must not divorce him" (7:12-13).

Divorce disqualified an elder. One of the qualifications for an elder was that he must be "the husband of but one wife" (1 Tim. 3:2). According to proponents of the strict view on divorce, this means that he could never have been divorced; otherwise he would have been the husband of more than one wife.

One's first partner is the true partner. When the woman of Samaria said to Jesus, "I have no husband: he replied, "You are right when you say you have no husband. The fact is, you have had five husbands, and the man you now have is not your husband" (John 4:17-18). This is taken to imply that one's first spouse is the only true one.

7. Divorce violates a sacred typology. According to Paul, a wife is to her hus�band what the church is to Christ (Eph. 5:32). Hence, divorce violates that beautiful typology of the heavenly marriage between Christ and his bride, the church. That God takes a violation of a sacred type seriously can be witnessed in his punishment of Moses for striking the rock (Christ) twice (Num. 20:9-12).

In summary, this view argues that there are no grounds for divorce. The "ex�ception" in Matthew 19:9 refers to premarital intercourse (fornication), not to adultery after marriage. Since there are no grounds for divorce, then divorce is sin and remarriage of a divorce (man) or divorcee (woman) is wrong.



There is only one ground for divorce. Many Christians believe that there is only one justifiable ground for divorce: adultery. Remarriage of divorced persons is not permitted, since they would be living in sin (Matt. 5:32). This they base on several considerations.

Jesus explicitly stated that adultery is grounds for divorce. Proponents of this view favor rendering Matthew 19:9 the way the New International Ver�sion does: "I tell you that anyone who divorces his wife, except for marital unfaithfulness, and marries another woman commits adultery" (emphasis added). They point to several factors in favor of this rendering. The Greek word used is porneia, which includes illicit sexual relations of married as well as unmarried people (see Acts 15:20; Rom. 1:29). It is used in paral�lel with the word "adultery" in this very passage, indicating that they have overlapping usages.

Jesus repeated this exception in a parallel passage. Not only did Jesus state adultery as the one ground for divorce when asked, but he stated the same thing in the Sermon on the Mount, saying, "I tell you that anyone who divorces his wife, except for marital unfaithfulness, causes her to become an adulteress, and anyone who marries the divorced woman commits adul�tery" (Matt. 5:32, emphasis added). In view of this repeated exception, it is argued that the other reference (in Mark 10:1-9; Luke 16:18), where no exception is mentioned, must be understood in the light of the clearly stated exception of adultery in Matthew.

Paul agreed with Jesus's view on divorce. Paul affirmed Jesus's position on divorce for adultery at least implicitly, if not explicitly. He was careful to point to the authority and remembered words of Christ in these matters by phrases like "not I, but the Lord" (1 Cor. 7:10). Even when he said "I, not the Lord," he was not contradicting Christ but merely noting that though Christ never spoke to that particular issue, Christ through the Spirit later gave revelation to Paul (cf. 1 Cor. 2:13; 7:12, 40; 14:37). Furthermore, it is led Moses to permit divorce (Deut. 24:1-4; cf. Matt. 19:8) shows that God understands that in a fallen world, the ideal cannot always be realized. Thus, when an Israelite could not keep the Passover on the first month because of ceremonial contamination, God provided that it could be held on the sec�ond month (Num. 9:10-11). Likewise, when God's first choice for lifetime monogamous marriage is not possible, divorce is sometimes necessary.

Even God "divorced" Israel for unfaithfulness. Throughout the Old Testa�ment, God "divorced" his people for alienation of affection. They went after idols, and God divorced them. God said through Jeremiah, "I gave faithless Israel her certificate of divorce and sent her away because of her adulter�ies" ( Jet 3:8). Isaiah also wrote of God's divorce of Israel because of her unfaithfulness, saying, "Where is your mother's certificate of divorce with which I sent her away?" (Isa. 50:1). Thus, it is argued that the fact that God divorced Israel because of her unfaithfulness sets the pattern for us.

Marriage is a mutual vow between two parties, a covenant. As such it is a conditional covenant. Since the relation is mutual, one person's vows are impossible to keep if the other person is unfaithful or leaves. Hence, the innocent party is "not bound" to their vows if the other party breaks theirs (1 Cot 7:15).

Failing to allow divorce is legalistic. It is the same stance that Jesus con�demned in the Pharisees, who would not allow healing on the Sabbath. Jesus said, "The Sabbath was made for man, not man for the Sabbath" (Mark 2:27; man = humankind). Likewise, marriage was made for human�kind; humankind was not made for marriage. Hence, the involved person should be preeminent in the consideration, not simply a prescription about divorce.

Repentance changes the situation. Even though Israel was "divorced" by the Lord (Jer. 3:1), nevertheless Israel was repeatedly asked to return (vv. 11-14, 22). This indicates that repentance can change the status of the guilty parties before the laws on marriage. Hence, even if the original divorce was a sin, God can nonetheless forgive and heal if there is repentance. There is only one unpardonable sin (Matt. 12:32), and it is not divorce.

An Evaluation of the Christian Views on Divorce

Since there is general agreement on the nature of marriage, we will concentrate on the differences regarding divorce. This will be accomplished by evaluating the arguments in favor of the various views.

An Evaluation of the Position Prohibiting Divorce

It would seem that those opposed to divorce are correct in affirming that mar�riage ought never to be dissolved. However, this is a separate question from remarriage. Just because divorce is sinful does not necessarily mean remarriage is not permissible. The two issues are logically distinct.

Marriage is for life. The most commendable and justifiable aspect of the posi�tion that there are no grounds for divorce is its emphasis on the permanence of marriage. God intends that marriage be a lifetime monogamous relationship. This is God's standard for Christian marriages, and nothing short of lifetime is in his original design. Divorce breaks God's law for marriage and should never be excused as such. God's ideal for marriage is a lifetime commitment between one man and one woman. The pattern should never be violated.

All the arguments and Bible verses used by the adherents of this position point to this conclusion: God does hate divorce. Jesus did forbid it, and the rest of the Bible concurs. At best, God only permitted divorce but never commanded it. There are no scriptural grounds for divorce, not even adultery. Adultery is a sin, and to say that adultery is a justification for divorce is to say that sin justifies divorce. Divorce is a failure to measure up to God's standard no matter what reason. It is an attack upon God's standard, a destruction of his plan for marriage. However, this is logically distinct from the question of whether remarriage is permissible.

Remarriage is permissible. The questions of divorce and remarriage are logically distinct. Just because divorce is always wrong as such does not mean that remarriage is never right. To argue that it does overlooks several important things.

Lifetime marriage is God's ideal, but the ideal is not always achievable. We live not in an ideal world but in a real one, even a fallen world. In such a world, God's ideal is not always realizable. When it is not, then we must do the next best thing. Just as God allowed the children of Israel to observe the Passover on the second month (when they could not observe the first month because of uncleanness), even so remarriage is not God's ideal either. But it is a realistic accommodation to a less-than-ideal world.

Jesus recognized the difference between the ideal and the real when he distin�guished between God's command not to divorce and his permission of divorce in the Old Testament. He said, "Moses permitted you to divorce" (Matt. 19:8), but God  never intended it that way. For "it was not this way from the beginning:' Likewise, while God never commanded remarriage o f divorced couples, this does not mean that he never permits it.

Forgiveness can change one's status before God. According to the prophet Jeremiah, God called upon the Israelites whom he had "divorced" to repent and "return" to him (Jer. 3:1, 11, 14). This means that repentance canceled their di�vorced status. If so, then why cannot repentance cancel the adulterous status of the divorced who remarry? Jesus did say that anyone who was divorced and re�married was living in adultery (Matt. 5:32). But he did not say that divorce was an unpardonable sin. Jesus actually said there is only one unpardonable sin: the blasphemy of the Holy Spirit (Matt. 12:32). To make divorce a second unpardon�able sin goes beyond Scripture, which affirms that "if we confess our sins, [God]

Misunderstanding of the exception clause. Jesus is quoted twice in Matthew as saying divorce is wrong "except for fornication [porneia]" (Matt. 5:32; 19:8). Proponents of the position allowing divorce only for adultery take this to refer to sexual unfaithfulness after marriage by one of the partners. This interpretation, however, is not supported by either the context, parallel passages, or the customs of the day.

A different word for adultery is used in the New Testament. It is the Greek word moicheia. If Matthew had meant adultery (illicit sex invoking a married person), he could have used this word rather than "fornication" (porneia). Mat�thew used the word moicheia when describing adultery (Matt. 15:19) and the verb form moichetio (to commit adultery) several times (Matt. 5:27-28; 19:18). Other New Testament writers regularly use the words moicheia and moicheuo to describe adultery (e.g., Mark 7:22; Luke 16:18; John 8:4; Rom. 2:22; James 2:11; Rev. 2:22). The two words "fornication" (porneia) and "adultery" (moicheia) are used in distinction from each other in the same passage. For example, Jesus said, "For out of the heart come ... adulteries, fornications" (Matt. 15:19 NASB; see also Mark 7:21-22; Gal. 5:19).

Only Matthew mentions the exception for fornication. The parallel passage in Mark (10:11) says simply, "Anyone who divorces his wife and marries another woman commits adultery against her." And Luke (16:18) likewise reads, 'Anyone who divorces his wife and marries another woman commits adultery." If there were an exception that applied to their audiences, surely they would have mentioned it.

Matthew's Jewish background and emphasis would understandably lead him to emphasize the Jewish exception for premarital fornication. The law of Moses said, "If a man takes a wife and, after lying with her, ... did not find proof of her virgin�ity, ... she shall be brought to the door of her father's house and there the men of her town shall stone her to death" (Deut. 22:13-21). However, if her parents can bring "proof of her virginity" and "display the cloth [stained bedsheet] before the elders of the town," then "she shall continue to be his wife; he must not divorce her as long as he lives" (vv. 14, 17, 19). With this custom in mind, it is perfectly understandable why Matthew would want to explain for the Jews in this audience this justifiable exception for premarital fornication.

Misunderstanding of the "except for adultery”  statement. According to those totally opposed to divorce and also those allowing divorce for adultery, the persons who are divorced, or divorced because of adultery, may not remarry; if they do, they commit adultery. This is based on Jesus's statements that 'anyone who divorces his wife and marries another woman commits adultery against her" (Mark 10:11) and "the man who marries a divorced woman commits adultery" (Luke 16:18; cf. Matt. 19:9). Matthew 5:32 says, "Everyone who divorces his wife, except for the reason of unchastity, makes her commit adultery" (NASB, emphasis added). The implication here is that, as far as God is concerned, the original partner is the true spouse (see John 4:18). So in God's eyes the "divorced" person is still married. Hence, living with another is adultery, since it is sexual intercourse with a married person.

With respect to God's ideal for marriage, this seems to be a valid inference from the passage. Yet for several reasons, it is wrong to assume that this eliminates all remarriage.

First, Jesus obviously does not mean that the innocent party is actually com�mitting adultery, for it is one's partner who has committed adultery. God is simply treating the innocent party as if that person has committed adultery. In like man�ner, 1 John 1:10 says, "If we say we have not sinned, we make [God] a liar" (KJV). But it is clear that we cannot actually make God to be a liar. By claiming sinless�ness, we treat God as if he were a liar. Thus, since divorce violates God's ideal for marriage, even the innocent party is treated as if an adulterer or adulteress, even though one really is not.

Second, as all admit, the death of one partner would make remarriage valid. In such a case the other party would not be committing adultery by remarrying.

Third, as the Westminster Confession argued, there are other situations than divorce that are "as if the offending party were dead" (emphasis added). Desertion, for example, is the virtual equivalent of death.

Fourth, as noted, forgiveness by confession cancels the state-of-sin status of the divorced person ( Jer. 3:1,11-14). The only reason they are living in sin after a divorce is that the divorce was a sin. And as long as they do not confess the sin of the divorce, they are still living in sin. But if they do confess their sin, God will forgive it like any other sin (1 John 1:9).

An Evaluation of the Position Allowing Divorce for Many Reasons

As we have already seen, there is no justification for divorce as such; yet the position that permits divorce for many reasons has a good deal of merit. Its value is not in the grounds it allows for the dissolution of a marriage, but in its arguments in favor of encouraging a remarriage. These arguments cannot be used to justify divorce; whatever value they have can only be used to justify remarriage. At best, they are not arguments in favor of breaking an old marriage, but simply reasons for making a new marriage. Some of the reasons deserve repetition.

Marriage is a mutual vow. Since marriage is a mutual vow, it is both impossible and unnecessary for only one person to keep a vow when the other person has irrevocably broken it. Yet a believer should seek reconciliation. As long as it is possible to make the first marriage function, the believer has a responsibility to do so. Following the example of Hosea, we should even forgive and receive back an adulterous partner (Hos. 3). On the other hand, if the other person is dead (or the equivalent) or has remarried, then there obviously is no possibility of reconciliation. In such cases the other party is not bound by the wedding vows since they were vows to another person with whom it is no longer possible to fulfill them.

Frailty should be acknowledged and forgiveness sought. God understands our weaknesses and forgives our sins upon our confession. He knew that we would not always be able to keep his commandments. And while God never lowers his demands to our level, he does provide forgiveness for us. Divorce is not an unforgivable sin The problem is in bringing people to recognize that divorce is actually a sin. Admittedly, giving "justified. instances for divorce does not help to promote God’s ideal for a permanent marriage. On the other hand, neither does ignoring God's forgiveness and declaring divorce to be an unpardonable sin constitute a help. ministry to the divorced. At least those favoring divorce for many reasons have some of the right reasons, even if they do use them to prove the wrong point.



Summary and Conclusion

God intends marriage to be a lifetime commitment between one male and one female. Though the marriage relationship does not extend into eternity, it is meant to last the entirety of their time together on earth. Divorce as such is never jus�tifiable, even for adultery. Adultery is a sin, and God approves neither of sin nor of the dissolution of marriage. What God has joined together, he does not want humans to put asunder (Matt. 19:6).

However, while divorce is never justifiable, it is sometimes permissible and always forgivable. Hence, those who recognize the sin of the divorce, and their responsibil�ity for it, should be allowed to remarry. But their remarriage should be for life. If they fail again, it would be unwise to allow them to continue to repeat this error. Only those who are inclined to keep their lifetime commitment should be married, to say nothing of remarried. Marriage is a sacred institution and should not be profaned by divorce, especially by repeated divorce. The epidemic proportions that divorce has reached in our society are a sober warning about how the sacredness of marriage has been profaned. Christians should do everything in their power to exalt God’s standard of monogamous lifetime marriage.
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ANDERSON

A pastor, whom I will call Larry, asked my counsel with regard to a situation in his church causing a great deal of anguish for him personally as well as for the members of the church. When a new choir was formed, a man from the congregation volunteered and was accepted as a regular member. While this man was a faithful attendee at the church, it was also well-known that he had been divorced and that he and the woman with whom he was living had never been legally married, though they presented themselves as a typical family, including the three children from her former marriage.



"The crisis came," Larry told me, "when I confronted the man with this situation and asked him to drop out of the choir. I told him that as long as he was living with a woman without legally being married to her, his presence in the choir compromised the ministry of the entire choir. He accepted this fact and withdrew, remaining in attendance at the church. When other members of the church found out about it, the thing blew up in my face. Even the choir director, who was a strong supporter of my ministry, accosted me the following week and said, 'Pastor, how could you do such a thing? Don't you have any compassion?' " As Larry went on to describe the events of the following weeks and months, it became clear that he was also in a crisis, both theologically and personally. He had barely survived in his role as pastor with the help of a denominational official who intervened and stabilized the conflict.



Larry defended his action by saying that it was a matter of principle and that the character and integrity of his own ministry was at stake in allowing a man to participate in the morning worship service in the choir while living with a woman to whom he was not legally married. "I think that I do have compassion," he told me, "but how could I give approval to a relationship that was clearly wrong in the sight of God? I may have handled it wrong, and I have admitted that, but I am not able to approve of a relationship not consecrated by marriage." I probed gently. Would he have permitted the man to remain in the choir if he had walked in a week later with a marriage certificate signed by a local justice of the peace and duly recorded with the proper legal authorities? "Yes," he replied, " that would have resolved the whole problem." I pressed further. Does the civil authority have the power to consecrate what you called an unconsecrated relationship in God's eyes? He hesitated. "I don't like to think of it that way" he replied. "I think that it is a matter of obedience to God and that living together without being married is disobedience and thus a sin before God.



I felt that allowing him to sing in the choir would compromise my own pastoral leadership and lower the spiritual quality of the church's ministry" I have discovered that most pastors eventually feel caught in similar situations where they are expected to show compassion while at the same time uphold standards of holiness and biblical principle. It might be the matter of remarriage for persons who have been divorced or the marriage of a Christian believer to an unbeliever. It may be the issue of allowing a member of the church board who suddenly is revealed to be an alcoholic to continue in a leadership position. Whatever the circumstances, the issue of what constitutes a standard of holiness and what can be viewed as consecrated by God becomes a test of pastoral integrity and congregational maturity Larry thought that the issue was between the human quality of compassion and his theology of sanctification. He discovered that the real issue was his own theology of holiness in tension with the praxis of the Spirit of Jesus at work in the lives of the people in his congregation. He had attempted to be a prophet in the sense that the self-righteous Pharisee used the term. In so doing, he failed to be a pastor in the sense of the ministry as Jesus defined it. In effect, Larry answered Browning's first question in such a way as to defend his own pastoral role and to satisfy his theological conscience. How then should I live? became for him the only question. The question for the couple, How then should we live? was not considered as a basis for his theological reflection. As it turned out, he was caught between his systematic and biblical theology and the demands of practical theology.



A more helpful approach would have been to have quietly counseled the couple to have their union blessed by the affirmation of the congregation and for their "common law marriage" to be legally certified. Paul's counsel is apropos at this point: "Let us therefore no longer pass judgment on one another, but resolve instead never to put a stumbling block or hindrance in the way of another" (Rom 14:13). The questions raised by practical theology are hermeneutical questions, questions that seek the mind of Christ through Scripture as applied in a concrete situation.



STOTT

Takes a stricter view SEE mynotes EXTRAS.doc

porneia to include "every kind of misconduct or immorality which is so serious that it pollutes or perverts the marital relationship = illicit sexual relations (porneia: adultery, homosexuality, bestiality



ANDERSON



My conversion to practical theology began early in my ministry. A woman member of the church had been divorced several years before joining. During her participation in our church fellowship she fell in love with a man who had also been divorced. Both of them were faithful and regular participants in the life of the church.



One day she came to my office and said, "Pastor, I know what the Bible says concerning divorce and remarriage. According to the Bible I can never remarry. I am not the innocent party to my previous divorce. I contributed as much as my husband to the tragic failure of our marriage. I have sought and received God's forgiveness for the sin of divorce. Now I have met a man with whom I not only have a bond of love, but we share a strong bond of life in Jesus Christ." She paused for a long time and then asked, "Where is God in our lives? Is God on the side of a law of marriage and divorce, or is he on our side as we experience forgiveness and renewal as his children seeking his blessing on our lives through marriage?" She asked the right question. It was the question asked of Jesus by those who sought healing on the sabbath, who reached out to him from the ranks of those marginalized and scorned by the self-righteous religious authorities. It was not a question that sought to evade a biblical principle by finding a loophole through which one could drive a bargain with God. It was not a question of human pragmatism but of divine praxis. I was being asked to interpret the Word of God by the work of God in their lives. To use the Word against the work of God seemed dangerously close to the practice of those who crucified Jesus because he was judged to have violated the law of the sabbath by healing on the sabbath On 9:16).



My response to this couple after meeting with them paraphrased the statement of Jesus concerning the sabbath: "Marriage is made for the benefit of humankind; humans are not made merely to uphold marriage as a law" (Mk 2:27-28). At their marriage, before the entire congregation, I said, "Bill and Sue [not their real names] want you to know that they have no right to be married today. But you are witnesses of the saving and healing work of Christ in their midst, and it is on that basis, as recipients of God's grace, that they stand before you as a testimony to the power of God to redeem and bless what is redeemed."



At that crucial point in my own ministry I had a good deal of systematic theology but no preparation in practical theology. Since then I have come to understand that the core theology of the Bible, both Old and New Testament, is practical theology before it becomes systematic theology.

___________________________________

The woman reminded me that in our conservative theological tradition remarriage for divorced persons was considered to be unbiblical, except for certain cases, such as one being the "innocent party" of the divorce (an interpretive paradigm). My response was an "experimental probe." If one considered marriage to be somewhat similar to keeping the sabbath, then we might consider that Jesus not only healed on the sabbath as one who had authority—"The Son of Man is Lord even of the sabbath" (Mk 21:28)—but that Jesus was also "Lord of marriage." 



Even as the man who was born blind and healed on the sabbath became the text by which Jesus interpreted the Scripture regarding keeping the sabbath On 9), so this woman and her friend constituted a "living text" by which I viewed the "written text" of Scripture and drew forth a conclusion leading to a decision. Every act of ministry teaches something about God, I tell the seminary students in my classes. Whether we are aware of it or not, each act of ministry will be interpreted by others as revealing something about the nature and purpose of God. The marriage of this couple, who had each been divorced, said something about the nature of God that I believed was consistent with what Scripture reveals about God. The ministry of Jesus, I have asserted, is as authoritative and revealing of God as the teaching of Jesus. Thus Christology as an academic discipline must also be correlated with Christopraxis as a discipline of practical theology.



Every pastor will sooner or later be confronted by the issue of divorce and remarriage of divorced persons. On exegetical grounds alone the issue of whether the Bible ever allows for remarriage or on what conditions is a subject of debate and division.



Many pastors have chosen to practice mercy and grace in such situations rather than to consign persons who have failed in one marriage to live as a casualty of that failure for the rest of their lives. But how many practice this ministry with an uneasy if not an anxious conscience? I believe that the two theological paradigms developed above provide some basis for making pastoral decisions in some of these cases that are theologically sound and biblically grounded. For example, if a failed marriage and subsequent divorce is considered to be a form of the ex nihilo in which the grace of God can create a situation in which "everything has become new" (2 Cor 5:17), one could understand that the praxis of the Holy Spirit frees the individuals from historical determinism and opens them up to eschatological fulfillment of God's promise. A remarriage can then be viewed theologically as a gracious recovery of the biblical antecedent that marriage itself is given by God as a possibility within the divine image (Gen 2:24).



In this case, there is precedent for a remarriage in the divine institution of marriage itself. It would seem that the response of Jesus to the quarrelsome question put to him by the Pharisees was of this kind. "From the beginning of creation, 'God made them male and female.' " And Jesus then quotes the passage from Genesis 2: 'For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh.' . . . Therefore what God has joined together, let no one separate" (Mk 10:2-9).



The Praxis of the Spirit & a Theology of Liberation 111 Cutting through the casuistry that they traced back to Moses, Jesus reminded them that when they deal with marriage "they deal with God." And the God that we encounter when dealing with failure and sin is the one who meets us as Jesus Christ, who forgives, renews and restores. Certainly it was God's intention that those joined together in marriage stay together and that no human principle or law can justify this separation. But as we have seen throughout the Bible, where barrenness and death occur—and tragically, they do—God's grace operates out of this ex nihilo to create something entirely new. Historical precedence, even as a consequence of sin, is canceled by eschatological preference.





SEE mynotes EXTRAS.doc for more bits on Marriage





�WEEK 6 อาทิตย์ที่ 6

Finish Divorce and re-marriage:



	- would you ever recommend someone to divorce?

		- why, why not?

	- would you perform a remarriage ceremony?

- on what ethical basis have you made your decision?

	- what conditions would you be looking for before you agree to it?

	- would it differ from any other normal marriage ceremony?





GAY MARRIAGE

การสมรสระหว่างเพศเดี่ยวกัน





1. REVIEW OF BIBLICAL CONCEPT OF MARRIAGE  ทบทวนหลักการเรื่องการสมรส



The Nature of Marriage

Both the nature and length of marriage are important from a Christian per�spective. Marriage is a lifelong commitment between a male and a female, which involves mutual sexual rights. There are at least three basic elements in the biblical concept of marriage.



Marriage is between a male and a female. A biblical marriage is between a bio�logical male and a biological female. This is clear from the very beginning. God created "male and female" (Gen. 1:27) and commanded them to "be fruitful and increase in number" (v. 28). Natural reproduction is possible only through male and female union. According to the Scriptures, God "formed man of the dust of the ground" (2:7). Then "God made a woman from the rib he had taken out ofthe man" (v. 22). God adds, "For this reason a man will leave his father and mother and be united to his wife, and they will become one flesh. (v. 24).

The use of the terms "husband" and "wife" in the context orfather.and "mother" make it clear that the reference is to a biological male and female. Referring to the creation of Adam and Eve and their marital union, our Lord cited the passage from Genesis: At the beginning the Creator 'made them male and female- (Matt. 19:4). Then Jesus quoted this very passage about leaving father and mother and cleaving to one's wife (v. 5), thus confirming that marriage is to be between a male and a female. Hence, so-called homosexual marriages are not biblical marriages at all. Rather, they are illicit sexual relations (see chap. 16, above). Since they are not really marriages, it follows that the breakup of such a sinful relationship is not really a divorce either. So the first and most basic characteristic of marriage is that it is a union between a male and a female.



     Marriage involves sexual union. It is also clear from Scripture that marriage in�volves sexual union. This is so for many reasons. It is called a union of -one flesh, That marriage includes sex is evident from its use by Paul in 1 Corinthians 6:16, where Paul uses the same phrase to condemn prostitution. God commanded that the "male and female. he created would propagate children (Gen. 1:28). This is possible only by sexual union between biological male and female. After God cre�ated them and expelled them from Eden, the Bible says, "Adam lay with his wife Eve, and she became pregnant and gave birth to Cain. (Gen. 4:1).

     When speaking to the matter of sex in marriage, the apostle Paul wrote clearly: "But since there is so much immorality, each man should have his own wife, and each woman her own husband. The husband should fulfill his marital duty to his wife, and likewise the wife to her husband. The wife's body does not belong to her alone but also to her husband. In the same way, the husband, body does not belong to him alone but also to his wife" (1 Cot 7:2-4).

     In short, marriage involves the right to sexual union between a male and a fe�male. Sexual intercourse before marriage is called "fornication" (KJV: Acts 15:20; 1 Cor. 6:18), and sexual intercourse outside of marriage is called "adultery" (Exod. 20:14; Matt. 19:9). Under the Old Testament law, those who engaged in premarital intercourse were obligated to marry (Deur 22.-29). S. is sanctified by God for marriage only (1 Cor. 7:2). Hence, the writer of Hebrews declared, -Marriage should be honored by all, and the marriage bed kept pure, for God will judge the adulterer and all the sexually immoral. (13:4).

    Although marriage involves sexual rights, it is not limited to sex. Marriage is a companionship, a "covenant. union that is much more than sexual (Mal. 2:14 RSV). It is a social and spiritual as well as a sexual union. Furthermore, the purpose of sex is more than propagation. Sexual relations in marriage are at least threefold: propagation (Gen. 1.), unification (2:24), and recreation (Prov. 5:18-19). Some would add communication as a fourth purpose because of the nonverbal mutual intimacy established by this one-flesh relation.



Marriage involves a covenant before God. Marriage is not only a union between male and female involving conjugal (sexual) rights; it is also a union born of a cov�enant of mutual promises. From the very beginning, the commitment is implied in the concept of leaving parents and cleaving to one's wife. The marital covenant was stated most explicitly by the prophet Malachi: "The LORD has been a witness between you and the wife of your youth, against whom you have dealt treacherously, though she is your companion and your wife by covenant" (2:14 NASB). Proverbs also speaks of marriage as a "covenant" or mutual commitment. It condemns the adulteress "who has left the partner of her youth and ignored the covenant she made before God" (2:17).

From these passages it is evident that marriage is not only a covenant, but also a covenant of which God is a witness. God instituted marriage, and he witnesses the vows. They are made "before God." Jesus said that God literally joins the two together in marriage, adding, "Therefore what God has joined together, let man not separate" (Man. 19:6). IMPORTANCE OF THE VOWS!!!

One further note on the nature of marriage. It is a God-ordained institution for all people, not just for Christians. Marriage is the only social institution that God ordained before the fall of humankind. The Letter to the Hebrews declares that marriage "should be honored by all [people]" (13:4). Thus God has ordained marriage for non-Christians as well as Christians. And he is the witness of all wed�dings, whether invited or not. Marriage is a sacred occasion, whether the couple recognizes it or not.

The Duration of Marriage

The Bible is clear about the duration of marriage: It is a lifelong commitment, till death intervenes. It is designed to last for time but, contrary to Mormonism, not for eternity.

Marriage is a lifelong commitment. The lifelong nature of marriage is entailed in the concept of permanence in marriage, to which Jesus referred: "What God has joined together, let man not separate" (Man. 19:6). It is also stated by Paul: "By law a married woman is bound to her husband as long as he is alive, but if her husband dies, she is released from the law of marriage" (Rom. 7:2). These concepts underlie the time-honored phrase in the marriage ceremony, "till death do us pare'

Marriage is not eternal. While marriage is a lifetime covenant before God, it does not extend into eternity. For as Jesus made clear, "at the resurrection people will neither marry nor be given in marriage; they will be like angels in heaven" (Matt. 22:30). Although we will undoubtedly be able to recognize our loved ones in heaven, there will be no marriage in heaven. Furthermore, the fact that widows could remarry (1 Cor 7:8-9) indicates that their commitment was only until the death of their mate.

Contrary to Mormon teachings about marriage, that it is "for time and eternity," the Bible is emphatic about the fact that marriage is only an earthly institution. It is for time but not for all eternity. This conclusion cannot be avoided by claiming that Jesus only denied there would be any marriage ceremonies in heaven and did not deny marriage relationships. For it was precisely about the marriage rela�tionship in heaven that he was asked when he gave his answer. Some Sadducees asked him, At the resurrection, whose wife will she be of the seven, since all of them were married to her?" (Matt. 22:28). His answer was, She will not have a marital relationship with any of them, since there will be no marriage relationship in heaven after the resurrection.





PURPOSE OF MARRIAGE  จุดประสงค์ของการสมรส



เอเฟซัส 5:31 - 33

31 เพราะเหตุนี้  ผู้ชายจึงจะละบิดามารดาของตน  ไปผูกพันอยู่กับภรรยา  และเขาทั้งสองจะเป็นเนื้ออันเดียวกัน

32 ความจริงที่ฝังอยู่ในข้อนี้สำคัญ  ส่วนข้าพเจ้า  ข้าพเจ้าเข้าใจว่าหมายถึงพระคริสต์และคริสตจักร

33 ถึงอย่างไรก็ดี  ท่านทุกคนจงต่างก็รักภรรยาของตนเหมือนรักตนเอง  และภรรยาก็จงยำเกรงสามีของตน

(demonstrate union between Christ & Church… we are Bride of Christ… this is the eternal what we have now is the Shadow/type)



So faithfulness, committment, only one… so why not GAY union of same kind?



TREMENDOUS PRESSURE TO ACCEPT  สังคมปัจจุบัน

The Kids Are All Right

	watch D:\Clips\Gay\The Kids Are All Right - Official Trailer [HD] - YouTube.flv



President Obama's announcement that he supports same-sex marriage will likely cause ripple effects among evangelicals. Polls show that evangelicals remain among the most opposed to same-sex marriage, but the same polls also show that opposition has diminished over the past two decades.



Legalised in UK

Church of England



Chick-fil-A president Dan Cathy, in answer to an interview question about the principles of the popular fast-food company, said, "We are very much supportive of the family---the biblical definition of the family unit." This set some people's teeth on edge. But things got hot when he added in a later interview, "I think we are inviting God's judgment on our nation when we shake our fist at him and say 'We know better than you as to what constitutes marriage.' "



EVERYBODY WANTS SOMEONE TO LOVE THEM INTIMATELY

watch D:\Clips\Gay\The romantic life of a transgender couple.flv   



CHRISTIANS and GAYS (will be dealt with more fully later on)

Our radically confused society is debating the meaning of marriage with increasing intensity. That question leads to a host of other issues---especially the boundaries of sexual behavior and the nature of procreation. No one is untouched by this debate.



Confusion in society spreads easily to the church.



communicate two things: First, a definite "no" to calls to lower the moral bar (whether they come from within the church or from secular critics). And second, a decided "yes" to respect and extend compassion to the people who advocate views and practices we oppose. The issues are too important to fall short in either direction.

   ---Editors - Christianity Today



We should be friends of Gays… just as we are friends of anyone else (we are all sinful)

	- even though we don’t agree with what they do…

Jesus was a friend of tax collectors and “sinners” - prostitutes could feel at hope with Him

		- why?



การต่อด้านของคริสเตียนในเรื่องการสมรสระหว่างเพศเดี่ยวกัน

�
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WHY MARRIAGE WAS DESIGNED FOR MALE AND FEMALE  ต้องชายและหญิงทำไม

(What God Hath Not Joined)



Edith M. Humphrey  9/1/2004 Christianity Today



"Have you not read that the one who made them at the beginning 'made them male and female,' and said, 'For this reason a man shall leave his father and mother, be joined to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh'?" So Jesus declares that in the first marriage and in every marriage since, it is God himself who joins particular members of the opposite sex together in a natural relation unlike any other.

Matthew 19:5 - 6 and said, `For this reason a man will leave his father and mother and be united to his wife, and the two will become one flesh'?  So they are no longer two, but one. Therefore what God has joined together, let man not separate."



All societies have honored this special union that Christians, Jews, and Muslims rightly recognize to be a gift of the Creator. Even in an atheistic context like Russia during the Communist period, Muscovite couples were married with festal trappings at what passed for a sacred site, Lenin's tomb.



Our generation has introduced a tear in this universal fabric. Same-sex activists are clamoring for the state to grant homosexual couples marital status. These blows to the definition of marriage are landing not only in the North American civil sphere, but within churches. Theological arguments may not hold much sway in public debate, and there are certainly good social reasons for preserving the definition of marriage. But for the defense of marriage in both civil society and church, Christians must look to---and guard---the deep theological foundations of marriage.



Theological foundations are indeed under attack. On June 3, the General Synod of the Anglican Church of Canada, while deferring the decision to bless same-sex unions in formal ceremonies, declared that longstanding homoerotic relationships were already sanctified. Even while questioning whether this issue touches on core doctrine, the Synod employed a theological term (sanctity) to "support" its gay and lesbian members. Such confusing events lead the faithful to ask: What is the connection between the same-sex debate and doctrine? Can those who desire the "sanctity of marriage" rightly find it for same-sex relationships? Can same-sex unions truly be blessed in the churches?



The cry goes up that the biblical teaching must be surpassed, since "God is doing a new thing." (XREF: Anderson - re. What is God doing - but in all valid cases (e.g. women leadership etc.) there’s a biblical antecedent ) What is the style of God's action in the world? How does the Bible describe God's activity and homoeroticism itself? In Romans 1:18-32, Paul traces the drama of creation, sin, idolatry, and rebellion. Wonderfully, the created order provided a window through which God's glory can be seen (20). Humanity drew the blinds over this window, however, when it acted willfully, giving neither honor nor thanks to the Creator.



But true atheism is not possible for those made to worship. Human beings simply exchanged loyalties, worshiping creatures rather than God (23). God's response to this senseless idolatry was to permit the natural consequences (24, 26). Paul gives a vivid example of this fallout: Human passions are disturbed and the primary created relationship (male and female) is distorted into homoerotic behavior (24, 26-27).



Though the emphasis is on bodily disruption, the consequences go beyond the body to the entire self (27). Thus Romans 1 understands homoerotic behavior as an example of what happened to humanity in terms of the body and the passions, before it goes on to consider sins that arise within the disordered mind (28-31).



Homoerotic activity, then, is symptomatic of the primal rebellion against God---alongside covetousness, murder, strife, gossip, deceit, disloyalty, and pride.



No doubt Paul places it first because this condition shows brokenness in God's creative order and within the ordained union of male and female (Gen. 1:27). Homoeroticism thus represents an exchange (Rom. 1:26) of what is "natural" for what is "against nature," and is a primary breach between the two designed for each other. These relations dramatize human rejection of God's primal purposes.



Some have claimed that, because Paul uses homoeroticism only as an illustration, Romans 1 does not speak regarding sexual ethics. This can hardly be so. Would anyone apply the same reasoning to the other signs of depravity cited here, like murder? Paul assumes that his readers agree with his assessment of homoerotic activity, and helps them to understand it in the context of the scriptural story of origins.

Holiness Narratives



In light of this larger narrative, we go back to the Old Testament. In Genesis 18:16-19:29 (and a similar story in Judges 19), the male inhabitants of a city attempt to rape visitors. Some have argued that Sodom's sin was not sexual but simply a breach of hospitality. This is highly unlikely, since Lot's daughters were offered as a sexual substitute.



The intended sin here is gang rape, though it is true that where other passages mention Sodom (Isa. 1:10ff., Jer. 23:14, Eze. 16:49ff.), they emphasize hypocrisy, falsehood, and arrogance over sexual sin. Yet as Judaism and Christianity encountered later Hellenistic acceptance of homoeroticism, the sexual element in the Genesis story was highlighted: Intertestamental writings cite Sodom as an example of sexual perversion (cf. Jude 7).



We turn from narratives to injunction. Leviticus 18:22 says bluntly: "You shall not lie with a male as with a woman; it is an abomination" (cf. Lev. 20:13). Some within the church argue that such prohibitions concern only cultic practices in ancient Israel and so are no longer binding on Christians. But some Levitical proscriptions concern immoral behavior, not simply ritual uncleanness. We need to ask, How does the general pattern of the Scriptures direct us to understand this prohibition?



The answer is that homoerotic behavior contradicts God's purpose for all his creatures. It is not in the same category as the cultic or cultural prohibitions regarding non-kosher foods and the twining together of two types of thread. Like the prohibition of incest (Lev. 18:6-18), the prohibition of homoerotic acts addresses every age.



As the New Testament epistles show, the early church did not discard what the Hebrew Bible said about sexual ethics. When Corinthian Christians thought that their spiritual sophistication gave them license to sin, Paul challenged them (1 Cor. 6:9ff.): "Do you not know that evildoers will not inherit God's kingdom?" Then he offered as examples those who steal, get drunk, scorn what is holy, pursue sexual immorality, and practice two modes of male homoerotic behavior.



Some argue that we cannot understand Paul's reference to these two behaviors (malakoi and arsenokoitai, as in 1 Cor. 6:9 and 1 Tim. 1:10) in terms of homoeroticism. But arsenokoitai is in fact a compound word derived from the Greek version of Leviticus 20:13 for those men "who lie with a male." Malakoi means literally "soft ones" and in Greek writings frequently identified the passive homoerotic partner. It is a mistake to limit the term's meaning, as do some, to masturbation, or as the NRSV does, to male prostitution.



The Genesis narratives, because they are stories, and the Levitical passages, because they are part of a code given to Israel in particular, must be considered in light of the whole biblical narrative. When we do this, the lists of immoral behavior in and show that the early Christian communities held firm to Old Testament views of sexual immorality---for reasons consistent with Romans 1.

Revising Paul



The moral tradition of the church, from the earliest period into the Reformation and since, has been emphatic: Homoerotic behavior is against the will of God.



Those who reject this tradition take several tacks, for example: "The church has fudged on other controversial issues, and homosexuality is the same." What about female ministry and slavery, critics ask; doesn't the Bible forbid the one and accept the other, yet the church does what it thinks best anyway?



In fact, female ministry and slavery are handled differently from text to text in the Bible (e.g., on female ministry: 1 Cor. 14:33b-35 vs. 1 Cor. 11:4-5; 1 Tim. 2:11 and 1 Tim. 3:11, cf. Rom. 16:1). Without addressing these issues at length, we can see that, at the least, there are internal tensions in Scripture regarding female ministry and slavery. But there is no internal tension among the passages that speak of homoerotic behavior.



Others undermine the biblical teaching by suggesting, "Paul was talking about something else." That is, he forbids homosexual practice to people who are by nature heterosexual; he judges those who are not truly homosexual but who act homoerotically "against [their] nature" (Rom. 1:26). Thus, they say, Paul would not disapprove the practice by those who are by nature homosexual.



The mistake here is to think that in Romans 1, Paul has in mind certain individuals or types. Instead, he is painting on a large canvas, speaking about the problems of Israel in the context of God's dealings with all humanity (Adam and the Gentiles). He is not speaking of individuals, but of humanity in general, and of one sign (homoeroticism) that our original wholeness has been broken. To introduce specific categories, those who act homosexually "according to nature," and those who do so "against nature," is to muddle Paul's point.



Some limit Paul's words by saying that he is decrying those who sell their bodies for gain (so making malakoi or arsenokoitai to mean male prostitution). There is simply no evidence whatever for this, notwithstanding the serpentine arguments of John Boswell's Christianity, Social Tolerance, and Homosexuality (1980) and in L. William Countryman's Dirt, Greed and Sex (1988). Paul's problem with homoerotic behavior is specifically its same-sex quality, not power-relations or the economics of sexual trade.



But could Paul's disapproval of homoeroticism be limited to those who practiced pederasty, that ancient Hellenistic practice of erotic behavior with young males? In fact, the Graeco-Roman "ideal" of the "love of boys" did not mean children, but teenage males, of the same age that young women would be given in marriage. The exploitation of children is not the issue, as we can see from the parallel judgment upon lesbianism in Romans 1:26.



Still other revisionists sidestep Scripture and tradition in claiming, "It's not immoral; they just thought like that back then." They dismiss the Old Testament as outmoded, then argue similarly that the New Testament material is culturally conditioned. Paul insisted in 1 Corinthians 11 that women cover their heads in worship because it meant something in that culture, but they say it doesn't mean anything now. Similarly, he prohibited same-sex erotic relations because they were not acceptable in his circles at that time, but times have changed.



But Paul's times, in fact, were "gay-positive" or at least "gay-tolerant." Paul and other New Testament writers take a decisive stand against behavior frequently condoned and sometimes idealized in the surrounding cultures. What was wrong then is wrong now.



Sometimes an appeal is made to contemporary opinions about same-sex relations: "Yes, Paul disapproved of such activity, but he had nothing whatsoever to say about homosexuality as we understand it today." The biblical writers, they claim, assumed that homoerotic behavior was an avoidable moral choice, but if Paul had had the benefit of our psychological studies, he would have taken a different position. If people are born gay, how can it be sinful?



In reality, it makes little difference whether nature or nurture inclines us toward any one sexual behavior. Paul was well aware of the compulsive nature of sin. He put forth the gospel as God's means of dealing with the sin that enslaves us, as well as with sins we deliberately choose.



A bold variation on the argument that Paul was scientifically limited is that he was theologically limited. So Eugene Rogers (Sexuality and the Christian Body, 1999) argues that God's grace is wider even than Paul himself suspected, embracing same-sex couples as well as Jew and Gentile.



Paul, Rogers claims, says that God himself acts "against nature" in "grafting" Gentiles into the olive tree, the people of God (Rom. 11). Similarly, Rogers argues, God can act "against nature" in approving same-sex relations. This, however, reads against the sense of both Romans 1 and 11. Romans 1 speaks about what is contrary to nature in the created order. Romans 11 offers a figure of speech to help the Roman Gentile Christians appreciate their inclusion by God.



Rogers strangely clinches his argument: Same-sex couples find in their union "a means of grace," so it must be holy. This appeal to experience that contradicts Scripture is the most common revisionist position today. We know better than Paul and other writers of Scripture, he says, because they just didn't understand the grace that characterizes the loving union of two men or two women. Wasn't Jesus always welcoming outcasts from Israel among his followers? Now God, Rogers says, is doing something similar but new in the church.

A Distorted Image



But what does it mean for the church to give an authentic welcome of people? No one is to be excluded from the church or any aspect of its life by being Jew or Gentile, male or female, slave or free. The revisionists insist that homoerotic orientation (and, they imply, expression) is just as central to a person's identity and equally no bar to inclusion in the church.



But what of Jesus' call to repentance? To a woman caught in another sexual sin, adultery, he says, "Go and sin no more." The revisionists remove homoerotic sin from the lists of sins in the New Testament and treat homoerotic relations as though they fit with Paul's list of Jew or Greek, slave or free, male and female. They obscure the crucial distinction between characteristics over which one may have little or no control (such as same-sex desires), and actions for which one must answer to God. It is true: There is no "gay" or "straight" in the church, but God's purpose in including us all within the household is to heal, not to bless our sinful behaviors (Rom. 6:1-4). Loving those who call themselves gay or lesbian means including them in God's universal call to repentance.



How, then, should Christians view the promotion of the "marriage" or "blessing" of same-sex couples? For 2,000 years Christians have recognized these sexual relations as grievous sin; how could we in a few short years come to call it sanctified? The recklessness of the gay-positive project and the resulting schisms should show even its champions that this change is not from God.



Some would say that this reversal in Christian sexual ethics does not touch the core of the faith and is therefore no grounds for church splits. They are mistaken. This accommodation to a society's declining mores, instead, divides those who embrace it from the church historic.



Is the attempt to bless homoerotic relations truly heretical? It is true that this is not an obvious theological attack on, say, the divinity of Christ or the necessity of the Atonement. But it is indirectly heretical because it upholds a corrupt imitation of marriage, which should properly be a living icon of Christ and the church---a theological picture that mediates God's glory and truth, directing us to the greater reality. Paul calls marriage a "great mystery" that speaks of Christ and the church (Eph. 5:32). So, for example, husbands are to love their wives as Christ loves the church. Indeed, the relations of husband and wife, and of Christ and the church, illuminate each other.



Husband and wife, representing Christ and the church, can only be parodied in same-sex "marriage."



What else do we see in this icon for marriage? For one thing, without Eve, Adam was alone and had no companion fit for him (Gen. 2:20). God gave Eve to Adam and Adam to Eve. The difference in gender of husband and wife, united in marriage, points to the wonder of the Trinity, our ultimate pattern of "other-but-same in relationship." Homoerotic relations reject the gift of sexual otherness and cannot echo the nature of the Trinity.



Furthermore, marriage is not an end in itself but overflows, most obviously to the procreation of children. The original couple is exhorted to "be fruitful and multiply" and thus to take care of creation. By its nature, gay sex cannot bear fruit or fulfill this ecstatic ("going out") role.



God himself enacted the first marriage covenant. A marriage, like the relation of Christ to the church, is not finally a human creation. (Hence the Orthodox insist that a marriage is effected by God himself, and Roman Catholics say the priest is only a witness.) In contrast, God does not join people of the same sex together but calls the behavior they seek to sanctify an abomination. To bless homoerotic relations underscores human willfulness.



If the character of marriage is iconic, what would a same-sex "blessing" or marriage supposedly show us? For one, the church would be giving thanks to God for the sexual union of two men, or two women---declaring that the pair represents God's love and salvation. It would be declaring that couples that exclude one gender represent such love and salvation. It would be claiming that they are taken up together into God's own actions and being. It would be proclaiming that they have a fruitful part in creation, and that they are symbols of the in-breaking rule of God.



"To bless" (Grk., eu-logein) is to "speak a good word" about this alliance, asserting that it brings together the way of the Cross and the way of new life. Such a blessing alleges that the relationship fosters repentance, healing, and glorification for the couple. Precisely here, the church would be saying, you can see the love of God in human form and the glory of humanity. Here would be, in one sense at least, a sacrament---an occasion where God meets us.



A church doing this is replacing God with an idol. It is commending to the family of God, and thus to the world, activities that lead to spiritual death. It is praying against its true nature, indeed, denying its true nature. Finally, the particular body (congregation or communion) is rending itself from the one, holy, catholic, and apostolic church. As Karl Barth has observed, heresy raises the troubling question of the boundaries of the church. While the church may learn from its conflict with heresy, there is no "middle way" here between faithfulness and the revisionist position.



In communions where homoerotic behavior has been accepted, there have been other signs of departure from the faith in the ethical sphere, such as the acceptance of divorce and remarriage on nonbiblical grounds, and of abortion. Promotion in the churches of same-sex blessings or marriages is only the most recent and flamboyant accommodation to declining Northern or Western mores.



This is not the first time the church has had to wrestle with capitulation to the spirit of the age, nor will it be the last.



As serious as things may seem, we hope in the One who said that the gates of hell would not prevail against his church. So we will not lose perspective and begin to treat homoerotic behavior as though it were the worst sin, or as though we did not have to take heed lest we stumble ourselves (see Rom. 2).



Again, we must not assume that those promoting this blessing in the churches cannot change their minds, or that those involved in this lifestyle cannot repent; many have, and many more will. Those wrestling with same-sex desires need support for their healing as persons. Their full inclusion into the life of the church, including the discipline of repentance and the grace of transformation, points to the God who "makes all things new."



Edith M. Humphrey is associate professor of New Testament at Pittsburgh Theological Seminary.







ARRANGED / FORCED MARRIAGE

การแต่งงานแบบคลุมถุงชน / ถูกบังคับ



Arranged marriage and forced marriage are both significant issues for many women around the world. However, while these two forms of marriage may sometimes overlap and blur boundaries, it's important to understand the basic differences between them. Here is a quick guide to arranged marriage vs. forced marriage.



Arranged Marriage   การแต่งงานแบบคลุมถุงชน



An arranged marriage is one set up by some party other than the couple getting married. This could be a parent or relative, a community leader, a website, or a professional matchmaker. Arranged marriages were the norm until the last couple hundred years, and they are still practiced in some cultures. Proponents of arranged marriage claim it reduces divorce rates, prevents promiscuity, and creates a strong social order. They key factor present in an arranged marriage is the consent of both people getting married to be matched and married through a third party arrangement. 



Forced Marriage  การแต่งงานแบบถูกบังคับ



Forced marriages are arranged, but without the consent of both parties --specifically, usually without the woman's consent. In a forced marriage, a woman can be matched by the means described above, or she can be sold or traded to her new husband for something of value. Forced marriage sometimes takes place between a child or young girl and an adult man. Victims of forced marriage may experience domestic violence, rape, abuse, neglect, and forced domestic servitude. Many countries consider forced marriage in which something of value is exchanged for the woman ( a dowry, fee, gift, etc.) a form of human trafficking.



When Arranged Marriage Become Forced 



While arranged and forced marriage are different issues, sometimes the distinction between them can blur. For example, a woman might enter into an arranged marriage willingly, but want to leave because of domestic violence or other issues in the relationship. If her community, family, or legal system prevents her from leaving the marriage, that marriage can be considered forced. The issue of consent is also tricky here. Is a woman consenting to a marriage if she fears being socially ostracized for refusing it? Is she consenting if that marriage is the only way her family can survive financially? Marrying under those terms might meet a legal definition of consent, but it's certainly not an active choice on her part. 



It's important to understand both the distinctions between arranged and forced marriage and the fact that they sometimes overlap. While arranged marriages have brought happiness and stability to both couples and communities, forced marriages are by nature exploitative and unequal. Marriage with children too young to consent to marry cannot be considered arranged and should be considered forced. As with most significant human rights issues, a good understanding of arranged and forced marriage is the first tool of advocacy. 





THAI  บริบทไทย



sin sawt (ethics?)



Just recently been talking to a mate of mine and she is telling me her parents are pushing her to marry a Thai policeman.  She is 29 years old and has a kid from a previous marriage to Thai man (also arranged by her parents). She seems quite sad about the situation but seems to be planning to go ahead with it.



Very common in the area I taught in previously. Typically the girl would be either completing Matayom 3 or 4 or perhaps five and the parents would arrange the marriage, essentially to enhance their social and financial position in the village. But yes, actually very common in the rural areas. Young kids as well, fourteen and fifteen.



Arranged marriages still occur in Thailand but are not so common. The brother of a friend of mine was pushed into an arranged marriage with a girl from a wealthy family even though he already had a girlfriend. He went through with it (don't know why) but he couldn't handle the situation and after a very short period of time he 'escaped' to a neighbouring province with his girlfriend. He's now very happy but he rarely contacts his parents any more.





#1 Eastender



I have a friend, a 24 year old girl from Surin. She's told me that her parents, want her to marry a certain man. (His parents approached her parents to suggest/plan it) She also explained that although he's a nice enough guy, and has a good job, she has no attraction for him and doesn't want to marry him.



She then went on to say she would probably marry him in a couple of years. I quizzed her on this and she said it's because that's what her mother wants and she loves her mother and knows she will be very dissapointed if she doesn't marry this guy. (Also her mother has cancer which I think is adding to my friends wish not to upset her).



Now I know my friend loves her mother very much, and she says she'd marry purely for love of her mother. But I wonder if it's more from obligation or a sense of duty that perhaps exists within this society?



I'd like to understand her more so I'd welcome any knowledgable opinions.





#2 100%abstract

It is a little difficult for a foreigner to understand the concept of an arranged marriage. Actually, it was also practice in the Western World, but you seemed to have forgotten about it all, as it is deemed as old fashion and definitely against your freedom of choice.



I am someone who is for the freedom of choice but being Thai, I can also understand its culture and its value. Traditionally, family is one of the most important thing in your life. Children are taught to obey and respect their parents and the elders (something you can hardly find nowaday). Of course, being a parents does not mean that they always make the right decision but they will take their children's best interests to heart.



Your friend's parents possibly see that this particular man will be able to look after their daughter and will be good enough to keep her reasonably happy. Your friend, on the other hand, like any asian children, was taught to respect our parents decisions, as we are 'in-debt' to them as our parents. They were the ones that brought us into this world and cared for us when we were young. Therefore, it is our duty to comply to their wishes.



Of course, things are a little more complicated than that, society, location, education, and mentality of the family also play an important role.



Even though I do not agree with arranged marriage but from what I have seen, arranged marriage couple tend to last much longer, perhaps because the couple tend to have to work harder with their relationship.



#3 Rambutan

Yes, I understand, but if the mother really loves her, why would she force her to marry someone against her wish?



#4 Thetyim

Remember there are NO old age pensions here.



When mum & dad are too old to work they must survive with what their children give them. This allowance will be coming from the son-in-law, so the choice of husband for the daughter is very important. 





(HOW WOULD YOU COUNSEL?  - if church member?/ or not a Christian but wants advice?)







COHABITATING

การอยู่กินด้วยกัน



Some common reasons for cohabitation are as follows:  เหตุผล

to test compatibility; 

to avoid divorce; 

to avoid a lifetime commitment and the legal hindrances that are associated with a divorce; 

it is a way for polygamists, polyamorists, and homosexuals to avoid breaking the law; 

it serves as a philosophical boycott of the institution of marriage because they see no difference between a commitment to living with one another and the institution of marriage; 

they consider their relationship to be a matter of privacy; 

and they seek to avoid the higher taxes required of two-income homes. 



The possible excuses are many, and each needs to be dealt with individually and analyzed in light of a Christian worldview. Underlying assumptions need to be uncovered, and sin needs to be exposed.



Ultimately, such sinful reasoning needs to be remedied through the Gospel. Sinful thoughts need to be exchanged for righteous ones. In the end, cohabitation is the result of a rejection of the authority of Scripture and a rejection of the authority of the objective moral law Giver. This should lead us as Christians to being intentional about engaging others with discussions about the Gospel, their need for a new heart that hates sin and fears God, and their need for a righteous Savior.







EXPLAIN THE SITUATION IN THE WEST TODAY

	- how does it differ to the Thai?



AT WHAT point is a couple “considered” to be married anyway

	- e.g. Michael & Chrissy - having a baby



SOCIAL STUDIES  การสำรวจของสังคมศาสตร์

UNINTENDED PREGNANCIES MORE LIKELY FOR COHABITATING COUPLES

According to a new study by the National Center for Health Statistics (2012), couples who are living together have more unplanned pregnancies than those who are married, CBN News reports. Researchers found that about half of all births to cohabitating women are "accidental and unwanted," while only about 25 percent of births to married couples are unintended. Among single women not living with a mate, about 33 percent of pregnancies are unplanned. The study also found an increase in births overall to women living with their boyfriends -- from 14 percent in 2002 to 23 percent in 2010.



STUDY FINDS COHABITING DOESN'T MAKE A UNION LAST 

By SAM ROBERTS Published: March 2, 2010

New York Times



Couples who live together before they get married are less likely to stay married, a new study has found. But their chances improve if they were already engaged when they began living together.



The likelihood that a marriage would last for a decade or more decreased by six percentage points if the couple had cohabited first, the study found.



The study of men and women ages 15 to 44 was done by the National Center for Health Statistics using data from the National Survey of Family Growth conducted in 2002. The authors define cohabitation as people who live with a sexual partner of the opposite sex.



"From the perspective of many young adults, marrying without living together first seems quite foolish," said Prof. Pamela J. Smock, a research professor at the Population Studies Center at the University of Michigan, Ann Arbor. "Just because some academic studies have shown that living together may increase the chance of divorce somewhat, young adults themselves don't believe that."



The authors found that the proportion of women in their late 30s who had ever cohabited had doubled in 15 years, to 61 percent.



Half of couples who cohabit marry within three years, the study found. If both partners are college graduates, the chances improve that they will marry and that their marriage will last at least 10 years.



"The figures suggest to me that cohabitation is still a pathway to marriage for many college graduates, while it may be an end in itself for many less educated women," said Kelly A. Musick, a professor of policy analysis and management at Cornell.



Couples who marry after age 26 or have a baby eight months or more after marrying are also more likely to stay married for more than a decade.



"Cohabitation is increasingly becoming the first co-residential union formed among young adults," the study said. "As a result of the growing prevalence of cohabitation, the number of children born to unmarried cohabiting parents has also increased."



By the beginning of the last decade, a majority of births to unmarried women were to mothers who were living with the child's father. Just two decades earlier, only a third of those births were to cohabiting couples.



The study found that, over all, 62 percent of women ages 25 to 44 were married and 8 percent were cohabiting. Among men, the comparable figures were 59 percent and 10 percent.



In general, one in five marriages will dissolve within five years. One in three will last less than 10 years. Those figures varied by race, ethnicity and sex. The likelihood of black men and women remaining married for 10 years or more was 50 percent. The probability for Hispanic men was the highest, 75 percent. Among women, the odds are 50-50 that their marriage will last less than 20 years.



The survey found that about 28 percent of men and women had cohabitated before their first marriage and that about 7 percent lived together and never married. About 23 percent of women and 18 percent of men married without having lived together.



Women who were not living with both of their biological or adoptive parents at 14 were less likely to be married and more likely to be cohabiting than those who grew up with both parents.



The share who had ever married varied markedly by race and ethnicity: 63 percent of white women, 39 percent of black women and 58 percent of Hispanic women. Among men in that age group, the differences were less striking. Fifty-three percent of white men, 42 percent of black men and 50 percent of Hispanic men were married or had been previously married at the time of the survey.



By their early 40s, most white and Hispanic men and women were married, but only 44 percent of black women were. 









COHABITING NORMATIVE BUT HARMFUL



NASHVILLE, Tenn. (BP)--Cohabitation is increasingly becoming the first co-residential union formed among young adults, a new study has found, but those who practice some facets of marriage without the foundation of commitment are harming their relationship.



"Over the past several decades, there have been large increases in the number of persons who have ever cohabited, that is, lived together with a sexual partner of the opposite sex," said the study, from the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention's National Center for Health Statistics March 2.



The data, collected in 2002, showed that the proportion of women in their late 30s who had ever cohabited had doubled in 15 years, to 61 percent. Half of couples who cohabit marry within three years, the study said, but the likelihood that a marriage would last for a decade or more decreased by six percentage points if the couple had lived together first. Additionally, a couple who lives together before getting engaged and married is 10 percentage points more likely to break up before their 10-year anniversary than is a married couple who didn't cohabitate.



"Cohabitation is certainly a moral issue, but seeing it as a sociological and psychological issue as well reveals that cohabiting relationships tend -- with all other things being equal -- to be shorter-lived and more volatile than marriages because cohabitation is an ambiguous relationship," Glenn Stanton, director of family formation studies at Focus on the Family, said.



"The man typically sees the relationship less seriously and more temporary than the woman and each partner's parents and extended family are not sure what the nature of the relationship is," Stanton added.



"Would a father-in-law be as likely to get his daughter's live-in boyfriend a job down at the factory or provide the money for their first home as he would his daughter's husband, his son-in-law? Of course not and this demonstrates one way how cohabiting relationships are practically very different."



Couples who were engaged at the time they began cohabiting, the study said, had roughly the same odds of survival in marriage as couples who did not cohabit before marrying. The key, observers said, is the nature of commitment at the time of cohabitation.





"When an engagement has taken place, the ring is bought, caterers are being interviewed, dresses being considered, the clarity of the relationship becomes clearer for all involved. Expectations are clearer," Stanton said.



In a bulletin circulated March 4, Stanton noted the conflicting ways the study had been interpreted in media reports. A USA Today headline said, "Report: Cohabiting Has Little Effect on Marriage Success," while The New York Times said "Study Finds Cohabiting Doesn't Make Unions Last."



The Times, Stanton said, "did a better job in its reporting." While it's true that data indicated engaged cohabiting couples and married couples who did not cohabit were on mostly equal ground, the study did not find that cohabiting generally helped marriages and in fact found that it harmed those that lacked commitment.



The CDC study found that cohabiting women were more likely to have unemployed partners, college educated women were much less likely to be cohabiting than those with only a high school diploma, and young people who grew up with two parents at home were less likely to cohabit prior to marriage.



In comparing the longevity of marriage versus cohabiting, researchers found that about two-thirds of first marriages lasted 10 years or more, while only about one-fourth of men's and one-third of women's first cohabitations were estimated to last three years without either disrupting or transitioning to marriage.



R. Albert Mohler Jr., in commentary on the subject March 2, said many young adults tend to believe they are wise to try living together before committing to marriage, but actually they are undermining the institution they hope to protect.



"They do not know that what they are actually doing is undoing marriage. They miss the central logic of marriage as an institution of permanence," Mohler, president of Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, said. "They miss the essential wisdom of marriage -- that the commitment must come before the intimacy, that the vows must come before the shared living, that the wisdom of marriage is its permanence before its experience.



"Cohabitation weakens marriage -- even a cohabiting couple's eventual marriage -- because a temporary and transitory commitment always weakens a permanent commitment. Having lived together with the open possibility of parting, that possibility always remains, and never leaves," Mohler wrote at albertmohler.com.



Christians should be reminded, he said, that marriage is a gift from the Creator and cannot be substituted adequately with cohabitation.



"In a world of transitory experiences, events, and commitments, marriage is intransigent. It simply is what it is -- a permanent commitment made by a man and a woman who commit themselves to live faithfully unto one another until the parting of death," Mohler said.



"That is what makes marriage what it is. The logic of marriage is easy to understand and difficult to subvert, which is one reason the institution has survived over so many millennia. Marriage lasts because of its fundamental status. It is literally what a healthy and functioning society cannot survive without."



Originally posted March 13, 2010.

Baptist Press







_____________________________________



The Ring Makes All the Difference: The Hidden Consequences of Cohabitation and the Strong Benefits of Marriage by Glenn T. Stanton Moody Publishers, September 2011 176 pp., $11.99



Glenn T. Stanton has made a career studying the role of families in our society---both as a consultant in the George W. Bush administration and today as director for family formation studies at Focus on the Family. His latest book, The Ring Makes All the Difference: The Hidden Consequences of Cohabitation and the Strong Benefits of Marriage (Moody), explores the many downsides of an increasingly popular practice among young couples: living together before marriage. Caryn Rivadeneira, an author and regular contributor to the CT women's blog, Her.meneutics, spoke with Stanton about his research findings and why they matter to men, women, and children.



Why did you focus on the scientific data about the dangers of cohabitation, rather than Scripture?



There's a natural theology in creation that we need to observe. My use of science and data is a pounding on the pulpit. As Christians we read out of two books: the book of Scripture and the book of nature. That's how godly people---and smart people---should look at the world.



Should pastors, for instance, cite academic research to counsel people who are considering living together?



We already know ideologically that marriage is a different relationship than cohabitation, but we need to know that research data support God's Word. The Bible is not some antiquated thing that we need to keep as far as we can from science, lest science overshadow it. It's really quite dramatic how science confirms the scriptural understanding of marriage.



Is cohabitation more or less egalitarian than marriage?



Marriage is actually a very pro-woman institution. People don't fully realize what a raw deal for women cohabitation is. Women tend to bring more goods to the relationship---more work, more effort in tending to the relationship---but they get less satisfaction in terms of relational commitment and security.



We sometimes think of marriage as a "ball and chain" relationship. However, from a Christian standpoint, when two become one, they are---in a much healthier way---two independent individuals coming into the relationship, rather than the kind of unhealthy enmeshment we find in cohabitation.



Some couples want to "test drive" their relationship before committing to marriage. Does this help or hurt?



Scientists find that cohabitation cuts down on commitment. The message of living together is, "I'd really only like to take part of you. And maybe some time later I'd like to take all of you." No wonder so many cohabitating couples break up or fall into unhealthy patterns. The relationship defines itself by a holding back of commitment.



People, especially men, who cohabit are less committed to that relationship but also less committed to future relationships. Again, that's not a preacher's line or a moralizer's line. That's a scientific line. Cohabitating men who go on to marry are significantly less committed to the marriage itself than men who don't cohabit.



Might living together give couples any good "marriage practice" in some areas---like communication?



Actually, the data say that cohabitating trains couples to fight in an unhealthy way. Because they don't have the commitment or security, cohabiters tend to be more relationally and emotionally manipulative. The person may not have any idea of leaving, but the other partner has the sense that he or she could leave. So, their interactions are different: the way they negotiate, the way they ask for things from one another.



Are there any statistical upsides to living together?



There's only one I've ever come across: "elevated sexual engagement." Couples who cohabit are more likely to have sex more often. But that's only early in the relationship. It doesn't maintain itself over time. Over the long haul, married couples have more sex and have more fulfilling sex.



What sorts of problems do children in cohabitating households tend to experience?



In terms of safety, the absolute highest risk living situation for kids---and it's three to four times higher---is living with mom and her boyfriend. Researchers say that few things place children in more harm than having them live with an unrelated adult in the home.



Cohabitating homes see significantly more drug use, more alcohol abuse, and more infidelity. The other finding---and I found this very surprising---is that cohabitating couples earn dramatically less than their married peers. They're also less likely to spend that money on the children.



What would you say to those who believe cohabitation can help people marry the "right person"?



Stanley Hauerwas, an ethicist at Duke, says that we always marry the wrong person. The sooner young couples can understand that, the better off they'll be. I hear young couples say, "You mean you don't want us to be soul mates?" But nobody marries his or her soul mate. You become soul mates by living life together through those years.



So often cohabiters are looking, in the first year, for what comes only after years---decades!---of life together. You are setting yourself up for dramatic disappointment if you think life works that way.









SHOULD PASTORS PERFORM MARRIAGES FOR COHABITATING COUPLES?  คริสตจักรควรทำพิธีแต่งงานให้หรือไม่



Christianity Today Compiled by Ruth Moon | posted 9/26/2011 10:31AM



A recent poll conducted by LifeWay Research found that 58 percent of Protestant pastors would perform marriage ceremonies for cohabitating couples; 31 percent would not, and 10 percent were not sure.



"If I believed them to be in sin, why wouldn't I help get them out? The apostle Paul addresses that; if you're having trouble keeping your hands to yourself, then marry her. Basically, I think it's over-scrupulous---overly pietistic---to refuse to perform a ceremony that gets someone from a morally questionable situation into an honorable estate."



Douglas Wilson, minister, Christ Church, Moscow, Idaho







"I will most likely officiate at a wedding for a couple who has been living together. The arms of the church need to be open, giving them an opportunity to know the grace of Christ and hopefully to become a part of the congregation. What I do with people is that when they come with a situation where they've been living together before they get married, I talk with them about engaging with the church. There are a lot of issues that we could worry about in the world. For me, that's just not one that's high on the list for me. I just want to have the arms of the church embrace them and I want them to sense the grace of God."



Kurt Fredrickson, associate dean, Fuller Theological Seminary







"Under most state law, cohabitating couples have no legal protection from such things as abandonment, adultery, property protection, or financial support, so marriage is clearly the best legal option to protect the person you love. So if a pastor refuses to marry the couple based on moral grounds, the couple is robbed of the benefits of marriage in a sense. However, social science research shows that cohabitating couples actually sabotage their chances for a lifetime of happiness by their premarital cohabitation. So if a pastor marries the couple based on the fact that marriage is a better (both legally and spiritually) union for the couple without explaining these facts, the couple is robbed of the understanding of how cohabitation sabotages a marriage. The benefits of doing things in the proper order cannot be underestimated and ought to be explained. When couples understand the implications of their actions, in choices of marriage or cohabitation, they can make better decisions for themselves and their partner. Pastors can come alongside and bring wisdom and counsel to the couples' decision, and use the question 'Should I perform your marriage?' as an entre'e to leading them and their future together closer to the foot of the cross, where their marriage will thrive permanently."



Lynne Marie Kohm, John Brown McCarty Professor of Family Law, Regent University School of Law







"While we are always attracted to cut-and-dried answers, it's important to carefully consider the situation and makeup of those to whom we minister before giving counsel. Imagine you are a pastor to a community that lives in poverty and are counseling a couple that has lived together for ten years, has several children, and live on food stamps. Asking them to separate would mean separating a household, at least temporarily, and asking the family to, in effect, endure the stresses and dangers of divorce when this family does not have the resources to withstand it. On the other hand, imagine a pastor sitting with two college students who have been living together for six weeks, are caught up in the excitement of romance, and 'want to make it permanent.' Very likely they need to separate and find help developing a more realistic view of themselves and setting the relationship on a much more certain foundation. In other words, knowing that a couple is cohabitating doesn't really tell you all you need to know to love them well. The goal is to help cohabitating couples understand what they must know and do to live in the pattern of covenant faithfulness that God has given us. The pathway there is one that must be discerned with wisdom and care." 

Winston Smith, faculty, Christian Counseling and Educational Foundation



"I require cohabitating couples to separate during the engagement. The ultimate goal is for them to separate---abstinence before marriage, you know. And to the world it just seems trite that, 'Okay, we've been having sex for three years, we want to get married, and now you're telling us we can't have sex for eight weeks?' Yes, that's exactly right. I ask cohabitating couples who attend our church, 'Do you want to start this marriage off right?' If we get to the point of marrying cohabitating couples without asking them to separate or practice abstinence before marriage, we're really starting to move away from being a church that honors marriage and becoming a justice of the peace. The bigger question is: 'What's your value of marriage? Is marrying a cohabiting couple honoring marriage?'"



Ted Cunningham, author, Young and in Love







"Couples who cohabit and then marry are 61 percent more likely to divorce than those who remain apart before the wedding---because sin leads to sin leads to sin. We need to do everything we can to help couples build relationships that are likely to endure. And a better way to prepare couples for marriage is to actually encourage that couple to move apart and prepare for marriage by taking a premarital inventory, and discussing the issues it surfaces with a trained mentor couple. If a pastor doesn't bring up the cohabitation issue, they're acting irresponsibly. They're neither being biblical nor practical in helping that couple."



Mike McManus, president, Marriage Savers









"Pastors are stewards of a biblical understanding of sexuality. Marrying cohabiters miscommunicates the teaching function of marriage. I would only marry couples that were repentant, had forsaken the sin of cohabitating, and sought the remedy of marriage. Marriage does not simply validate the long-term commitment of a couple whose relationship has been based upon cohabitation. There's another problem, which has to do with the fact that pastors are not the only stewards of marriage. In other words, marriage is accessible to persons outside the church. So when the church allows a marriage to take place within its life, it should be validating this in a way that goes beyond marriage as a creation institution and gets to what marriage is teaching in the ceremony of the church and the church's stewardship of marriage."



R. Albert Mohler Jr, president, Southern Baptist Theological Seminary





The Science of Shacking Up | Why cohabitating couples are putting their future at risk. An interview with Glenn Stanton on 'The Ring Makes All the Difference.' (September 19, 2011)





The Case for Early Marriage| Amid our purity pledges and attempts to make chastity hip, we forgot to teach young Christians how to tie the knot. (July 31, 2009) 











VERITAS

http://theveritasnetwork.org/2010/07/29/we%E2%80%99re-moving-in-together-a-christian-response-to-unmarried-cohabitation/



We're Moving in Together!: A Christian Response to Unmarried Cohabitation



July 29, 2010



Christian Living, Cultural Issues, Cultural Trends, Gospel, The, Human Nature, Relationships, Sexual Abstinence, Sexual Issues, Sin, The Family



According to a poll taken by the U.S. Census Bureau in 2007, "Over 12 million unmarried partners live together in 6,008,007 households." The same poll indicated that the number of cohabiting unmarried partners increased by 88% between 1990 and 2007.[1] Other sources show that the majority of couples marrying today lived together before tying the knot.[2] Unless one has lived in a hole for the past hundred years, it is not difficult to observe the moral decline that seems to permeate the cultural horizon of America and the world. One thing is for sure: Cohabitating has become the norm for unmarried couples.



If we as Christians are to be responsible creatures, then we need to give thoughtful and intelligent responses to such a reality. How are Christians to react to those individuals who, with glee, announce for all the world to hear, "We're moving in together!"? Should we smack them over their heads with a Bible and pronounce judgment? This doesn't quite seem to be the most appropriate and tactful way to approach the situation. For many, this is a very important step in life. A new chapter of their lives is being unfolded before them. It is an exciting time for them and a huge leap forward in their relationship. Should we as Christians join them in their jubilance?



Surprisingly enough, this trend seems to be catching on not only among the non-Christian population but also among those who profess Christ (maybe these are the ones who need to be smacked over their heads with a Bible). Churches and Christian families must regularly deal with this dilemma. Christians---that is genuine Christians---stand beneath the authority of Scripture. We as Christians, therefore, are to consult Scripture for answers concerning life's questions and all of life's moral issues. The Bible does not explicitly say, "Thou shall not live together before marriage." However, it does speak to this issue.



One must first recognize marriage as a divine institution and the proper and legally binding union between man and woman (Gen 2:18-25; Matt 19:5)---a union that is not to be broken (Mal 2:13-16; 1 Tim 4:3; Heb 13:4). But, more pertinent to this discussion, sex is not to be had outside of this marital union. Fornication, the act of having sex outside of marriage, is clearly forbidden in Scripture (Ex 22:16; Lev 19:29; 21:9; Deut 23:18; 1 Cor 6:18; 7:2; Col 3:5; 1 Thess 4:3) and even necessitated the death of both guilty parties in the Torah (Deut 22:20-29).



But, what about Ms. Exception Suzy over here who thinks that she should be allowed to live with her boyfriend as long as the two of them aren't having sex? There's always one in the bunch; people always try to justify their misdeeds. Never mind the fact that I have never met a cohabitating couple who were not having sex, but I guess we should pay lip service to this hypothetical situation. I suppose we must entertain Ms. Suzy's question. In principle there is nothing inherently sinful about the act of going to sleep in the same home with someone of the opposite sex. However, one must take into account other factors.



Some might be tempted to project their legalism at this point and call out for the individual to "abstain from all appearances of evil" (1 Thess 5:22). But, what does this verse really mean? Some see the Scripture here to be calling us to practice discerning wisdom, warning us to be shrewd and wise in abstaining from anything that might be perceived by the conscience as false or dangerous doctrine. John Calvin helps to clarify this point in his commentary on this verse:



"When [...] there is any fear of false doctrine, or when the mind is involved in doubt, it is proper in that case to retreat, or to suspend our step, as they say, lest we should receive anything with a doubtful and perplexed conscience."[3]



However, Paul must not be understood to be calling sinners to abstain from what has the semblance or appearance of evil, if it is, in fact, a good thing. Jesus healed on the Sabbath and ate with tax collectors and sinners, actions that carried with them the appearance of evil but were in reality not things to be abstained from. They were in all actuality very good things.



But, we must continue and ask ourselves whether cohabitation before marriage is a good thing or not. Scripture tells us to "flee from fornication" (1 Cor 6:18) and that "because of the temptation to sexual immorality, each man should have his own wife and each woman her own husband" (1 Cor 7:2). The point here is summed up well in Matthew Henry's commentary when he speaks of fornication. He says, "Avoid it, keep out of the reach of temptations to it, of provoking objects. Direct the eyes and mind to other things and thoughts."[4] Paul is warning us that the temptation to commit sexual immorality is a strong one, and that we should take every precaution to rid ourselves of any enticement that might lead us into the sin of sexual immorality. How then, might I ask, would cohabitation be in line with the warning given here by Paul? That's just it; it is not in line with Paul's admonition. In fact, it takes Paul's words and tramples on them. He who thinks he is strong enough to lie down next to a woman day in and day out without succumbing to sexual immorality or without even conjuring up lustful desires for her is a fool. He is playing with fire, and he thinks himself to be wiser than the Holy Spirit.



He who professes Christianity and yet cohabitates with another needs to be brought under the discipline of his church. He needs to be lovingly instructed in the Scriptures and yet firmly called upon to repent of his sin and change his pattern of life. Churches need to encourage those repentant individuals to either part ways with their partners or, in some cases, move forward in marrying their partners. Much wisdom would need to be practiced here in counseling these individuals. In most cases, those who are not spiritually mature enough to realize their sin in cohabitation should not be encouraged to proceed with their marriage, but should rather be encouraged to postpone the event. They should first be discipled in God's Word concerning doctrine, godly relationships, and Christ-centered marriages. At a later point, the prospect of moving forward in this marriage could be revisited.



So, we can conclude that cohabitation is clearly not an option for Christians, but that it is rather a sin. But, what are we to think regarding those who choose to cohabitate before marriage but do not profess allegiance to Christ? How are we to respond to non-Christians who gladly announce, "We're moving in together!"? If you spend much time around non-believing-twenty-somethings, then you will hear this statement uttered quite often. What are we as Christians supposed to say in response?..."How exciting!"... "Good for you!"... "This is such great news!"??? Is this how we should respond? Should we encourage unbelievers in their sin? Is it a good thing for unbelievers to pile up more sins for themselves and thus incur a greater judgment? No, no, and no.



What, then, should be our proper response? We should, in one sense, not expect non-Christians to submit to the Bible's authority; they are not indwelt by the Holy Spirit and, thus, cannot obey the Bible. They do whatever their flesh pleases. They follow the logical conclusion of their hedonism, proclaiming that "nothing is better for a man under the sun than to eat and drink and be merry" (Eccl 8:15)---too bad their conclusion wasn't to "eat and drink and be married!"... Anyway, we should love them in the midst of their sin, realizing that it is our responsibility to judge those inside the Church and not those on the outside (1 Cor 5:12, 13). In another sense, however, we must call them to submit to God's authority. We realize what God's judgment will be for someone separated from Christ. We know that they will ultimately be judged, condemned, and punished for their sin, so we must not demonstrate hate to them by passively leaving them in their sin. Instead, we must seek to bring them into submission to the Gospel. It seems natural that those of us whose tongues cannot wait to proclaim the name of Jesus and His Gospel, that those of us who are concerned about the souls of others, that those of us who are at all Great Commission minded would recognize this to be a great opportunity to explain to them what the Bible has to say about the matter. Maybe this could be our door into a Gospel conversation, which might lead to the conversion of a soul.
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Euthanasia (from the meaning "good death": eu (well or good) + thanatos (death)) refers to the practice of intentionally ending a life in order to relieve �HYPERLINK "bword://!!ARV6FUJ2JP,pain/"�
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God is sov�ereign over life. Only God gave life (Gen. 1:21), and only God has the right to take life (Deut. 32:39; Job 1:21).

Active Euthanasia: Taking Lives to Avoid Suffering

Euthanasia means "good (or happy) death There are two kinds of euthanasia: active and passive. The former is taking a life to avoid suffering, and the latter is simply allowing death to occur in order to avoid suffering.

Euthanasia can be either voluntary or not voluntary. In the voluntary kind, the patient consents to this death; in the latter, the patient does not consent. The death can be self-caused or caused by another. In the former case, it is a form of suicide; in the latter case, it is a homicide.

Those subjected to humanly initiated death can be young or old. The former is infanticide, and the latter is called euthanasia. In this section the discussion is concerned with active euthanasia, or the intentional taking of another life, whether by oneself or another, whether one is young or old. None of these are natural deaths; all are unnatural. They are not the result of natural processes, but are hu�manly initiated deaths.

The very word 'euthanasia" gives a positive connotation to the act. It is an at�tempt to have a happy or painless death. The most basic reason for this is to avoid suffering, usually of a physical nature. The proponents of active euthanasia offer the following reasons in favor of it.

Arguments for Active Euthanasia

There is a moral right to die with dignity. It is argued that everyone has a right to die with dignity and that this is part of what it means to have a human kind of life. Death is a part of that life, albeit the last part. But a slow, painful, and merciless death is not a dignified death. Rather, it is a dehumanizing death, like that of an animal (or even a vegetable, in some cases). Thus, proponents of active euthanasia insist that it is a necessary means to guarantee a dignified death. Without it, we humans have no choice in our own destiny or demise. We have no control over catastrophe. We are mere pawns on the chessboard of pain.

The constitutional right of privacy includes death with dignity. The argument for euthanasia is an extension of the one used by the Supreme Court to justify abor�tion (Roe v. Wade, 1973). The Court contends that there is a constitutional right to privacy implied in the Fourteenth Amendment. This guarantees a woman's right to have her unborn baby put to death by abortion. But if the right to privacy includes taking the life of the unborn, then why not also the life of the newly born by infanticide or the almost dead by euthanasia? If we have the constitutional right to decide who lives, then why not also the right to decide who dies?

It is an act of mercy to the sufferer. We shoot horses trapped in burning barns to prevent their suffering. Why not be at least as humane with humans? Not allowing euthanasia merely prolongs suffering. Why must we perpetuate human misery? The most compassionate thing to do is to put sufferers out of their misery. It is not kind or considerate to insist that one must go through endless pain for nothing. Mercy dictates that we alleviate the pain in the most effective and permanent way possible, that we give a suffering person a good death. Indeed, the once governor Richard Lamm of Colorado asserted that as elderly people, "We've got a duty to die and get out of the way."23

It is an act of mercy to the suffering family. The patient is not the only one suf�fering; the family suffers also. Hastening an inevitable death will not only relieve untold suffering for the patient but will also take an incalculable burden from the family. Their social sacrifice and psychological suffering can be every bit as great as the physical suffering of the one dying. Thus, it is also an act of mercy to the family to "pull the plug." In 1983 the Supreme Court of Indiana agreed with this reasoning and upheld the parents' right to allow "Baby Doe" to starve to death. Defenders of the decision considered it the compassionate thing to do. The same logic applies to the elderly.

It relieves the family of heavy financial strain. Besides the social and psychological burden, the family also may be carrying a heavy financial load. Severe illness can wipe out a lifetime of savings in a short period. Often these are funds badly needed by the survivors for their own sustenance. At other times sickness can drain funds needed for the future education or health care of other members of the family. Hence, euthanasia not only is an act of mercy to the dying but also shows mercy to the living who are responsible for them.

It relieves society of a great social burden. As medical costs soar and the number of elderly increases in society, the burden of caring for the suffering increases. If the elderly have a duty to die and get out of the way, then there are now groups to help them. A voluntary euthanasia group in England is called Exit. In the United States one is called the Society for the Right to Die, and another is called the Hemlock Society. The founder of the latter group, Derek Humphry, helped his wife to commit suicide in England in 1975. The society's book Let Me Die before I Wake includes case studies of suicides as well as the amount of drugs necessary to end one's life. Humphry boasts, We have made it respectable to debate and discuss euthanasia. We've also helped a lot of people die weir"

It is the humane thing to do. Before a presidential commission appointed to study biomedical ethical issues (1982), philosopher Mary Anne Warren compared a severely disabled newborn child to a horse with a broken leg, which should be killed to spare it from the agony of a slow and painful death." Professor Peter Singer insists that the life of a fetus is of no greater value than the life of a nonhu�man animal at a similar level of rationality.... Now it must be admitted that these arguments apply to the newborn baby as much as to the fetus. Thus he concludes that the life of a newborn baby is of less value than the life of a pig, a dog, or a chimpanzee."26 A 1982 Newsweek article proclaimed in large print, "Biologists say infanticide is as normal as the sex drive—and that most animals, including man, practice it."27 This logic applies also to the mentally impaired elderly.

Argument from autonomy. It is argued that people have an autonomous right to make their own decisions in all areas and aspects of life. This right also includes the right to determine the timing and type of their death. Many in support of eu�thanasia use this to argue that their decision to take their life is not wrong because it is their choice and they are not hurting anyone else.

Argument from the distinction between biographical and biological life. It is argued that there is a distinction between a person's biographical and biological life. A biographical life is one where the individual has certain aspirations, can make personal decisions, have human relationships, and so forth." On the basis of this distinction, it is reasoned that individuals may have biological life, but they do not have biographical life. And if they can no longer live the active kind of life that they desire, then they should be euthanized.

An Evaluation of Active Euthanasia

The response to these arguments from a Christian perspective has been strong, for they are based on utilitarian presuppositions that deny deeply held Christian convictions about the sovereignty of God and the sanctity of human life made in his image.

There is no moral right to kill an innocent human being. The euthanasia proponents assume that there is a moral right to intentionally kill an innocent human. But the Bible says, "You shall not kill" (Exod. 20:13 RSV). They believe that humankind is sovereign over human life, but Scripture declares that God is sovereign. "I put to death and I bring to life, ... and no one can deliver out of my hand" (Deut. 32:39). As Job declared, "The LORD gave and the LORD has taken away" ( Job 1:21). God created human life (Gen. 1:27), and he alone has the right to take it (Heb. 9:27). So the basic fallacy of active euthanasia is in presuming upon God's sovereign right over human life. The proponents presume to play God rather than simply to be human.

The Constitution gives no right to kill. First, there is no explicitly stated right to privacy in the U.S. Constitution; it is at best only implied. Second, even if there is an implied right of privacy, it does not take precedence over the emphatically stated right to life in the Fifth and Fourteenth amendments. The Declaration of Independence calls the right to life an "unalienable" right for all people, with which they are 'endowed bytheir Creator." So the right to life is absolute, but the right to privacy is limited. For example, the Constitution grants no right to abuse children

or commit rape, even when it is done privately. And certainly there is no right to kill privately. But active euthanasia is killing. It is taking innocent human lives, and this is both unconstitutional and unchristian.

It is not merciful to kill a sufferer. First, the argument for euthanasia, like the argu�ment for abortion, is misdirected. Killing an unborn human does not avoid child abuse; it is abuse of the worse kind! Likewise, killing deformed infants and suffering adults does not avoid human misery; it inflicts the misery of death. Second, even if euthanasia avoids more suffering, this does not justify it. The end does not justify any means; the end only justifies good means. And killing innocent people is not a good act; it is evil (Exod. 20:13). Third, if any goo d end (avoiding suffering) justi�fies the means (killing), then killing abortion and euthanasia proponents could save millions of lives. Yet no euthanasia proponent would allow this.

Much can be learned through suffering. Much of the pro-euthanasia rhetoric em�phasizes the avoidance of suffering, calling it a great evil to be avoided at all costs, even the cost of one's life. This is not a Christian view of suffering. James wrote, "Consider it pure joy, my brothers, whenever you face trials of manykinds, because you know that the testing of your faith develops perseverance. Perseverance must finish its work so that you may be mature and complete, not lacking anything" ( James 1:2-4). The apostle Paul told the Christians at Rome, "We know that suffering produces perseverance; perseverance, character; and character, hope" (Rom. 5:3-4).

Far from being an evil to avoid at all costs, suffering can be a time of refining and character building ( Job 23:10). James said of Job's suffering that "the Lord is full of compassion and mercy" (5:11). Surely "no discipline seems pleasant at the time, but painful. Later on, however, it produces a harvest of righteousness and peace for those who have been trained by it" (Heb. 12:11).

There is no price tag on human life. The pro-euthanasia argument concerning the relief of financial strain is based on the fallacious premise that a price tag can be placed on human life. It wrongly assumes that we should protect and preserve life only it we can afford it. But this is materialist, not moral. It is a contusion of categories. No material value can be placed on a spiritual value such as life made in God's image. Jesus said, "What good is it for a man to gain the whole world, yet forfeit his soul?" (Mark 8:36). One human life is more valuable than anything in this world (Matt. 6:26). Hence, to argue that we should take life in order to save money is a distorted and materialist view of human life.

The end does not justify the means. The same basic utilitarian errors lie behind the argument that euthanasia will relieve society of a great bur�den. First, this overlooks the intrinsic value of an individual human life. Second, it wrongly assumes that the end justifies the means (killing). Third, it calculates results in only material and not spiritual terms. Fourth, euthanasia can be a tyran�nical tool (consider Hitler) with which to rob millions of their human rights.

Humans are not animals. Another fatal assumption behind the pro-euthanasia arguments is that humans are basically animals. Thus, just as we weed out and breed

out undesired traits in animals, even so we should eliminate undesired strains in the human race. Yet actually, the reason a Christian could shoot a horse hopelessly trapped in a burning barn but not kill a suffering human being is precisely because a human is not a horse! Once we reduce human beings to mere animals, then a host of horrendous evils follow logically, including human experimentation, kill�ing AIDS victims, and even genocide. But even the most ardent proponents of euthanasia oppose these practices.

Indeed, Hitler applied a similar logic to human beings. The result was one of the largest mass murders in human history. He left an estimated eleven million dead Jews and other "unfit" members in the wake of his evolutionary ethic, which demanded weeding out inferior breeds of humankind."



Response to the argument from autonomy. On the surface this argument seems to be in favor of a person's autonomous rights, but in actuality it is an argument against their autonomous rights." There are several reasons for this.

First, just because those considering suicide or using euthanasia are not hurting anyone else does not relieve them from the moral obligation not to hurt any person, including themselves. The moral law demands that we not hurt any person. But candidates for suicide or euthanasia are persons. Hence, all are morally obligated not to hurt themselves or others.

Second, their view of autonomy is distorted and overextended. People do have a certain right to their own bodies, but this does not mean they have the right to do anything with it that they want to do. Just because they have the "unalienable right to life" (as in The Declaration of Independence) does not mean they have the right to death, the right to kill their body.

Third, this argument overlooks God's sovereignty over life. The Bible declares that "the LORD gives and the LORD takes away; blessed be the name of the LORD" ( Job 1:21 NEB; cf. Deut. 32:39). Even general revelation informs us that we are not the creator of our life. Hence, it does not belong to us (Acts 14:17; 17:24-25). We did not create life, and therefore we have no right to take an innocent life, even our own.

Fourth, in order for a person to have a "right to die," it would have to be a natural right because no legal rights to die have been established. But it would be self-defeating to say that a person has a natural right to die because of nature's inclination toward preservation. As one writer said, For one to argue that one has a right to die is to argue that one has the right to annihilate the very basis of all rights including the right to die. Therefore, to propose such an annihilation would ultimately be self-defeating."''

Fifth, to say that one has rights is to presuppose that someone is obligated to uphold those rights. This means that if a person has a right to die, then physicians (and/or the state) are obligated to kill their patients when their patients insist on it. But this is clearly against the main premise of the argument, that a person has autonomous rights. The right to eliminate all rights (by suicide) is not a right but a wrong: it is an act of freedom by which someone eliminates any further acts of freedom. 

Finally, as one writer said, "If the argument from autonomy is valid and can really stand on its own, then one would have to argue that any autonomous individual at any time has the right to die and, as we argued, has the right to ask others for help.... Even most suicide advocates would disagree [with this extreme view of autonomy], ... yet if one agrees with the view of autonomy that is offered here, one must take this position to remain consistent."



Response to the argument from the distinction between biographical and biological life. First, the basic problem with this argument is its failure to recognize that ac�tions do not determine humanness, but essence does. Some elderly and ill have lost certain functions associated with human personhood, but it does not mean they are less than human. They still have a human nature, even though they lack the ability to express it in certain human actions. The lack of these functions does not make them nonhuman. Rather, it is the presence of a human nature that makes them human.

Second, the definition of a biographical life is too broad and subjective. It lacks a real objective standard by which biographical life can be determined. For one person's goals and aspirations are different from another's. But if this is going to be a universal argument, then it needs a universal criterion by which to judge and determine the standards by which euthanasia can be determined.

Finally, if certain elderly or ill individuals have lost their status as real human beings, then they have lost their moral rights as well. The implications of this distinction mean that persons in this condition would be proper candidates for experimental and medical treatments and so forth." But it is clear from the person's reaction and that of most family members that they do not like to have experimental medical treatments performed on them or on their family members.





Different Kinds of Passive Euthanasia

Now that we have examined and evaluated active euthanasia from a Christian per�spective, it is time to look at what is often called passive euthanasia. Two distinct views go by this name and must be differentiated.

Active euthanasia means to produce death. Passive euthanasia, on the other hand, means to allow death. The former is morally wrong, but the latter may be Infanticide and Euthanasia morally right, depending on whether it results from withholding natural means of sustaining life or from withdrawing unnatural means of resisting irreversible sickness. Passive euthanasia that withdraws natural means of life support in order to "allow" the death is called unnatural passive euthanasia. Passive euthanasia that withdraws unnatural life support is called natural passive euthanasia.



Unnatural Passive Euthanasia

Unnatural passive euthanasia is allowing someone to die by deliberately with�holding natural means of sustaining life. Natural means are normal methods of life sustenance such as food, water, and air. Unnatural means include mechanical devices such as respirators and artificial organs. In view of this distinction, an important point must be made: not all so-called passive euthanasia is morally justified from a Christian point of view. For example, withholding food is passive euthanasia, for by '`allowing" the person to die, one is really responsible for taking their life. This is morally wrong.

Natural Passive Euthanasia

Since the withholding of food, air, and water leads directly to the person's death, it is negligent homicide. On the other hand, withholding unnatural means leads only indirectly to the individual's death. So withholding natural means is tantamount to active euthanasia, since the act leads directly to the death of the individual. Hence, when we speak about morally justified cases of passive euthanasia, we are referring only to those that fall into the category of natural passive euthanasia. Only in cases of irreversible disease should a person be allowed to die naturally by withholding unnatural life-sustaining equipment.

A Question of Woridview

The debate over euthanasia is basically a clash of worldviews. From a secular humanist perspective, euthanasia makes sense; within a Judeo-Christian context, it is morally unacceptable. In order to understand the differences, it will be helpful to contrast them in table 10.1.

TABLE 10.1

The Non-Judeo-Christian�and Judeo-Christian Worldviews

Non-Judeo-Christian View                    Judeo-Christian View

No Creator	A Creator

Humans not created	Humans are created

No God-given values	God-given values

Humankind determines right      Humankind discovers right

Arguments against Unnatural Passive Euthanasia 

It Is Contrary to God's Sovereignty over Life

Both active euthanasia and unnatural passive euthanasia (such as starving some�one to death) are a direct human cause of death. This is morally unacceptable from a Christian perspective because it rejects God's sovereignty over human life. According to the Bible, God is the Creator and owner of all things (Gen. 1:1; Ps. 24:1). He made humans in his own image (Gen. 1:27) and holds them responsible to him for human life.

When Cain killed Abel, the blood of Abel cried directly to God for vengeance (Gen. 4:10). God told Moses, "I put to death and I bring to life, ... and no one can deliver out of my hand" (Deut. 32:39). When Pharaoh challenged God's sov�ereignty, saying, "Who is the Lord that I should obey him?" he soon found the answer when God took the life of all Egypt's firstborn sons, including Pharaoh's (Exod. 5:2; 11:4-7; 12:29). When God (through Moses) produced life out of the dust, the magicians of Pharaoh cried out, "This is the finger of God" (Exod. 8:19). God alone is sovereign over life. And since human life is in his image, he has placed a social sanction upon it. God alone created human life, and God alone has the right to take an innocent life. Euthanasia is an attempt to pre-empt God of his sovereign right over human life.

It Is Contrary to the Sanctity of Human Life

Not only is God sovereign over human life, but human life is also sacred. Hu�mans are made in the image and likeness of God (Gen. 1:27). Because of this, it is wrong to kill an innocent human being. When bloodshed and violence filled the earth, God destroyed it with a flood (Gen. 6:11, 17) and then instituted human government with the authority of capital punishment. The reason for this was stated explicitly by God: "Whoever sheds the blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed; for in the image of God has God made man" (Gen. 9:6; man = humankind). Human life is sacred and godlike. For this reason it is even wrong to curse another human being ( James 3:9).

Unlike animals, human beings are rational (Col. 3:10; Jude 10), moral beings. They resemble God and are morally responsible to him (Gen. 2:16-17). They can be holy as he is holy (Lev. 11:44) and are exhorted to moral perfection, just as their "heavenly Father is perfect" (Matt. 5:48). Because of the sacredness of human life, God has forbidden any person to kill another, for such a killer thereby indirectly attacks God.

It Is a Form of Suicide or Murder

Scripture is emphatic in proclaiming that murder is wrong. It is one of the Ten Commandments: You shall not murder" (Exod. 20:13). The penalty for violating this command is death (Exod. 21:12-13). Since suicide is also a form of homicide, it too comes under the prohibition against murder. Killing oneself is both a rejection of God's sovereignty over life and an attack upon the sanctity of life. It matters not whether the human life is our own or another's; it is still in God's image, and he is sovereign over it. Euthanasia is either voluntary or not voluntary. But whether it is self-inflicted or inflicted by another, it is still a form of homicide. In either case, the Bible prohibits it.

It Is Specifically Condemned in Scripture

Even the most desperate believer in the Bible who wished to die never contem�plated takine his own life but prayed, like Jonah, "O LORD, please take my life from me, for death is better to me than life" ( Jon. 4:3 NASB; cf. Job 3). And the few cases of suicide recorded in the Bible are condemned by God. King Saul's suicide is a case in point ( I Sam. 31; 2 Sam. 1). So horrible was the crime that Saul's armor bearer refused to obey his mortally wounded master's command to kill Saul. As a result, "Saul took his own sword and fell on it" ( I Sam. 31:4). The same is true of Abimelech's assisted suicide ( Judg. 9:54), of which the Bible says, "Thus God repaid the wickedness that Abimelech had done" (v. 56).

Suicide is a particularly abhorrent crime because it not only violates God's sovereignty and life's sanctity but reflects a refusal to take responsibility for the life that God has entrusted to us. It fails to show the basic self-respect of which Paul spoke when he declared, "No one ever hated his own body, but he feeds and cares for it" (Eph. 5:29).

It Is Based on a Humanistic Ethic

Humanist Manifesto II specifically recommends abortion, suicide, and euthana�sia. This flows naturally from humanists' rejection of G od-given values and accep�tance of a situational ethic. They claim that "the nature of the universe depicted by modern science makes unacceptable any supernatural or cosmic guarantee of human values." This follows from their belief that "the universe is self-existing and not created:" If there is no Creator, then he cannot be the source or guarantor of any values. Thus it would follow, as they claim, that "moral values derive their source from human experience. Ethics is autonomous and situational, needing no theological or ideological sanction.""

Once God and God-given values are denied, then Fyodor Dostoyevslcy (d. 1881) was right in The Brothers Karamazov when he claimed that if God is dead, then "everything is lawful." Indeed, the Humanist Manifesto II goes on to demand "an individual's right to die with dignity, euthanasia, and the right to suicide" This actually confirms what is logically inherent in their position, that euthanasia follows from a denial of divine sanctions on human life. Conversely, if God has created humanity in his image, then the reality of God is the basis for the sanctity of life and the dignity of humans. Since a secular humanistic ethic rejects this, it destroys the barriers that protect human life.

It Cheapens the Value of Human Life

Euthanasia, like abortion that leads to it, cheapens the value of human life. A classic example is that of Dr. Bernard N. Nathanson, who operated one of the largest abortion clinics in the Western world, responsible for killing some sixty thousand unborn babies. According to his own testimony, what guided him was humanistic philosophy drawn from modern biological data, not from reli�gious creeds.'" Using his own 'humanistic" ethic, Nathanson was dehumanized by the process of performing abortions. Euthanasia is even more dehumanizing since, unlike abortion, the actual death is not usually seen by the doctor or nurses.

A society cannot engage in the wholesale slaughter of innocent life without paying a sobering price. The value of life is significantly cheapened by such callous disregard for human beings. When we do not respect life before birth, it affects our attitude toward life after birth. When we do not respect the dying, it affects our attitude toward the living. Human life is a continuous and communal web. For none of us lives to himself [or herself] alone and none of us dies to himself [or herself] alone" (Rom. 14:7). Hence, what affects one member of the race affects all.

It Produces Guilt in the Family and Society

The decision to remove artificial life support from a loved one is a heavy load to bear, even when, as in some cases of indirect passive euthanasia, it maybe morally justified. But when it is a humanly initiated act deliberately aimed at extinguishing a life that God in his sovereignty has not chosen to take, then the load of guilt is heavy. A society that permits the slaughter of innocents, whether young or old, will bear this heavy load of guilt.

Discussion of Natural Passive Euthanasia

Taking a human life by euthanasia is morally wrong no matter how well intended the motives are for doing so. It is always wrong to intentionally take another in�nocent human life as such. However, it is not always wrong to allow someone to die, especially if it is a natural death. Yet withholding food and water to starve a person to death is murder, even though it is by definition a form of passive euthanasia. This is because withholding these natural life-sustaining elements leads

directly to death. However, this leaves open the discussion of when, if ever, it is morally right to withhold unnatural life-sustaining means and allow someone to die naturally.

Some Important Differences

As we have already seen, taking a human life by infanticide or euthanasia is never right, but allowing someone to die is not always wrong. If we '`allow" a person to die by deliberately withholding food and water, then it is murder, even though it is called "passive" euthanasia. This is because the action leads directly to death. But withholding unnatural means of sustaining life is not always wrong. It now remains to discuss precisely where the line is drawn between cases of passive euthanasia that are justified and those that are not. Table 10.2 summarizes the situation.



TABLE 10.2

Active and Passive Euthanasia     

Active Euthanasia             Passive Euthanasia

Taking life                          Allowing death by withholding

natural means                           unnatural means

Guidelines for the Decision

It is never right either to take a life or to withhold ordinary life-sustaining means such as food, water, and air. The only time allowing a death can be justified is when we are withdrawing unnatural lifesaving mechanisms or for cases of irreversible disease. There are times when the heroic use o f unnatural means is a hindrance, not a help, to the process of natural death, which is under God's sovereign hand (Eccles. 3:2; Heb. 9:27). This is when extraordinary human efforts are really prolonging death rather than prolonging life. When artificial life supports are interfering with the natural process of death rather than enriching the person's natural life, then their use is wrong. It is resisting the hand of God, which is involved in the very process of death.

Keeping a comatose person alive by a machine, one who has an incurable disease and is irreversibly dying, is unnecessary. In fact, it could be viewed as unethical because it is opposing the very processes of natural mortality, which God has ordained. God has appointed that all must die (Gen. 2:16-17; Rom. 5:12). He has declared that there are natural limits to life (Ps. 90:10). Hence, extraordinary efforts to fight the divinely appointed limits of our mortality are really working in opposition to God.

Usually the most important decision is the one made to put a person on a life-sustaining machine. Sometimes this is unnecessary, and it creates a later ethical dilemma concerning when the machine should be disconnected. Life has become so mechanized that technology has created its own new morality. The scientific advances that have made the extension of life possible have also made the process of dying longer; technology is a mixed blessing. Hence, an important moral deci�sion should be made at a very early stage concerning whether it is necessary to put someone on a life-support machine or not.

Who makes these crucial decisions to connect individuals to or disconnect them from a life-sustaining machine? 



Some guidelines are in order.

The disease must be irreversible. No one should be allowed to die if we have the means at hand to save that life. If possible, correctable situations should be corrected. Unless the process of the disease is irreversible, even natural passive euthanasia is not justifiable.

The patient has veto power. First and foremost, the patient who is conscious and rational thus has veto power over any decision not to extend one's life by artificial means. If the patient is not conscious, then all other things being equal, one's living will on the matter should be respected. If the patient is not conscious and has expressed no will on the matter previously, then others responsible for the patient must make the decision. In short, representative decisions for the unconscious patient, but not substitute decisions, can be made regarding procedures.

A collective decision. But who should make the decision when others cannot make it for themselves? The Bible says there is wisdom in joint decisions (Num. 35:30; Prov. 24:6). Since there are spiritual, legal, moral, and family implications to the decision, it seems wise to consider all aspects. So the decision should not be made until there is consent from pastor, doctor, lawyer, and family members. But even before this—pray. God should be consulted first, before any decision is contemplated. After all, he is sovereign and supernatural. It may be God's will to heal, and he is waiting for us to ask ( James 4:2; 5:14-15). God is able to perform miracles, and he should be sought first on behalf of the sufferer. But if after fervent and repeated prayer, medical science is not able to improve a patient's condition and God does not perform a miracle, then we must rest assured that God's grace is sufficient (2 Cor. 12:9).

An Evaluation of Natural Passive Euthanasia in Irreversible Sickness

Even in this carefully circumscribed sense of limited passive euthanasia, there are some significant problems. The two most prominent ones deal with the meaning of "irreversible" and "unnatural means:'

What Does Dying Mean?

The definition of "irreversible" is important to the decision because it cir�cumscribes the legitimate occasions when withholding extraordinary means is called for. In practical terms a condition is "irreversible" when there are no known available medical means to correct the injury or disease process leading to death. In other words, there is no medical hope for recovery, and it is only a matter of time before a person dies. Medically, this means that even the best unnatural (mechanical) means will not stop death.

What Are Unnatural Means? ****

Natural means include food, water, and oxygen. Unnatural means include a respirator, an artificial heart, a kidney machine, or the like. However, certain things do not clearly fall into one of these two categories, such as intravenous feeding, oxygen masks, and antibiotics, and thus pose a problem. Although intravenous feeding is not natural in the sense of being produced by nature, neither is it purely artificial, since it is food, and food is a natural means of sustaining life. Hence, withdrawing someone's intravenous feeding can be tantamount to starving them to death. The same would apply to artificially supplied oxygen. In these cases the morality of the decision will be conditioned by the availability of the technology. Obviously, if the special equipment is not available, there is no moral obligation to use it. The same is true of all technology and drugs. Heroic efforts with unnatural means are not a moral duty when one is irreversibly ill.

Is It Unmerciful Not to Relieve Pain by Death?

Are not some people suffering so intensely that only death will relieve their pain? Isn't it unmerciful to refuse to relieve their extreme pain? In response, several things should be recognized. First, the Bible provides an answer to this question. Solomon wrote:

Give strong drink to him who is perishing,

and wine to those in bitter distress;

let them drink and forget their poverty,

and remember their misery no more. (Prov. 31:6-7 RSV)







Although strong drink is condemned as a beverage that causes drunkenness (Prov. 20:1; Isa. 5:11), it is recommended as a medicine for those who are dying so that it can relieve them of their suffering. In brief, the Bible recommends that the dying should be shot with a sedative but not with a bullet.

What If Pain Relievers Hasten Death?

Sometimes the treatment used to reduce pain (e.g., morphine) also hastens death. Is this then an unjustified use of passive euthanasia? Not necessarily. In such cases the principle of double effect maybe invoked. Where two effects, one good and one evil, follow from the same action, it is our moral responsibility to will the good one. The evil effect is simply a necessary concomitant of the good action that is taken; there is no moral culpability for it. For example, when it is necessary to amputate a gangrenous leg, there are two effects. First, the life of the individual can be saved. 

Second, the body will be mutilated and handicapped. But this evil consequence of amputation is offset by the saving of a life. Likewise, sometimes the pain is so great that the medicine necessary to counter it will also hasten death. Patients sometimes die from surgery, but the potential benefits outweigh the risks.

Is There a Right to Refuse Treatment?

Many moral dilemmas are created by the decision to place persons on lifesav�ing mechanical devices. Is it morally wrong to refuse this kind of treatment? In responding to this, an important distinction should be made: the difference be�tween repairing life to function naturally and sustaining life artificially. Under most circumstances, it certainly is morally wrong to refuse treatment that would save one's life. Lifesaving is an essential part of the medical service. Refusing treatment for cuts and wounds that could cause one's death is tantamount to suicide. These are all ordinary medical treatments. It is the extraordinary treatment, involving life-sustaining or life-prolonging mechanisms, that is the question.

While there is clearly a moral obligation to accept treatment to repair life, there is no absolute obligation to accept treatment that would sustain life artificially. We should accept treatment that would preserve life, but we need not accept treatment that really will only prolong death. There would be, for example, no moral duty for Christians to take a pill (if it were available) to double their life span. Likewise, there is no absolute moral duty to take kidney dialysis or even chemotherapy. It may be desirable or even wise to accept such treatment, but it is not morally necessary as such. One can accept the natural consequences of disease and mortality that God has appointed (Gen. 3; Rom. S). Indeed, eventu�ally we must all do so.



Summary and Conclusion

"Euthanasia" means good or painless death. Active euthanasia is taking a human life, and passive euthanasia is simply allowing death. The former is morally wrong from a Christian perspective, but the latter may be morally acceptable, as long as it is a natural and irreversible death, not an unnatural or reversible one.

Natural passive euthanasia is allowing death to occur naturally by withhold�ing unnatural means of sustaining life, such as heart-and-lung machines. Natural means of sustaining life include food, water, and air. Deliberately withholding these is unnatural passive euthanasia, and it is morally unacceptable from a Christian perspective.

Even in morally acceptable natural passive euthanasia, there are difficult deci�sions. It should be exercised only when someone is irreversibly dying, and then not against the patient's expressed will. Also, the decision should be by consensus of pastor, doctor, lawyer, and family. God should be sought first and repeatedly in prayer for healing. When the course of death is medically irreversible and no divine intervention is forthcoming, it is morally justified to stop unnatural efforts to prolong the process of dying.







___________________________________________________________________

(scanned book on Ethics:  Christian Ethics in a Postmodern World - James P. Eckman)

Another Alternative-The Christian Hospice ****

This chapter has rejected the propensity of present culture to re define "personhood" and justify euthanasia. However, what does a Christian do when a loved one is diagnosed with a terminal disease? What does one do if someone dear develops Alzheimer's disease or Huntington's disease? What if extremely painful cancer develops and the only promise is months or years of pain to be followed by death?

There is no easy answer but the Christian hospice movement is offering a powerful alternative for Christians today. Sometimes care is provided for the dying patient within a nursing home facility or their own home. It involves managing pain with drugs, giving loving comfort, and providing daily service to meet all human needs, whatever the specific situation. The care is complemented by spiritual encouragement from God's Word, mixed with prayer and edifying opportunities as reminders of God's goodness and of eternal life. Death is not easy but, as mentioned earlier in this chapter, the Christian approaches death differently than the unbeliever. The loving, empathetic, nail-scarred hands of Jesus are outstretched to welcome His child home to heaven. Hospice care provides the dignified alternative to honor God's creation (life) all the while preparing the dying saints for the promise that awaits them. It preserves the dignity of life that the mercy killers promise but cannot deliver.







�BIOMEDICAL ISSUES 

(includes Reproductive technologies)



e.g. changing genes of animals - (mix spider gene with goat and extract strong silk from the milk)



STOTT:

Human Fertilization

The ethical debate has to some extent shifted from the deliberate destruction of unwanted fetuses to the artificial creation of embryos for married couples who desperately want to have a child. One feels instinctive sympathy for a couple who began their married life with the intention and expectation of having children, only to discover that they cannot. Scripture itself speaks positively of parenthood as the natural crown of marriage, summons us to praise the God who "settles the barren woman in her home as a happy mother of children" (Psalm 113:9), and views childlessness as a painful, personal tragedy. 

It is understandable, therefore, that fertility clinics have been set up and that a variety of techniques have been developed, not only medical and surgical but also biogenetic, in order to help infertile couples to have children. These procedures have provoked public reactions ranging from "pride" in technological achievement and "pleasure "in overcoming infertility to "unease" over the lack of social controls.27 What should Christians think of modern fertilization techniques?

At the risk of serious oversimplification, one might say that normal and natural procreation depends on four parental contributions — the father's sperm, the mother's egg, fallopian tubes which connect her ovaries to her womb and where fusion takes place, together with her womb in which the embryo develops. But one or more of these four (sperm, egg, tubes and womb) may be in some way defective. For example, a common cause of infertility is the blocking of the fallopian tubes, which in many cases can be rectified by surgery. In other situations artificial insemination may be used, namely the insertion of the husband's sperm ("AIH") through a plastic tube directly into his wife's cervix or uterus.

An alternative way of bringing about the fusion of sperm and ovum, outside rather than inside the mother's body, is in vitro fertilization ("IVF"), followed by embryo transfer ("ET"). This double technique was first developed in Britain by Dr Robert Edwards, a Cambridge University physiologist, and Mr Patrick Steptoe, a gynaecologist. Their first "test-tube baby" was Louise Brown, who was born in 1978, and they celebrated their one hundredth birth by this means in 1983. It was reckoned at that time that perhaps another 100 IVF babies had been born worldwide. By now the number is much higher, since IVF is also practised in Australia, the United States, France, West Germany and Israel.28

The moral discussion surrounds not only the IVF technique itself, but also the uses to which it is being put. If damage to the fallopian tubes is one cause of infertility, others are a defect or deficiency in the husband's sperm or in the wife's ova or womb, so that the proposed solution involves in each case the "donation" by an outside or third party of the missing component.

First, if it is the husband who is infertile, "sperm donation" is possible, either by direct insemination ("AID") or by IVF. In the latter case the wife's egg is fertilized by an outside donor's sperm, followed a few days later by ET into the wife's womb.

Secondly, if it is the wife who is infertile, then egg donation by another woman (perhaps her sister) is possible, the outside donor's egg being fertilized by the husband's sperm through IVF, followed again by ET into the wife's womb.

Thirdly, if both husband and wife are infertile, it is possible for them to commission another married couple to contribute their sperm and ovum, which would then be fused through IVF and placed in the wife's womb. This would be a case of embryo donation.

Fourthly, it may be that, although neither husband nor wife is infertile, her womb has been damaged so that she cannot bear her own child. In this case, it is suggested, his sperm and her egg could through IVF and ET be inserted into another woman, who would carry and in due course give birth to their child and then surrender him or her to them, the genetic parents. This could be called womb donation, although it is commonly referred to as "surrogate motherhood".

These are the four main procedures which are being recommended, although additional permutations and combinations are possible. What is common to all four is the use of IVF together with the donation (which IVF makes possible) of sperm, egg, embryo or womb, in each case by a third party or outside donor.

Although the brief of the Warnock Committee included "consideration of the social, ethical and legal implications" of the new technologies for assisted reproduction, the weakest feature of its Report is its failure to contribute a coherent or comprehensive moral basis for its proposals. The Committee even acknowledges its decision to go "straight to the question of how it is right to treat the human embryo" without first considering "when life or personhood begin".29 Before we are ready, however, to enter into the moral debate, here is a summary of those main recommendations of the Report which are germane to our discussion. It was recommended

that sperm, egg and embryo donation should be permitted, provided that they are properly controlled by a statutory licensing authority (A 4-7);

that couples and donors (of sperm and ova) should remain permanently unknown to each other, although a confidential central register should be maintained (B 18, 24);

that donors should have no parental rights or obligations (E 51, 54, 55);

that children born as a result of donation should have their birth registered as if the couple were their parents (though with "by donation" added if desired) and should never be entitled to know the identity of their biological parents except, on reaching the age of eighteen, their "ethnic origin and genetic health" (E 53-54; 4.17, 21, 25);

that, although surrogate motherhood should not be made a criminal offence, surrogacy agencies, arrangements and contracts should (E 56-58);

that research on human embryos (both "spare" and specially procured embryos) should be permitted under licence for up to fourteen days after fertilization and on condition of informed parental consent. However, three committee members opposed all experimentation, and four more were opposed to the deliberate production of embryos for research purposes (A 11-14, D 43-44).

A few months after the publication of the Warnock Report Mr Enoch Powell MP tabled his private member's Unborn Children (Protection) Bill, which would have prohibited the production of human embryos by IVF solely for research and subsequent destruction. Although it attracted considerable support, it ran out of parliamentary time. In 1987 the government published a White Paper which prepared the way for its Human Fertilization and Embryology Research Bill, which was first introduced to Parliament in November 1989. Then in April 1990 in a free vote MPs endorsed by almost two to one the practice of research on human embryos up to 14 days old.

What, then, are the ethical issues which make Christians uneasy about (to say the least), and even totally hostile to, these new developments? The question of fertilisation is a debate about relationships — between husband and wife, parents and children, doctors and family, donors and recipients, the natural and the artificial. In particular, Christians see in the new reproductive technologies a threefold intrusion or interference.



First, IVF may involve an intrusion into the process of procreation. Some Christians are just able to come to terms with IVF and ET when they concern the husband's sperm and the wife's ovum and womb. Yet even in this case, when no external donation is involved, the sacredness of human reproduction has been moved from the bedroom into the laboratory, and from a God-designed process to a human technique, as fusion takes place no longer unwitnessed within the mother's body but on a glass dish carefully monitored by scientists. It was this which led Professor Oliver O'Donovan to entitle his 1983 London Lectures Begotten Or Made? "That which we beget," he said, "is like ourselves. . . But that which we make is unlike ourselves." Consequently, "that which is made rather than begotten becomes something that we have at our disposal, not someone with whom we can engage in brotherly fellowship. "30 It is, in fact, on account of "the extent of medical intervention and control" in the process of IVF, that Dr Richard Higginson called his fine book on the ethics of IVF Whose Baby? Is an IVF child in some sense "the doctor's baby" or "the donor's baby", or still truly "God's baby"?3I

Moreover, IVF separates what God has united. His purpose from the beginning was that marriage, love, sex and procreation should belong together, and in particular that "baby-making" (better, "baby-begetting") should be the consequence of "love-making". The Vatican's 1987 Instruction makes this one of the main grounds of its unequivocal rejection of IVF. It quotes from Pope Paul VI's Encyclical Humanae Vitae (1%8) that there is an "inseparable connection, willed by God and unable to be broken by man on his own initiative, between the two meanings of the conjugal act: the unitive meaning and the procreative meaning".32 Protestants are less dogmatic, however, on the inseparability of sexual intercourse and the procreation of children. Since contraception (which they tend to allow), whether natural or mechanical, separates sex from procreation, it would be illogical to condemn IVF for separating procreation from sex. Nevertheless, we agree that God did unite the two. In consequence, parents who decide on IVF will want to ensure (as far as possible) that its whole context is one not of clinical efficiency only but of caring, conjugal love.33



Secondly, IVF may involve an intrusion into the bonds of marriage and parenthood. Marriage is a permanent covenant between one man and one woman, which demands uncompromising faithfulness. But all forms of donation introduce a third party (the donor) into this relationship. When sperm or egg donation by outside donor is achieved by sexual intercourse, we condemn it as "adultery". If the donation is made externally, without intercourse, is it entirely free from the taint of adultery? It is certainly incompatible with the view of marriage as an exclusive relationship which admits of no third-party intrusion. In surrogacy too, even if both sperm and ovum are contributed by the married couple, a physical and emotional bonding takes place between the "mother" and the child she is carrying, which may later be hard to break.

The fundamental inappropriateness of all donation arrangements is seen in the consequent muddle between biological and social parents and the tensions which this is bound to cause either between husband and wife (since one has contributed to their child's procreation while the other has not), or between the two mothers, or between the parents and the child. As for the secrecy which surrounds these transactions, it is enough in itself to outlaw them. All children have a fundamental right to know their own identity, which includes the identity of their parents. It would certainly be shameful to lie to them about their genetic parents. The Warnock Report at least provides, as we have seen, for the optional addition of the words "by donation" on the birth certificate and for the availability to the child when eighteen years old of some information. But children should surely have access to all the information they wish to be given. One reason why fostering and adoption belong to a different category is that they are not shrouded in secrecy or spoiled by deception.



Thirdly, IVF may involve an intrusion into the integrity of the embryo, since a living human embryo is now available for research and/or experimentation outside the mother's body and in a laboratory. Indeed, several embryos are usually available, since the custom is to induce super-ovulation in the mother so that the doctor can recover about half a dozen eggs, either in case first attempts at fertilization or implantation fail or in order that some eggs may be frozen for possible future use. Should spare embryos be used for research? Two arguments are used to defend this practice. First, research is necessary, the pioneers are saying, in order to perfect the IVF technique, to discover the causes of infertility, early miscarriage, genetic disorders and hereditary diseases, to be able to use embryonic tissue for transplant and to test drugs. However, Professor Jerome Lejeune, the French geneticist, wrote to The Times on 26th March 1985 that equivalent research could be performed on laboratory mammals instead, and that in any case the human embryo of less than fourteen days is too undeveloped for some research into genetic disabilities. It is true that Dr Andrew Huxley, President of the Royal Society, expressed his disagreement in a letter which appeared on 6th April. But other scientists have sided with Professor Lejeune. So the experts are not at one on the necessity of embryonic research.

The second argument is that up to fourteen days the embryo is so minute as to be invisible to the naked eye, and that therefore it should not be given the total or absolute protection which is given to a mature human being or even to the fetus at later stages of its development. But this begs the question of the status of the embryo from the moment of fusion.

The Warnock Report agreed "that the embryo of the human species ought to have a special status", which "should be enshrined in legislation" and should carry with it "some protection in law".34 That is good, but not enough, as the three dissentients saw. They rightly said that the embryo's special status and legal protection should not be made dependent on a technical decision about "personhood": "Clearly, once that status (sc. of personhood) has been accorded, all moral principles and legal enactments which relate to persons will apply. But before that point has been reached the embryo has a special status because of its potential for development to a stage at which everyone would accord it the status of a human person. "35 So then, both those who accord "personhood" to human embryos and those who do not should be able to agree (1) that they are at least in the process of developing into their full potential (which indeed is the popular understanding of the adjective "embryonic") and (2) that they are therefore inviolable.

Once this special status of the human embryo is acknowledged, it will follow that "experimentation" should be forbidden and that permissible "research" should be most carefully defined. The Vatican's Instruction (1987) is quite clear: "No objective, even though noble in itself, such as a foreseeable advantage to science, to other human beings or to society, can in any way justify experimentation on living human embryos."36 The only justification would be when the work "is clearly therapeutic for the subject himself".37 This is in keeping with the fundamental principle that human beings must be regarded and treated as ends in themselves, and not as means to some other end, however good.  (xref Kant)





GEISLER:

BIOMEDICAL ISSUES



xref Gattaca (1997)   
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Technology has created new ethical issues. Artificial insemination, test-tube babies, surrogate mothers, organ transplantation, organ harvesting, gene-splicing, and cloning are all medical realities. There is no longer a question of whether they can be done; it is only a question of whether they ought to be done. Here again the viewpoints can be broadly divided between two categories: a secular humanist approach and a Judeo-Christian perspective. There are intramural debates in each camp that will emerge as the discussion unfolds.



A Secular Humanist Perspective: Playing God

Nowhere are the lines of demarcation between the secular humanist and Christian perspectives clearer than in biomedical issues. This is because ethical decisions are not made in a vacuum. They are made from within a worldview. And it is in the human role of deciding what is right and wrong that the two positions are most evidently in conflict. The differences are summarized in table 11.1. Given these differences, con�flicts are inevitable. Such conflicts manifest themselves in many areas of biomedical concern. These will become evident as the two positions unfold in our discussion.

TABLE 11.1

The Judeo-Christian and Secular Humanist Worldviews

Judeo-Christian	Secular Humanist

There is a Creator.	There is no Creator.

Humankind was specially created.	   Humankind evolved from animals.

God is sovereign over life.	      Humankind is sovereign over life.

Sanctity of life is a key principle.	    Quality of life is a key principle.

The end does not justify the means.        The end justifies the means.

Secular humanists have stated their beliefs repeatedly and clearly. Their Human�ist Manifestos (1933; 1973) support abortion, euthanasia, and suicide. They speak glowingly about technology and emphatically deny that there is any God in control. They affirm: "We need to extend the uses of scientific method.... Confronted by many possible futures, we must decide which to pursue."' They disavow any Creator or divine aid, boasting, "No deity will save us; we must save ourselves:1z Hence, they "affirm that moral values derive their source from human experience. Ethics is autonomous and situational, needing no theological or ideological sanctions."' From this context several crucial elements of their position emerge in relation to biomedical issues.

Humans Are Responsible for the Quality of Life

Paul Kurtz, the author of Humanist Manifesto II, set forth the humanist posi�tion well in Forbidden Fruit:

We, not God, are responsible for our destiny. Accordingly we must create our own ethical universes. We should seek to transform a blind and conscious morality into a rationally based one, retaining the best wisdom of the past but devising new ethical principles and judging them by their consequences and testing them in the context of lived experience.'

One consequence to be kept in mind is the "quality of life which according to Kurtz can justify in vitro fertilization and even active euthanasia.' Indeed, the same principle is behind the right to abortion and the right to suicide.?

Genetic improvement of the race is also based on the so-called quality-of-life principle. Nobel prizewinner Dr. James Watson argued that no newborn infant should be declared human until it has passed certain tests regarding its genetic endowment: "If a child were not declared alive until three days after birth, then all parents could be allowed the choice ... [to] allow the child to die ... and save a lot of misery and suffering,

Individuals Have Sovereignty over Their Own Lives

For secular humanists, God is not sovereign over life—humankind is. Each individual has the right to live and the right to die. Although most humanists en�courage life, they insist that they have the right to end it as well. Thus suicide and voluntary euthanasia are defended as moral rights. Ironically enough, abortion is also considered a right; this generally is based on the grounds of the mother's freedom of choice. Although some admit that the unborn are human, others confess difficulty in knowing when human life begins. Some claim that human life does not begin until birth, and others say it begins when one becomes a self-conscious individual, which normally occurs at nearly two years of age.

Euthanasia is another manifestation of the humanist's belief that the individual is sovereign over their own life. This belief has given rise to voluntary euthanasia groups like the Society for the Right to Die and the Hemlock Society, whose book Let Me Die before I Wake provides information for those who wish to commit suicide. Its founder, Derek Humphry, boasts that he has helped make euthanasia respectable and also helped a lot of people die well."'

The Duty to Create a Superior Race

All secular humanists believe in biological evolution. Many believe that because humans have advanced to such a technological level, they have a duty to guide the future evolution of the race. For some, the hope goes beyond a bionic human to genetically engineered humans. Gene-splicing holds the promise of creating and patenting new animals. Sperm banks, artificial insemination, and surrogate mothers now make it possible to breed superior human beings. The ultimate goal is a human being totally engineered to specifications, the creation of a superior breed. Prenatal tests can already warn parents of genetically impure offspring, and abortion can eliminate them. The final goal is for a completely fabricated human being.

One signer of Humanist Manifesto II, Joseph Fletcher, believes that coercive or compulsory genetic control is justified in cases where carriers of genetic disease do not abstain voluntarily from having children. Here the end justifies the means. That is, the goal of a genetically purified race justifies the compulsory sterilization necessary to achieve it.

The End Justifies the Means

In Situation Ethics, Fletcher states flatly, "Only the end justifies the means; nothing else" Although few humanists are this frank, most operate on the same principle, particularly when it comes to advances in medical science. For example, when it was discovered that brain tissue from aborted babies could aid in treating Parkinson's disease, this good end was considered by many to be justification for the means necessary to obtain the tissue (from an aborted baby). The brisk busi�ness in organ transplants has likewise created a need for more organs. Since fresh tissues are better, tissues are taken from live babies aborted by hysterotomy.

Because the advancement of medical science depends on experimentation, many have taken advantage of the abortion business to use the live babies for ex�perimentation. Some scientists speak openly of growing fetuses for spare parts.

An Evaluation of the Humanist Biomedical Ethic

The humanists' approval of certain biomedical procedures for the supposed benefit of the individual or the race flows from their presuppositions. If there is no God and the human is simply a higher animal, then there seems to be no logical reason to deny many o f their conclusions. There are, however, some good rational grounds for challenging their presuppositions.

The Quality-of-Life Principle Is Utilitarian

The so-called quality-of-life principle is a thinly veiled form of utilitarianism. In addition to the arguments already given against ethical utilitarianism (see chap. 4), there are good reasons for rejecting this medical form of it. First, what does "quality of life" mean? Is it a physical, social, or spiritual quality? If a combination, then in what proportion? Often it is an ill-defined and ambiguous catchall term used to justify actions that lack any proper ethical qualitywhatsoever. Second, who decides what "quality" means? The patient? The doctor? Society? Third, which people receive this "quality" treatment? On what basis do we discriminate? Age? Race? Social rank? Fourth, how do we know for sure what procedures will bring about this elusive quality of life? One would have to be God in order to know all the factors necessary to predict that our genetic tinkering would really improve the race. It might cure some problems and cause greater ones.

We Are Not Sovereign over Life

The Bible makes it unmistakably clear that we are not sovereign over our own life. "The LORD gave and the LORD has taken away" ( Job 1:21). God said to Moses, "I put to death and I bring to life" (Deut. 32:39). God created life (Gen. 1:21, 27), and he alone sustains it (Acts 17:28). Hence, we have no right to take innocent life (Gen. 9:6; Exod. 20:13).

But in addition to these scriptural truths, there are many other obvious reasons for concluding that we do not possess sovereignty over life. First, it is evident to all that we did not create life. Life was here before humankind arrived on earth, and human life clearly did not begin as a result of human activity. Second, in spite of all our medical advances, we cannot avoid death. This too is out of human hands. Third, humans have not been able to create life, certainly not human life. Thus far

human brilliance has produced only some biologically interesting chemicals (e.g., amino acids) and crossed and spliced existing forms of life. But humans have not created from scratch their own new living things, to say nothing of a full-fledged human being.

Even if we could produce some simple forms (and therefore had some kind of claim on them), there is no realistic prospect of creating anything like a human life. But if we did not bring human life into this world, then we have no right to claim sovereignty over when it leaves. The secular humanist pretension to sovereignty over life collapses in the face of the facts of life.

There Is No Duty to Produce a Superior Race

Evolutionists often boast of their desires to forward the evolutionary process and produce a superior race. Indeed, the subtitle of Darwin's famous book On the Origin of Species by Means of Natural Selection (1859) has racist overtones: The Pres�ervation of Favoured Races in the Struggle for Life. Carrying Darwin's idea forward, Adolf Hitler used natural selection as his model for producing the superior race. He wrote, "If nature does not wish that weaker individuals should mate with stronger, she wishes even less that a superior race should intermingle with an inferior one:' Why? "Because in such a case all her efforts, throughout hundreds of thousands of years, to establish an evolutionary higher stage of being, may thus be rendered futile."'? The famous evolutionist Julian S. Huxley (d. 1975) contended, "In the light of evolutionary biology man can now see himself as the sole agent of further evolutionary advance on this planet, and one of the few possible instruments of progress in the universe at large:' Huxley sees man as "the business manager for the cosmic process of evolution".

Yet for several reasons, the exaggerated expectations of producing a superior race are unfounded. First, there is no real evidence that the present race was pro�duced by any naturalistic evolutionary process. Both Scripture and the scientific evidence point to God as the cause of the human species.12 Second, science, with all its technology and touted brilliance, has not been able to permanently improve even a fruit fly. We have a long way to go to "improve" humankind. Third, even if we could make permanent changes in the human species, there is no ethical reason why we should. "Can" does not imply "ought" any more than "is" implies "ought:' Just because we can do something does not mean that we should do it. Ability does not imply morality. Fourth, even if we were able actually to produce changes in the human species, how would we know they were better, not merely different? By what standard would we judge them better? It would beg the question to answer, "by the desired human standard:' For the secular humanist, as we will see, there is no revealed standard that sanctions such a procedure.

The End Does Not Justify the Means

Since the "end justifies the means" ethic has already been critiqued (see chaps. 3 and 4), we will only summarize the problems here. First, ends do not justify means. Means must have their own justification. Second, even ends need justifi�cation. Not every goal is good, even if it is highly desired by many people. Many Germans desired the obliteration of the Jews, but this desire does not justify it. Third, if good ends justified any means, then killing political dissenters to produce greater national harmonywould be justifiable, and killing AIDS patients in order to curb the spread of this deadlydisease would be morally justified. Simple reflection reveals numerous similar illustrations of morally unacceptable consequences that would follow from applying such an ethic.

A Christian Perspective on Biomedical Ethics: Serving God

While the humanist approach to biomedical ethics is to play God, the Chris�tian approach is to use medical advances to serve God. Humanists believe that humankind is sovereign over life; Christians hold that God is sovereign over life. This certainly does not mean that there is no role for technology and medicine to improve human life. It means, rather, that we do not use this wisdom to create human life. This accumulated learning should be used to cultivate (เพาะปลูก) what God has given but not to control it.

A comparison of the two approaches to biomedical issues will help to focus the differences and serve as a springboard for articulating the basic principles of a Christian approach to biomedical issues. Table 11.2 notes the major differences.

Table 11.2  ******************

Christian and Humanist Approaches to Biomedical Issues

Christian View: Serving God          Humanistic View: Playing God

Voluntary treatment	Compulsory treatment

Improving human life	Creating human life

Repairing human life	Re-creating human life

Maintenance of life	Engineering of life

Genetic fitness	Genetic fabrication

Cooperation with nature	Control over nature

Conformity to nature	Power over nature



There is a marked difference between Christian and humanist approaches to biomedical ethics. Christians believe that God is sovereign over life; humanists think humankind is sovereign. Hence, Christians believe that we should serve God, not play God. Treatment should always be voluntary, not compulsory. The medi�cal task is to improve life, not to create it. God has only made us the maintenance crew, not the engineers of life. Our goal is the more modest one of genetic fitness, not the grandiose one of genetic fabrication. We work in cooperation with nature, not to have control over it. We conform to nature as God's creation; we do not seek power over it as our creation. In short, the legitimate role of the Christian in biomedical areas is therapeutic, not eugenic.

Some Basic Principles Stated

Now that we have examined the difference between a Christian and a humanist approach to biomedical issues and exposed some fallacious humanist principles, let us state some of the basic principles involved in a Christian approach to these problems.

The sovereignty of God. First and foremost is the principle of God's sovereignty over life. God created every living thing (Gen. 1:21) and human beings in his image and likeness (1:27). God controls both life and death. He gives life and he takes it away ( Job 1:21). From dust we come, and to dust we return (Gen. 3:19). The Lord kills and makes alive (Deut. 32:39). We are not our own but his. God has made us, and we belong to him. This being the case, humans have no right to seek control of human life, to try to "advance" its evolution or to tinker with it genetically.

The dignity of humanity. Another principle at the heart of a Christian biomedical ethic is the dignity of humankind. Humans are made in God's image and likeness (Gen. 1:27). They are the crown of his creation. Human beings both represent and resemble God. For this reason, murder is such a heinous crime, for it is killing God in effigy. This is why God instituted capital punishment for capital crimes (see chap. 12), saying, "Whoever sheds the blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed; for in the image of God has God made man" (Gen. 9:6; man = humankind). Human beings have such dignity that it is even wrong to curse them, because they "have been made in God's likeness" ( James 3:9). This dignity of human life includes the body, which should be cared for (Eph. 5:29) and even buried with respect, anticipating its final resurrection (1 Cor. 15).

The sanctity of life. Human life has both dignity and sanctity. The dignity calls for respect, the sanctity for reverence. This is not to say that human life should be worshiped, but only that it should be considered holy. Human life should not be adored as the Creator is, but it should be respected as one of God's creations. Humans are not God, but we are godlike. We were made "a little lower than the heavenly beings [angels]" and were also "crowned ... with glory and honor" (Ps. 8:5). Since God is holy (Lev. 11:44) and we are made in his likeness (Gen. 1:27), it follows that in some sense we share in this moral likeness. This sacredness of life, as it uniquely reflects the very character of God, is the basis for a pro-life stance from conception to death. No matter how badly human life may be scarred or disfigured, it is still godlike and deserves to be treated as the sacred thing it is.

Principle of the greater good. When two or more moral principles conflict un�avoidably, follow the higher obligation (see chap 7).

Principle of double effect. When an act has both good and bad consequences, it can be preferred if (1) the act is good or indifferent, (2) a good effect also follows from the bad, (3) one intends the good effect and only tolerates the evil effect, and (4) the good effect is at least equal to the evil effect.

The mortality of life. Another principle endemic to a Christian approach to biomedical issues is the fact of human mortality. This is a fallen world, and the consequence o f the fall is death. Adam was told of the tree of knowledge that when you eat of it you will surely die" (Gen. 2:17). The apostle Paul added, "Sin entered the world through one man, and death through sin, and in this way death came to all men, because all sinned" (Rom. 5:12). Thus the human being "is destined to die once, and after that to face judgment" (Heb. 9:27). Moses spoke of the limits of human life: "The length of our days is seventy years—or eighty, if we have the strength ... for they quickly pass, and we fly away" (Ps. 90:10). In short, there are limits to human life in this world. Humans are mortal, and human attempts to avoid mortality or overcome this fact are futile and misdirected.

Charity toward human life. Love is the essence of Christian ethics. Jesus said that the greatest commandment is first to love God and then to love other human beings as ourselves (Matt. 22:37-39). Therefore, it is necessary to apply this love toward human beings in every area of ethical responsibility, including biomedical issues. Christian love (agape) is not selfish love. It comes from God, who is love (1 John 4:16), and is to be directed toward others ( John 15:13). It is a responsibility we have to God (Matt. 25:45) and to all who are less fortunate than we. Love is not an empty, vacuous feeling or attitude. It is fleshed out in specific commandments. Jesus said, "If ye love me, keep my commandments" (John 14:15 KJV). Hence, the Christian looks to Scripture for guidance in bioethical issues, as well as in other moral matters.

Some Basic Guidelines for Crucial Issues

The preceding discussion has presented a number of biblical guidelines that can be applied to a range of biomedical issues. We will first state the principle and its biblical support and then apply it to specific issues.

Voluntary versus compulsory procedures. Flowing from the fact of freedom and dignity is the principle of autonomy, which entails informed consent. Even other�wise legitimate medical procedures are morally wrong unless there is informed consent to them. The patient should be informed about the nature and possible consequences of the medication or operation, and then must give free and unco�erced consent to it. Where the patient is not able to do this because of irrational�ity or unconsciousness, no organs should be taken and no medical procedure undertaken except what is necessary to preserve the person's life. This is called a best-interest judgment, as opposed to a substituted judgment. The latter takes away the autonomy of the patient.

A forced cure, no matter how beneficial it may be for society, is immoral. This includes forced abortions, sterilizations, and a lobotomy. Abstinence, birth control, or voluntary sterilization are proper alternatives. A forced cure is immoral, whether it is imposed on citizens or prisoners. It is in the very nature of morally respon�sible human acts that they be free and uncoerced. Yet it is sometimes necessary to restrain and even punish violent patients against their will for the protection of those around them in the same way we restrain and punish criminals."

Informed consent is a necessary foundation for all bioethical decisions, includ�ing abortion. It is a tragic moral irony to require informed consent before a teen�ager in a public school can put an aspirin in her mouth, but not require informed consent before she can kill a baby in her womb.

Mercy killing versus mercifully allowing death. As previously noted, there is an important difference between taking an innocent life and allowing a death. The former is always wrong; the latter is sometimes right. Intentionally taking an in�nocent human life is murder, but allowing a natural death may be an act of mercy. Thus mercy killing is always wrong, but mercifully allowing death is sometimes right.

Preserving life versus prolonging death. The command "You shall not murder" (Exod. 20:13) implies that we should help prevent the unnatural death of innocent people as well. The Bible declares that sins of omission are wrong, as are sins of commission ( James 4:17). Failing to prevent such a death is as culpable as actu�ally causing it. In this sense, there is a duty to prolong human life, and if medical or technical aids are available, they should be rightly utilized. However, the duty to preserve life should be distinguished from a supposed obligation to prolong death. Nowhere does the Bible declare a duty to prolong the agony of death. Actu�ally, trying to avoid the inevitability of death is contrary to the principle of human mortality (Rom. 5:12; Heb. 9:27).

In the Mosaic law, even animals known to have killed others were to be restrained or put away, even though they were not morally accountable for their actions (Exod.21 :28-29). The reasoning i s based on the moral responsibility of those in charge who knew they were killers. Similarly, those in charge of violent patients must have means of keeping them from killing others. These means may include isolation, drugs, and other medical involuntary procedures. In this case, graded absolutism (see chap. 7) allows for the higher law of lifesaving to take precedence over the lower law of the patient's rights.



Artificial means versus natural means. Every attempt should be made to preserve a human life, by whatever means are available. Certainly food, water, and air should never be withheld from human beings, no matter how small, old, or sick they are. Taking away these natural means of sustaining life is tantamount to causing death. And knowingly causing the death of innocent human beings is murder. Furthermore, when heroic means (technology) are available, they should be used to preserve human life. However, there is no divine duty to use heroic or unnatural means to prolong human death. This is contrary to the principles of human mortal�ity and Christian charity. There is no duty to prolong misery or to fight mortality. Hence, when sustenance of life is artificial and the process of death is irreversible, there is no moral obligation to prolong life by artificial means.

Birth control versus abortion. Some Christians oppose both abortion and birth control (see appendix 4). Historically, Roman Catholics have opposed birth control, and Protestants have favored it. Today, these lines are crossed. However, both sides agree that there is a qualitative difference between taking a human life by abortion and preventing more human lives by birth control. Whatever one can say for or against birth control, it is not murder. It is simply a method of limiting how many children are born, not a method of killing unborn children. Yet some methods of what is called birth control are really methods of abortion (see chap. 9), since they lead directly to the death of a fertilized ovum (which is a human being). But methods of birth control, natural or artificial, that simply prevent fer�tilization from taking place are not murder. Both Catholics and Protestants agree that it is right to use birth control; the debate is over the legitimacy of artificial forms of birth control.

Correcting versus creating life. This is an imperfect world. God did not plan it that way; humankind has made a mess of it. The effects of humanity's fall are evident in the physical world (Gen. 3; Rom. 5, 8) and have taken their toll on human health. There is no biblical imperative saying that we cannot work to correct these imperfections. The Bible actually recommends medicine (1 Tim. 5:23) and prayer for healing ( James 5:14-15).

Jesus manifested his approval of a medically corrective ministry by spending much of his time healing those who were sick. Likewise, he gave his apostles the ability to "heal the sick" (Matt. 10:8). However, there is a significant difference between correcting imperfect humans and creating perfect ones of our own. Al�leviating human suffering due to the fall is a moral duty, but fabricating human beings is not.

Some Basic Issues

Now that the basic principles and guidelines of Christian bioethics have been outlined, it remains to apply them to some of the pressing issues made possible by modern technological advances. Since we have already discussed abortion (chap. 9) and euthanasia (chap. 10), we will not include them here.

Organ transplants. Organ transplantation has become a reality. Heart, lung, and kidney transplants are now common. Hundreds of people have had their lives prolonged because of this corrective technology. Transplantation is in accordance with many biblical principles. First, the principle of charity (love): "Greater love has no one than this, that he lay down his life for his friends" (John 15:13). I find it hard to imagine giving an eye, lung, or kidney to someone who has none, yet some living human beings have done this. How little sacrifice is required to do so when we are dead and no longer in need of these organs! Organ transplantation need not be, as some suggest, a violation of the mortality principle. It can and should be used as a means to prolong life, not as a means to avoid the eventuality of death. In this regard it can be questionable when used on the very elderly. In this case, the chances for surviving the operation are lessened, as is the need for the operation. Also, there are younger candidates in need of the procedure.



Serious moral questions are involved in the transplantation procedure. First, it should involve informed consent. No one should be forced to donate one's or�gans, and no organ should be taken without permission of the donor, especially from those who are unable to make this decision (such as the handicapped). No one else has the right to give away another person's organs against the donor's will. In this sense my body belongs to me, and death does not erase this right. It is still my body and is put in my grave. Respect for human dignity demands that the body, which is the remaining symbol of the person, not be pilfered. Just as a national flag is the symbol of the nation and should be treated with respect, even so the body is a symbol of the person and should be treated with the respect due the person who occupied it.

Second, there is a moral question about the life-and-death status of the donor. The fresher the organ, the greater chances of success in the transplant, and organs from living donors are the best. However, if taking the organ causes death, then it is wrong. Yet after the person dies, the body may justifiably be kept "alive" by machine to prevent organ decay. It simply means that we should not hasten death in order to harvest a fresh organ.

With the exception of cases of taking "spare" organs, such as one kidney or one eye, the donor must be brain-dead before the organ is taken. Death is difficult to define, but in general terms it means vital signs are lacking, such as breathing, pulse, nerve reaction, or brain wave (EEG).



Genetic surgery. Genetic surgery is now medically possible, but does this in itself make it morally permissible? Here again the answer depends on whether it is an attempt to correct and restore life as God created it or an attempt to reconstruct it in the way we want it. Is the surgery correcting or creating? Is the procedure maintaining the life that God created, or is it engineering life the way humans want it? If the surgery is for repairing, not for creating, then it is morally permissible. After all, God created perfect human beings, and he wants us to be as perfect as we can be, even in this fallen world.

Trans-gender (sex-change) operation. These are morally objectionable from a Christian perspective. God created 'male and female" (Gen. 1:27). The fact that they were told to reproduce their kind (v. 28) reveals that this was under�stood as biological maleness and femaleness. For this reason genetic surgery to change one's sex is morally wrong. Whatever our psychological or sociological tendencies, we should seek to bring them into conformity to the way God made us physically.

Sex detection and selection. It is now possible to know the sex of the unborn well before birth. Hence, selection of the desired sex is possible. Is this morally right? In the light of the Christian principles stated above, the appropriate response seems to be: sex detection, yes; sex selection, no. There is nothing inherently wrong with knowing in advance whether the baby is a boy or a girl. Sooner or later we will know anyway. Science has now made it possible to know sooner. Science has made it possible to know a lot of things sooner—storms, earthquakes, tornadoes, hurricanes. Few of us would reject this knowledge, but neither should we use it to do evil.

There is an inherent danger in sex-detection methods: they often become means of sex selection. Unfortunately, the only way to select the desired sex after it has been detected is by abortion, and that is morally wrong (see chap. 9). So if one chooses to know the sex of one's child before birth (and there is no obligation to do so), one is just as morally obligated to accept it from God's sovereign hand as one is the day it is born. Sex selection before conception is not necessarily morally wrong, but it can be both socially and psychologically harmful.



Artificial insemination. There are two forms of artificial insemination: artificial insemination bythe husband (AIH), and artificial insemination by a donor (MD). There seem to be no valid moral objections from a Christian perspective to the former. Once one accepts the premise that it is morally permissible to correct impediments to fulfilling God's command to propagate life, then  Al I-I would seem to fit in this category. If not, then one would have to argue against other corrective operations, including those to restore sight.

Sometimes Exodus 4:11 is cited in defense of accepting all our imperfections, even if they are correctable. God said to Moses, Who makes him deaf or mute? Who gives him sight or makes him blind? Is it not I, the Lord?" However, to so use this verse is to wrench it out of context and to ignore much other clear Scriptures. First, the verse is descriptive, not prescriptive. It is describing the situation the way it is, not necessarily the way it ought to be. Second, in context, it is a statement about God's ability to overcome these difficulties, not about the undesirability of doing so. God said this to Moses because Moses complained to God that he was not eloquent enough to fulfill God's command to speak to Pharaoh (v. 10). Third, if correcting blindness and deafness was wrong, then Jesus often sinned by healing these very imperfections (Mark 7; John 9).

But AID raises some moral questions not involved in AIH. Some object that it is "adultery by proxy," since the sperm is not from the woman's husband. How�ever, this objection is a bit far-fetched, since no sexual act with another man is involved, nor need there be any lust entailed. Others consider the so-called one-flesh principle to be opposed to MD, but simply because the conception was not born of sexual intercourse between husband and wife does not mean they are not "one flesh" in their marriage. Actually, the "one flesh" is possible without sexual intercourse; it refers to the intimacy of marriage, not just to sexual intercourse (Gen. 2:24).

Still others object that in AID the baby is not really the husband's child, only the wife's. But if this is pressed, it would also be an argument against adoption, where the child is neither the husband's nor the wife's.

Finally, some object because of the use of an autosexual act in obtaining the sperm necessary for the insemination. However, if the donor collects the sperm in the context of his own marital relationship, the objection loses its force. First, inside a marriage the act need not be autosexual; it can be mutual. Second, as long as the act is done without lustful intentions toward a woman other than one's wife, the objection loses its force. Masturbation is wrong as a form of lust and when it is done outside a marital relationship. It is also unnecessary since there are other alternatives, such as abstinence and marriage.

In short, whatever social, psychological, and legal arguments can be urged, and these should be considered, there seems to be no moral reason against either AIH or AID from a biblical perspective. Nevertheless, a childless couple may choose to remain that way or to adopt, but there is no moral duty to do so. They may also choose pregnancy of the wife through artificial insemination.

The morality of artificial insemination within the bounds of marriage does not automatically extend to the unmarried. For example, the Bible does not recom�mend a believer marrying an unbeliever (1 Cor. 7:39), yet it forbids divorcing an unbelieving spouse unless the unbelieving partner initiates it (vv. 12, IS). Likewise, one-parent families maybe necessitated by death or other circumstances. But they are less than ideal under any circumstance and should not be promoted by artificial insemination. Hence, lesbian or bachelor motherhood by artificial insemination is not God's ideal for a home. Children need a father and a mother. And while God takes special care of wives who once had a husband (widows: Deut.14:29; 1 Tim. 5:9), the Bible repeatedly bemoans fatherlessness (Pss. 10:18; 82:3). Fatherless homes are tragedies to be avoided, not models to be encouraged.



Surrogate motherhood. Even for Christians who accept artificial insemination, surrogate motherhood poses some more difficult problems. In effect, it is a 'womb for hire," for the mother carrying the baby is not the wife of the husband. And even though there is no adultery involved, nevertheless there are serious social, legal, and psychological problems to be considered. As notable court cases have dramatized, the maternal instinct is strong, and the biological mother often has a difficult time giving up her child.

Theoretically, surrogate motherhood isonlythe reverse of artificial insemination and is like an adoption. In this respect there is nothing inherently immoral about it. However, we do not live in a theoretical world. Deep-seated human feelings are involved. Surrogate motherhood carries with it tremendous potential for exploita�tion of womanhood and the degradation of motherhood. Ethical considerations notwithstanding, wisdom seems to argue that adoption is a wiser course. And if abortion on demand were not practiced, there would be plenty of babies to adopt. Overseas babies and minority babies are more readily available.

Certainly, surrogate motherhood for convenience is wrong. Motherhood should not be for hire or rent anymore than wifehood should be. In this regard, surrogate motherhood is no better than harlotry. God created a place for sex with one's own spouse. And God created a place for having babies: in one's own wife's womb. If we cannot have them there, then maybe we should consider whether it is God's will for us to have one of our own genetic offspring. Perhaps there are other babies to adopt, or maybe God wants us to help with the care of the fatherless and not to have our own.

In vitro fertilization (IVF). Although in vitro fertilization isknown by the popular expression "test-tube babies," it is more accurately test-tube conception. Sperm and ovum are united in a Petri dish and later transplanted into a mother's womb. Many babies have already been born of this method where otherwise the couple was unable to have children. It can be done, but here again the question is whether it should be done.

Granted that artificial insemination is permissible, from a Christian perspective the main question in IVF relates to the 'wasted" embryos. According to present methods, the majority of embryos are sacrificed in order to get one that will survive. This means that we are knowingly causing the death of many tiny human beings in order to find one to develop. Since the end does not justify this means, in vitro fertilization that wastes embryos is morally wrong. The fact that many naturally fertilized ova spontaneously abort is not relevant, for there is a significant moral difference between a natural death and a homicide. So IVF is not a natural death; it is an artificially contrived and unnecessary death. It goes without saying that IVF for the purposes of research and experimentation on humans is doubly wrong.

There is the possibility of perfecting the method so as not to waste human life or to use a natural form whereby a husband's sperm is artificially placed in his wife's womb. But until or unless this kind of thing is done, IVF is morally wrong.



Organ and tissue harvesting. There is an increasing traffic in human organs and tissues created by medical technology and corresponding human demand. Organs from aborted babies are used for transplantation. Brain tissue is utilized in treating Parkinson's disease. Other body fluids have medicinal value. Here again we must be careful not to argue from "can" to 'ought." The question is not whether it can be done or is being done, but whether it should be done.

Several principles come into play on the question of harvesting. Certainly if there are legitimate instances of harvesting, it should never be done without in�formed consent. Then there is the question of human dignity. A human body is not a chemical factory or an organic pharmaceutical company. Its purpose is not to function as an organ farm but as the body of an immortal person, who can worship and glorify God (1 Cor. 6:19-20).

Though there is no objection to giving our organs after we are dead, it is contrary to our dignity and mortality to keep bodies alive simply for the purpose of har�vesting from them. The only sense in which harvesting is legitimate is in onetime donor gifts by informed consent after death. But growing embryos or keeping bodies alive artificially for this purpose is a denigration of human dignity.



Stem cell cures. Human stem cells have proved to be a valuable source for curing diseases. This has raised a crucial debate over the ethics of using embryo stem cells, which offer the prospect of treating or curing some otherwise incurable diseases. In response, an important distinction must be made between the use of non-embryonic ("adult") stem cells, which does not involve the destruction of human life, and the use of embryonic stem cells, which does. The latter is unacceptable for the same reason abortions are not acceptable: it involves taking an innocent human life. In addition, it violates several other ethical principles, such as these: (1) The end does not justify the means. (2) That we can do something doesn't mean that we should do it. (3) We should not cause death to lengthen life.

The fact is that there are other ethical ways to approach solving this problem. First, other forms of treatment are possible. Still others may yet be discovered. And most importantly for the present, non-embryonic cells have already proved to be more valuable, especially those from umbilical cords. Thus, it is unnecessary to use embryonic stem cells. Further, even if no other cures were presently available, it is morally wrong to sacrifice innocent human life to forward the progress of science. Some have asked, "What's wrong with harvesting parts from embryos destined to die anyway?" The response is this: Just because death-row prisoners are going to die anyway does not justify using them as a sacrificial medicine for the so-called progress of science. Hitler used this same bad argument (which embryonic stem cell proponents are using) to justify his experimenting on Jews, and the results were inhumane, unchristian, and barbaric! Closer to home, some African American men in Tuscaloosa, AL, were allowed to suffer with untreated syphilis in order to study its effects. But good ends are not justified by evil means.



Cryonics. It is possible to deep-freeze human bodies at death with the hope of resuscitating them someday. This could prolong life considerably, especially for those who die of diseases for which we may later find cures. Once more we must not ask if this can be done, but whether it ought to be done. It can and is being done, but should we do it? For several reasons, the Christian response is negative.

There is no evidence that a person can be brought back to life this way. Even if the body can be biologically resuscitated, there is no evidence that the person who occupied it will return. The Bible seems to indicate that when the person leaves the body (Phil. 1:23; 2 Cor.5:8), only God can bring the person back to that body, and that God will do this at the resurrection (John 5:25-29; 1 Cor. 15; Rev. 20). The purpose behind deep-freeze death is a desire to avoid the eventuality of human mortality. But the Bible is clear that God has appointed death (Rom. 5:12; Heb. 9:27) and has limited our life span (Ps. 90:10). Attempts to avoid or deny death are not of God (see Gen. 3:4). We should accept the limits of natural life and the eventuality of natural death and not engage in vain attempts to avoid death.



Cloning. 'Carbon-copy" human beings are genetically possible. It has already been successfully done with other mammals. Each cell in the body has the blue�print for that life. Hence, it is theoreticallypossible to produce an identical twin by nonsexual parenting. Given the humanistic quest for scientific progress, someone eventually will apply the advanced technology to produce a human clone. From a Christian standpoint, there are serious objections to cloning. First, it is playing God, not serving God. It violates the fundamental principle that we are only the custodians of human life, not its creators. It is the ultimate in human presumption and pride, human's technological Tower of Babel (Gen. 11:1-9). Second, clones would generate unprecedented psychological and social problems ofidentityand sibling rivalry. Third, it bypasses the God-ordained means of human propagation, fertilization in a mother's womb. In this sense it is a denial of the sanctity of sex, which God has created, hallowed, and ordained (Gen. 1:28; Heb. 13:4). Fourth, it is a futile attempt to avoid mortality by having one's identical 'twin" live on after one's death, and so on infinitely. So even if it were possible, it would be morally objectionable.



Gene-splicing. It is now possible to produce new kinds of biological organisms by splicing the genes of one into another. These laboratory hybrids are already being patented. One such artificially constructed "superbug" (pseudomonas) is said to have value in eliminating large oil slicks, since it feeds and multiplies in oil. Many other highly touted uses are in view, including medical cures, higher food production, environmental purification, more useful animals, and even more productive human beings!

Gene-splicing has some serious problems. J. Kerby Anderson identifies many of these in his excellent book Genetic Engineering. First, there are serious scientific problems including the possibility of escaped organisms, creating new diseases, and creating an imbalance in the delicately arranged microworld." Second, there are social and legal problems. Anderson comments, 'No one would welcome the spread of an infectious disease that destroys car, truck, and airplane lubrication systems:"

Finally, there are serious ethical problems. Human gene-splicing violates several principles. First, the anticipated benefits (ends) do not justify the means. Gene-splicing is another example of the humanistic 'end justifies the means" ethic. Second, God made man "in his image:' Gene-splicing is a mixing of the created categories of human and animals. Third, human gene-splicing is a classic example of the human desire to be sovereign over creation, rather than being a servant in it. It is a rejection of the Creator and an effort to redesign nature. The creation mandate (Gen. 1:28) does not include destruction or reconstruction of what God created (see chap. 18). It means service in creation, not sovereignty over it.

Answering Some Objections to a Christian Biomedical Ethic

Many objections have been raised to a Christian biomedical ethic. Some of them have already emerged in the preceding discussion and been addressed. Here we will summarize the more important ones.

It Holds Back Scientific Progress

It is objected that opposing genetic engineering, cloning, and gene-splicing retards scientific progress. However, this objection has serious problems of its own.

For one, it assumes that these inventions are really progress rather than merely changes. Further, not everything new is morally better. Also, 'scientific progress" is an ambiguous term used to justify almost anything we desire to do. What is more, this argument absolutizes scientific progress as the norm by which all else is justi�fied. But science is not morally normative. Science deals with what is, not with what ought to be. Finally, the proper standards for science do not come from within but from beyond. This became painfully evident when German scientists in the Nazi regime engaged in ghastly human "research" at the expense of human respect.

It Lacks Proper Compassion for the Suffering

It is also argued that failing to utilize these advances in science to alleviate human suffering lacks proper concern for human suffering. Why allow some to suffer from Parkinson's disease when the brain tissue from aborted babies can lessen their misery?

In response, the end does not justify the means. Extending the life of one person does not justify exterminating the life of another. Evil means are not justified by good ends. Only good means are to be used for good ends. Further, respecting human life and dignity is a proper concern. And violating human dignity, sanctity, and responsibility is not the way to show this concern. What is more, the human�ists' standard for proper compassion is ultimately without justification. Human�ists have a moral prescription without a moral Prescriber. They can believe in compassion, but they have no real justification for that belief. If they try to justify their moral laws, they find themselves face-to-face with a moral Lawgiver. But if there is a divine imperative about human life, then the humanists whole case for utilitarian compassion collapses.

Summary and Conclusion

Biomedical issues clutter the stage of crucial ethical decisions. The conflict of opin�ion on these issues arises out of two opposed worldviews: the secular humanists' perspective and Christian perspective. The former denies that there is a Creator, that humans were created, and that they have God-given moral obligations. Hu�mans are merely higher animals with greater intelligence. This intelligence should be used to improve the human species. Hence, secular humanists favor abortion, euthanasia, and genetic engineering to do so.

By contrast with the humanist biomedical ethic, Christians believe that God specially created humans in his own likeness and gave them moral imperatives to preserve the dignity and sanctity of human life. Hence, the Christian obligation is to serve God, not to play God. We are not the engineers of life but merely its custodians. Medical intervention, therefore, should be corrective, not creative. We should repair life, not try to reconstruct it. Technology must serve morality, not the reverse.









_________________________________________________



From: Christian Ethics in a Postmodern World - James P. Eckman



No area of culture is racing faster than bio-technology and genetics technology. So serious is this that government, in writing legislation, is screaming for guidelines and advice on how to deal with these explosive issues. For example, in 1997, Governor Ben Nelson of Nebraska asked me to serve on the Human Genetics Technology Commission for the state of Nebraska. Chartered for one year, the Commission's charge was to write a report giving guidelines and recommendations in the complex area of human genetics technology. The federal government, for example, is funding the Human Genome Project, which is mapping the DNA strands to identify every human gene and its function. The results, expected early in the next millennium, will be knowledge that the human race has never possessed. This also means a degree of control that the human race has never had before. What will we do with this knowledge and this control?

To further illustrate the importance of thinking biblically about this matter of bio-technology, consider the following situations and ponder how you would respond:



• Suppose a Christian couple whom you knew well came to you for some counsel. They are infertile and they shared with you the several options their doctor offered which could solve their infertility problem. The doctor said that the wife could be artificially inseminated using someone else's sperm. No one would ever know. The doctor likewise shared a process known as in vitro fertilization, where several of the wife's eggs would be removed from her body and likewise sperm would be provided by the husband. In a petrie dish, the eggs would be fertilized by the sperm and the best one(s) would be implanted back into the wife's womb.



• Suppose another couple, also struggling with infertility, sought your advice about hiring a surrogate to carry a baby, produced through artificial insemination with the husband's sperm, which when born would, by contract, be turned over to the couple.



• Suppose a Christian couple wants to have a child but knows that, if they have a boy, he will be a hemophiliac. They know about the possibility of gender selection techniques which would insure a girl to a 95% probability.



• Suppose you have friends who are midgets. They would like to have children who are normal height, to prevent their children much of the pain they have suffered. They discover a procedure where a doctor can alter the genes of the fetus in utero (in the uterus) to insure more height.



Each one of these scenarios is either currently being done or could potentially be done. The power of medical technology is awesome but frightening, because the human race is now able to manipulate and control areas of life unknown to all previous generations. Guidance from God's Word is clearly needed.

�
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WAR
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What should the Christian's attitude be toward war? Is it ever right to take the life of another person under the command of one's government? Is there a biblical basis for engaging in war? These questions have found varying responses among Christians. Basically, views regarding taking the life of another in war fall into three categories.    



First, there is activism, which holds that the Christian ought to participate in any war engaged in by one's government because government is ordained of God. 



Second, there is pacifism, which contends that Christians should never participate in war to the point of killing others because God has commanded people never to take the lives of others. 



Finally, there is selectivism (the just-war view), which argues that Christians should participate in some wars—the just ones. To do otherwise is to refuse to follow the just course commanded by God. 







ACTIVISM: It Is Always Right to Participate in War 



Activism holds that Christians are duty-bound to obey their government and to participate in every war for which that government enlists their support. Adherents of this position offer two different kinds of arguments in favor of their view, biblical and philosophical (or social). We will begin by examining the biblical data. 

The Biblical Argument: Government Is Ordained of God 

Scripture seems emphatic on this point. Government is of God. Whether in the religious or the civil realm, God is the God of order and not of chaos (Gen. 9:6; 1 Cor. 14:33, 40). 



Old Testament data on God and government. From the very beginning, Scripture declares that humankind is to "have dominion over... every living thing that moves upon the earth" (Gen. 1:28 RSV). Humankind is to be king over all the earth. After the fall the woman is told, "Your desire shall be for your husband, and he shall rule over you" (Gen. 3:16 RSV). When Cain killed Abel, the text implies that he failed to realize that he was his "brother's keeper" (Gen. 4:9-10). Finally, when the whole antediluvian civilization had become corrupt and "the earth was filled with violence" (Gen. 6:11 RSV), God destroyed it and instituted human government. God said to Noah and his family after the flood, "For your lifeblood I will surely require a reckoning ... ; of every man's brother I will require the life of man:' For "whoever sheds the blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed; for God made man in his own image" (Gen. 9:5-6 RSV; man = humankind). In brief, God ordained human government. Adam was given the crown to reign over the earth. And then evil became rampant, and Noah was given the sword to enforce that rule. Government is of God both because order is from God and because disorder must be put down for God. Humans have the right from God to take the lives of unruly human beings who shed innocent blood. Government is invested with divine power. The sword given to Noah was used by Abraham when he engaged in war against the kings who had committed aggression against Abraham's nephew Lot (Gen. 14). This passage indicates God's approval of wars that protect the innocent from aggressors. Although the specific form of government changed throughout the Old Testament, there is a reiteration of the principle that government is of God. In the Mosaic theocracy, the powers of government are quite explicit: "You shall give life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot, burn for burn, wound for wound, stripe for stripe" (Exod. 21:23-25 RSV). Even when Israel set up its monarchy contrary to God's plan (1 Sam. 8:7), God nevertheless anointed their choice of a king. God said to Samuel the prophet, "Hearken to their voice, and make them a king" (1 Sam. 8:22 RSV). Later Samuel said, "Do you see him whom the Loan has chosen?" (1 Sam. 10:24 RSV). Even before David was king, he was commanded to fight against the Philistines, who were robbing Israel (1 Sam. 23:1). 



As far as the governments of Gentile nations were concerned, the Old Testament declares that "the Most High is sovereign over the kingdoms of men and gives them to anyone he wishes" (Dan. 4:25). And from the rest of Daniel's prophecy, it is clear that God ordained the great Babylonian, Medo-Persian, Greek, and Roman governments (Dan. 2-7). Thus the text indicates that God has ordained government wherever it is found. And since government is given by God, it follows that to disobey government is to disobey God. If, therefore, the country's government commands a person to go to war, biblical activism argues that one must respond in obedience to the Lord, for the Lord has ordained the government with the sword, the power to take lives. 







New Testament data on God and government. 

The New Testament confirms the view of the Old Testament that God has ordained government. Jesus declares that we should "give to Caesar what is Caesar's" (Matt. 22:21). That civil authority is God-given is further acknowledged by Jesus before Pilate: "You would have no power over me if it were not given to you from above" ( John 19:11). Paul ad-monishes Timothy to pray and give thanks "for kings and all those in authority" (1 Tim. 2:2). Titus is exhorted to "remind the people to be subject to rulers and authorities, to be obedient" (Titus 3:1). Peter is very clear: "Be subject for the Lord's sake to every human institution, whether it be to the emperor as supreme, or to governors as sent by him" (1 Pet. 2:13-14 RSV). The most extensive passage in the New Testament on the relation of the Christian to government is found in Romans 13:1-7. The first verse makes it clear that all government is divinely established: "Everyone must submit himself to the governing authorities, for there is no authority except that which God has established: Therefore, "he who rebels against the authorityis rebelling against what God has instituted, and those who do so will bring judgment on themselves" (vv.1-2).The further reason given for obeying a ruler is that "he is God's servant to do you good.... He is God's servant, an agent of wrath to bring punishment on the wrongdoer" (v. 4). Paul writes, "This is also why you pay taxes, for the authorities are God's ser-vants, who give their full time to governing" (v. 6). In view of this, the Christian is urged to "pay all of them their dues, taxes to whom taxes are due, revenue to whom revenue is due, respect to whom respect is due, honor to whom honor is due" (v. 7 RSV). What is especially significant about this passage of Scripture is that it is the New Testament's reiteration of the power of government to take a human life. Christians are urged to obey the existing governor or king, "for he does not bear the sword in vain" (v. 4 RSV). Government, with its power over life, is "ordained of God: and whoever resists one's government is resisting God (Rom. 13:1-2 KJV). It would follow from this, according to biblical activists, that one ought to respond to the government's call to take part in war because God has given the authority of the sword to the governing authorities. 



The Philosophical Argument: Government Is Humans' Guardian 

Activism is defended by arguments outside the Bible as well. One of the most powerful defenses of this position comes from Plato's dialogue Crito. In it, he offers three explicit reasons (and two more implied ones) why a person should not disobey even a government that is unjustly putting him to death. The scene is the prison where Socrates awaits his death after lie has been charged with impiety and sentenced to drink the cup of poison. Socrates' young friend Crito urges him to escape and evade the death penalty. In reply, Socrates gives five reasons for obeying an unjust government, even to the point of death: 



Government is the human's parent. 

One ought not disobey even an unjust government. "First, because in disobeying it he is disobeying his parent:' By this Socrates means that under the sponsorship of government, the individual is brought into the world. One is not born into a lawless jungle but comes into this world under the parentage of the state. The state makes one's very birth more than barbaric: it is a birth into a state of civilization rather than into anarchy. Just as parents spend months in preparation and anticipation for a child, many years have likewise been spent in maintaining the state, which makes a civilized birth possible, and these years may not be lightly regarded later because a person finds oneself at odds with the government. If one were to disobey the government, says Socrates, would it not reply, "In the first place did we not bring you into existence? Your father married your mother by our aid and begat you. Say whether you have any objection to urge against those of us who regulate marriage. None, I should reply.' Government is the human's educator. Socrates offers another reason for obedience to one's government. "Second, because it is the author of his education." The implication here is that the very education making persons what they are (including their knowledge of justice and injustice) was given to them by their government. They are civilized, and not barbarian, not only by birth but also by training. And both the birth and training were made possible by the government that is now demanding one's life. What can one reply against governments that "after birth regulate the nurture and education of children, in which you also were trained? Were not the laws, which have the charge of education, right in commanding your father to train you in music and gymnastic? Right, I should reply." From this it follows that government could say to us, "Since you were brought into the world and nurtured and educated by us, can you deny in the first place that you are our child and slave, as your fathers were before you?" And if this is true, people are not on equal terms with their government. They have no more right to strike back at it and revile it than one does to hit one's mother or father. Even if government would destroy us, we have no right to destroy it in return. Persons who think that they do have such a right have "failed to discover that [their] country is more to be valued and higher and holier far than mother or father or any ancestor."' Government is not only prior to the individual citizen, but also superior to the citizen as well. The governed have a duty to obey government. The third reason Socrates gives for a person obeying the government is that "he has made an agreement with [it] that he will duly obey [its] commands?' That is, people's consent to be governed, given by pledging allegiance to that government, binds them to its laws. By the very fact that one takes a given country as one's own country, that person has thereby made a tacit covenant to be obedient to its commands. Hence, "when we are punished by [our country], whether with imprisonment or stripes, the punishment is to be endured in silence; and if she lead us to wounds or death in battle, thither we follow as is right?"  For if people accept the privileges of education and protecion by constant presence in a country, they should not seek exile simply because the country’s demands are unacceptable.



Without government, there would be social chaos. Another reason one should not disobey one's government is implied in Socrates' question "And who would care about a State which has no law?" An unjust law is bad, but no law is even worse. Even a bad monarchy is to be preferred to anarchy. Any government is better than no government at all; if people were to disobey their government in what they felt was unjust or undesirable, social chaos would result. If obedience to government were determined individually or subjectively, then no law would be immune from some citizen's disapproval or disobedience, and the result would be chaos. To adapt a phrase from Scripture, having no laws that are binding on all citizens would be for everyone to do what is right in their own eyes (cf. Judg. 21:25 RSV). And the result would not be a society but a social chaos.

Even a government that is closed to its citizens would be better than one open to revolution among its peoples. In these five arguments Plato states the major points used as a basis for activism. Persons should always obey their government because it is their guardian. Government, even one that seems to be unjust, should be obeyed to the point of going to war. For without government, humans would be no better than savages, living in a state of ignorance and anarchy. Hence, no matter how undesirable their responsibilities to their government may be, persons nevertheless are obligated to obey it as their parent and master.

Contemporary writers have not added many major points to the biblical and classical arguments in favor of activism. One overall argument not explicitly included in the five presented by Plato is that it is a greater evil not to resist an evil aggressor than to fight against the same. This is reminiscent of the famous line "All that is necessary for the triumph of evil is for good men to do nothing" (paraphrase of Edmund Burke). If good people will not resist evil people, then evildoers will prevail in the world.

Yet there is a basic problem with the activists' position that pacifists are quick to point out: in most wars both sides claim to be in the right. Often each country claims that the other is the aggressor. The enemy is always wrong, but each country is the "enemy" to the other. At this point the total activist is obliged to admit that both parties (or countries) in a war are not always right. But even when one country is unjustly engaged in war, its citizens are duty-bound to respond to its military draft, for disobedience to government, even an evil one, is a greater evil than obedience to it in an unjust war.

To disobey any government leads to revolution and anarchy, which are greater evils than participating in a war. The complete activist can argue that it would be better to fight on the side of an evil order than to contribute, by disobedience, to disorder and chaos. And if one is in doubt about which government is the best or most just, then persons should content themselves with obedience to their own government on the ground that it is their guardian and educator. Whether or not their own country is the most just, they can fight for it, believing that the outcome of the war will manifest the triumph of justice.



PACIFISM: It Is Never Right to Participate in War

There are many reasons why the pacifist rejects the activist's arguments, and these may serve both as a critique of total activism and as the other side of the dialogue on war, which forces Christian to examine both their Bible and their conscience for guidance. The arguments for pacifism are of two basic types: biblical and social.

The Biblical Argument: War Is Always Wrong

The Christian pacifist's argument against all wars involves many points, but there are a few basic premises underlying all of them. One of these premises is found in the biblical injunction "You shall not kill" (Exod. 20:13 RSV), and another in Jesus's words "Do not resist one who is evil" (Matt. 5:39 RSV).



Killing is always wrong. At the very heart of pacifism is the conviction that intentionally taking another human life is always wrong. Intentionally taking life, especially in war, is basically and radically wrong. The scriptural prohibition "You shall not kill" includes war, since war is mass murder. Murder is murder whether it is done within one's own society or to people in another society.

Since this conclusion is prima facie at odds with the many cases in Scripture that seem to command war, Christian pacifists must explain why the Bible sometimes appears to command war. Various answers have been given by different pacifists. Some argue that the wars of the Old Testament that God is represented as commanding ( Josh. 10) were not really "commanded" by God at all. Rather, they represent a more barbarous state of humankind in which wars were justified by attaching divine sanctions to them. Since this option seems to clearly reject the authority of the Old Testament, it is not a viable alternative for an evangelical Christian. Some pacifists suggest that these wars were unique in that Israel was acting as a theocratic instrument in the hands of God. These were not really Israel's wars at all but God's wars, as is evidenced by the special miracles God performed to win them (see Josh. 6, 10; Ps. 44).

Other pacifists argue that the wars of the Old Testament were not God's perfect will but only his permissive will. God is represented as commanding war in the same secondary and concessive sense that he is said to have commanded Samuel to anoint Saul the king (1 Sam. 10:1) even though God had not chosen Saul but David to be king. Wars are commanded by God in the same sense in which Moses commanded divorce—because of the hardness of people's hearts (Matt. 19:8). It is not that God really desires and commands war any more than he likes disobedience or divorce. God has a better way than that, and it is obedience and love. God could have accomplished his purposes in Israel and Canaan without war if they had been more obedient to him. No war as such is ever God's command. What God commands clearly and unequivocally is "You shall not kill." This command applies to all people, friends, or enemies. All persons are made in God's image, and it therefore is wrong to kill them. The Old Testament clearly teaches that one should love one's enemies (Lev. 19:18; Jon. 4), and Jesus reaffirmed this: "Love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you" (Matt. 5:44). War is based in hate and is intrinsically wrong. Taking the life of another person is contrary to the principle of love and is therefore fundamentally unchristian. 



Resisting evil with force is wrong. 

Closely connected with the first basic premise of pacifism, that killing is wrong, is another. Evil should never be resisted with physical force, but rather with the spiritual force of love. Did not Jesus say, "Do not resist one who is evil. But if any one strikes you on the right cheek, turn to him the other also" (Matt. 5:39 RSV)? Did not Christ also teach in this passage that "if any one forces you to go one mile, go with him two miles" (v. 41 RSV)? The Christian is not to retaliate or payback evil with evil, for vengeance belongs to God (Deut. 32:35). Paul wrote, "Beloved, never avenge yourself, but leave it to the wrath of God.... No, 'if your enemy is hungry, feed him; if he is thirsty, give him drink. ... Do not be overcome by evil, but overcome evil with good" (Rom. 12:19-21 RSV). The Christian is to "repay no one evil for evil.... If possible, so far as it depends on you, live peaceably with all" (vv. 17-18 RSV). 



The story of Jesus's driving the money changers from the temple is not incompatible with this position, some pacifists argue, for physical force (the whip) was used only on the animals, not the people. Furthermore, the authority Jesus used was his own and that of Scripture, not that of a strong-armed band of disciples ( John 2:15-16). Finally, pacifists argue that the kind of physical force used by Jesus in the temple falls far short of proving that Jesus would sanction using extreme physical force to the point of taking human life. 



Jesus's statement "I have not come to bring peace, but a sword" cannot be used to support war (Matt. 10:34). When Jesus commanded Peter, "Put your sword back into its place; for all who take the sword will perish by the sword; he was defining not the purpose but the result of his ministry (Matt. 26:52 RSV). He was saying that the effect of allegiance to him would "set a man against his father, and a daughter against her mother" (Matt. 10:35 RSV). The effect of Christ's ministry would be to divide families as if by a sword (Luke 12:51), even though this was not the intent of his coming. Pacifism is committed to the premise that it is essentially wrong to use physical force, at least to the point of taking life, in order to resist evil. This does not mean that pacifists repudiate all force. It means only that they believe in affirming the greater force of spiritual good when faced by the forces of physical evil. Pacifists believe basically that "we are not contending against flesh and blood but against ... the spiritual hosts of wickedness in the heavenly places" (Eph. 6:12 RSV). When pressed to the wall by a militant activist asking whether a pacifist would kill a would-be murderer of his wife, the consistent pacifist's reply is simple: Why kill a wicked murderer and send him to his eternal doom, when permitting the murderer to kill his believing wife will result in her eternal bliss? The less stringent pacifist (or perhaps one with a non-Christian wife) might argue that wounding or disarming the murderer would be sufficient, but that one should never aim to kill even a murderer. Another basic premise of pacifism is that there is no real distinction between what one should do as a private citizen and what one should do as a public official. What is wrong for a person to do in one's own neighborhood is wrong in any other neighborhood in the world. Putting on a military uniform does not revoke one's moral responsibility. The distinction between person and office is rejected as unbiblical and inconsistent. No person is exonerated from God's command not to kill simply because they have changed uniforms. The command against murder is not abrogated by one's obligation to the state. Only God holds the power o f life and death. The powers of the state are social but not capital. The right to take a life belongs only to the Author of life himself (see Job 1:21). No human authority has the right to transcend God's moral law. Indeed, what authority government has is derived from God's moral law. 



The Social Arguments: War Is Always Wrong 

There are strong social arguments against war. It is not the best way to settle human disputes. Down through history, a river of human blood flows in the wake of wars. Evils of all kinds result from war: starvation, cruelty, plagues, and death. 



War is based on the evil of greed. 

As far back as Plato's Republic, thinking people recognized that the desire for luxury was the basis of warfare. Plato observes. "We need not say yet whether war does good or harm, but only that we have discovered its origin in desires which are the most fruitful source of evils both to individuals and to states.” In another place he says, "All wars are made for the sake of getting money."6 James says, "What causes fights and quarrels among you? . . . You want something but don't get it. You kill and covet, but you cannot have what you want" ( James 4:1-2). Paul warns Timothy that "the love of money is a root of all kinds of evil" (1 Tim. 6:10). It is this same creed that is at the heart of war.

War results in many evils. The evils of war are too numerous to be expanded upon here. There is no way to measure the sorrow, pain, and horror of war. One of the most vivid descriptions is in the sixth chapter of the Apocalypse, where John writes, "I looked, and there before me was a pale horse! Its rider was named Death, and Hades was following close behind him. They were given power . . . to kill by sword, famine and plague, and by the wild beasts of the earth" (Rev. 6:8). Such are the evil results of war, to say nothing of rape, cruelty, and other acts of barbarism.

War breeds war. The First World War was advertised as "the war to end all wars" (Woodrow Wilson before the U.S. Congress, April 2, 1917). But no war up to the present has really made the world free from war. The subdued often rise to retaliate against their oppressors. Many wars never really end; they simply subside. "Cold" wars tend to turn into "hot" wars, and partial wars into full-scale wars. Nothing really provides permanent settlement of hostilities. Rather than bringing people together, war seems to solidify their enmity. War appears to excite the spirit of retaliation and open up the possibility of further conflict. Perhaps it is this sense of futility about war that has led so many to the pacifists' position. Slogans like "Make love, not war" and "Ban the Bomb," as well as the popularity of the antinuclear movement, are evidence of a growing dissatisfaction with war as a means of settling disputes among nations. Even some who are not pacifists by conviction are willing to risk total unilateral disannament in the hope that it may elicit a similar response from the enemy. In a desperate attempt to avoid the horrors of war, they cry out, "Give peace a chance."

In summary, the pacifists argue that war is both unbiblical and antisocial. It is forbidden by God under the prohibition against murder, and it is becoming increasingly repugnant to the human race, which is showing increasing signs of battle fatigue under the continued inhumanities of human to human.



SELECTIVISM: It Is Right to Participate in Some Wars (Just Wars)

Not all people are content with the blind patriotism of activism that would kill upon their government's request while shouting, "My country, right or wrong!" (cf. Stephen Decatur [1816]). Nor is everyone satisfied with a naively passive attitude that would permit a Hitler to attempt genocide without lifting a gun in resistance. Even the otherwise pacifist Dietrich Bonhoeffer finally concluded that Hitler should have been assassinated. Out of dissatisfaction with the easy solutions of declaring all wars just or unjustifiable, a view is emerging called selectivism, which holds that some wars are justifiable and some are not. This view offers a more satisfactory alternative for a Christian ethic. 



Selectivism as a Response to Activism: Some Wars Are Unjust 

Both activism and pacifism claim the support of Scripture. Each view represents some truth. The truth of pacifism is that some wars are unjust, and Christians ought not participate in these. The truth of activism is that some wars are just, and Christians ought to fight in those. Selectivism, then, is committed to the position that one ought to participate only in a just war. There actually is a point of agreement (at least theoretically) with all three views. All could assent to the following ethical proposition: One should not participate in an unjust war. The pacifist believes that all wars are unjust. The activist holds that no war is unjust (or at least if there are some unjust wars, then participation in them is not wrong). And the selectivist contends that in principle some wars are unjust and others are just. Thus, it is often called the just-war view. To support a Christian selectivism, one must showboth that at least some wars are just in principle, show-ing that total pacifism is wrong, and that some wars are unjust in principle, thus showing that activism is wrong. The rejection of total activism is supported by Scripture. The Bible teaches that it is not always right to obey one's government in everything it commands, particularly when its commands contradict the higher moral laws of God. There are clear instances of this in the Bible. The three Hebrew youths disobeyed the king's command to worship an idol (Dan. 3). Daniel broke a law commanding him not to pray to God (Dan. 6). The early apostles disobeyed orders not to preach the gospel of Christ (Acts 4-5).And in a clear case of divinely approved disobedience of civil law, the Hebrew midwives in Egypt disobeyed the command to kill all the male babies born. It is written, "The midwives feared God, and did not do as the king of Egypt commanded them, but let the male children live.... So God dealt well with the midwives; and the people multiplied and grew very strong." Further, "because the midwives feared God he gave them families" (Exod. 1:17, 20-21 RSV). This passage clearly teaches that it is wrong to take the life of an innocent human, even if the government "ordained of God" (Rom. 13:1 KJV) commands it. The government commanding it may be ordained of God, but the morally unjustifiable command is not ordained of God. The parents of Jesus evidenced the same conviction that government has no rights over the life of an innocent human being: under God's direction, they fled Herod's attempt to kill the Christ child (Matt. 2:13-14). The inevitable conclusion from these Scriptures is that government is not always to be obeyed, especially when its command conflicts with the higher use. While he opposed the use of force on religious grounds, he approved of it on social grounds to protect life. The story of Abraham's battle against the kings of Genesis 14 lends support to the conclusion that unjust national aggressors should be resisted, as should unjust individual aggressors (see 1 Sam. 23:1-2). Nations as well as individuals can rob and murder. And it is faulty logic to argue that one should resist a murderous individual with the sword but let a murderous country run roughshod over thousands of innocent people. Further support for the position that defensive military power is sometimes justifiable may be deduced from the life of the apostle Paul. When his life was threatened by unruly men, he appealed to his Roman citizenship and accepted the protection of the Roman army (Acts 22:25-29). On one occasion, certain men dedicated themselves to kill Paul, but he was escorted under the protection of a small army of soldiers (Acts 23:23). Paul considered it his right as a citizen to be protected by the army from unjust aggression against his life. His actions clearly demonstrate that he demanded protection as a Roman citizen. The principle of using military power in self-defense can be extended to a nation as well as to individuals. As pacifists also acknowledge, there is not a double standard of morality in the New Testament, with one rule for the individual and another for the country. After all, countries are made of many individuals. Not all killings or wars are unjust. God sometimes commands that the sword be used to resist evil people. Another support for just wars is evident in the words of John the Baptist. When asked by soldiers who had become believers "What shall we do?" his answer was not "Leave the army." Rather, it was in essence "Be a good soldier? They were simply told, "Don't extort money and don't accuse people falsely—be content with your pay" (Luke 3:14). Surely if it had been wrong to engage in military activity, they would have been told so. The military is not an evil occupation as such. It is really a ministry of God to execute justice on behalf of the government (Rom. 13:4). 



Selectivism as a Response to Pacifism: Some Wars Are Just 

Christian pacifists appeal to Scripture in support of their position, but in each case the passage is capable of interpretation in another way. When taken in their proper contexts, these passages do not really support the claims of pacifists. 



Were commands to kill only concessions? 

The attempt by pacifists to explain God's commands to kill in the Old Testament as simply divine concessions to human sin-fulness is unacceptable. This kind of hermeneutic would undermine the Christian's confidence in all the commands of Scripture. When a command is conditional or cultural, the Scriptures label it as such. For example, Jesus pointed out that Moses had not really commanded divorce but merely allowed it (Matt. 19:8). There actually is no command to divorce anywhere in Scripture. The passage simply says, "If a man marries a woman who becomes displeasing to him" (Deut. 24:1). This is a concession but not a command to divorce. Even in the Old Testament, God made his view on divorce very clear: "'I hate divorce; says the LORD God of Israel" (Mal. 2:16). The Bible also clearly indicates that God's order to anoint Saul king over Israel was a concession and not God's real desire for Israel (1 Sam. 8:6-9), at least not at that time and in that way. However, when God commanded Israel to exterminate the wicked Canaanites, there is no indication that God really wanted Israel to "make love, not war" with them. In fact, they were past the period o f God's forbearance; the cup of their iniquity was MI (Gen. 15:16). Like a gangrenous leg, they were incurably wicked, and God ordered Israel to perform the "amputation" (see also Lev. 18:25-27; Deut. 20:16-17). Neither is there any indication in the Old Testament that capital punishment was used on murderers simply because the prevailing culture taught this or because the people did not love the murderer enough. On the contrary, the Scriptures state plainly that capital punishment is the very thing that God wanted to be done to such murderers. This is evident from the reason God gave for instituting capital punishment, that "in the image of God has God made man" (Gen. 9:6). Likewise, God specifically ordered Israel to wage war on Canaan; in this theoc-racy, Israel was an instrument in the hand of God, who was fighting his war through them. Hence, "He left none remaining, but utterly destroyed all that breathed, as the LORD God of Israel had commanded" ( Josh. 10:40 RSV). Before Israel entered Canaan, they were told, "But in the cities of these people that the LORD your God gives you for an inheritance, you shall save alive nothing that breathes, but you shall utterly destroy them" (Deut. 20:16-17 RSV). Yet since these were theocratic wars, they cannot be used as a models for wars today. Nonetheless, with regard to all cities outside of Canaan, there are lessons for just wars today. For example, the Israelites were told, "When you draw near to a city to fight against it, offer terms of peace to it. And if its answer to you is peace and it opens to you, then all the people who are found in it shall do forced labor for you and serve you. But if it makes no peace with you, but makes war against you, then you shall besiege it; ... you shall put all the males to the sword, but the women and the little ones, the cattle, and everything else in the city, all its spoil, you shall take as booty for yourselves" (Deut. 20:10-14 RSV). In this case waging war was conditional, and the innocent were spared, but this was not so with the command of God to wage war on the unrepentant Canaanites.7 Another example for a just war can be learned from instructions for war against non-Canaanites: "You shall not destroy its trees by wielding an axe against them. You may eat from them, but you shall not cut them down" (Deut. 20:19 ESV; cE vv. 15-16). 



From the above passages we may conclude that God not only sanctioned ex-terminating the Canaanites but also approved other just wars against peoples who would not accept a just peace. In brief, God's command to engage in just warfare cannot be limited to the special theocratic command of God to exterminate the wicked Canaanites. Even in the later monarchies, God is seen as approving of Israel's war against threatening aggressors (2 Chron. 13:15-16; 20:29). Indeed, throughout the Old and New Testaments, God ordained war as an instrument of justice. Even apostate Israel itself, despite its special covenant relation to God, became the victim of governments raised up by God to defeat Israel (Dan. 1:1-2). Nebuchadnezzar (Dan. 4:17), Cyrus (Isa. 44:28), and even Nero are described as servants of God, empowered with the sword. Paul wrote of Nero, "But if you do wrong, be afraid, for he does not bear the sword in vain; he is the servant of God to execute his wrath on the wrongdoer" (Rom. 13:4 RSV). From these Scriptures it is evident that Gentile rulers in both Testaments were given the sword to promote good and resist evil. While not all did it with justice on their side, they nevertheless had the authority of God to do so and were responsible to God for how they used the sword. Is all life-taking murder? Pacifists argue that one should never take another human life, because the Bible says, "Thou shalt not kill" (Exod. 20:13 KJV). But this is a misunderstanding of the passage, which the New International Version correctly translates: "You shall not murder." All murder involves the taking of life, but not all taking of life is murder. Capital punishment takes life, but it is not murder. In fact, capital punishment is divinely enjoined in the very next chapter of the Bible (Exod. 21:12). Likewise, killing in self-defense is not murder and is approved in the following chapter (Exod. 22:2). War in defense of the innocent is not murder. And a war against an unjust aggressor is not murder (Gen. 14). The pacifist is not facing squarely all the data of Scripture. Rather, while paci-fists cling to the prohibition against murder, they overlook the verses where God commands taking the lives of wicked people in defense of the innocent. In brief, from Scripture one cannot justify a view that it is never right to take another human life. 



Should evil be resisted with physical force? 

The Sermon on the Mount is the pacifist's stronghold. Did not Jesus say, "Turn the other cheek" and "Do not resist evil" (cf. Matt. 5:39 KJV)? Yes, but the question is What did Jesus mean by these state-ments? From the total context, it is clear that Jesus did not mean that we should never use the sword in self-defense or in civil justice. If one takes this passage too literally, then Jesus is also recommending that we actually pluck out our physical eyes or cut off our hands (5:29-30)! Further, the blow on the cheek was probably only a slap on the face with the back of the hand, as indicated by the fact that the normal right-handed person could only use the back of his hand to slap another on the "right cheek" (5:39). So Jesus is speaking more of insult than injury. The Greek word is rhapizo, meaning to "strike with open hand" or "slap on the cheek"  Indeed, Jesus himself never turned the other cheek to a blow. When he was struck (rhapisma) in the face ( John 18:22), he rebuked those who did it: "If I spoke the truth, why did you strike me?" (v. 23). 

Finally, the Sermon on the Mount is not pacifistic; it is antiretaliatory. It does not commend a passive attitude; it rather condemns militant activity. Simon, one of Jesus's disciples, was a former Zealot whose compatriots were engaged in guerilla activity against the Romans. Jesus condemned this kind of activity, as well as the desire to get back at those who do evil to us. Rather than return evil for evil, we should return love for hate. But in no way did Jesus demand that we not protect our lives or those of innocent people. Indeed, this would have been against the very law he said he had come to fulfill (Matt. 5:17).



Is physical force contrary to love? 

Pacifists argue that love and war are incompatible. How can we come with the gospel of peace in one hand, they ask, and a gun of war in the other? In response, it is important to recognize that true love and a just war are not incompatible, for true love will protect the innocent against an evil aggressor. Furthermore, a just war is in the interest of justice. And love and justice are not incompatible. If they were, then they could not both be attributes of God. What greater act of love could a person give than to lay down one's life for another? One cannot help but be grateful for the thousands of white crosses in Arlington National Cemetery representing those who died that we might be free. Greater love has no young person for their country. To say that love and war are inconsistent is itself an inconsistent extension of love to the aggressor but not to the victim. It is even a misunderstanding of love itself. Love sometimes needs to be tough. Only an unbiblical, fuzzy, soft-soap view of love is incompatible with a strong stand for justice and liberty. But the latter sometimes makes war necessary. Consequently, love sometimes necessitates war. 



Were the commands to war only divine accommodations? 

As the norm, pacifists often point to the original paradise as a place of peace, and to the coming time when swords will be beaten in plowshares (Isa. 2:4). What is in between is seen only as a divine accommodation to human sin, not really a divine imperative to wage a just war. Thus, all the verses used by just-war proponents (see above) are not really commands but concessions. As such, they cannot be used to support a just war. God is against all war, they argue, and what appear as "commands" are really concessions to human sin. God's idea is no war at all—ever—even against the worst tyrants.

In response, on the positive side one can only admire the desire for peace and longing for the ultimate peace, when the Prince of Peace appears. Realistically, however, there are serious flaws in this thinking. First, as applied to the present, it is far more idealistic than realistic. This is a fallen world, and God's commands are given in this context. As the late Francis Schaffer once said, "In a fallen world some kind of force will always be necessary ."8 Second, certainly God's ultimate goal is peace, but his immediate commands are the question before us—and they involve force and taking life to obey his commands. The command for capital punishment (Gen. 9:6; cf. Rom. 13:4) is a case in point. Also, killing in self-defense is sometimes necessary with violent and aggressive people (Exod. 22:2).

Third, turning biblical commands into concessions (as pacifists do) is a hermeneutical violation that will undermine evangelical orthodoxy on fundamental doctrines of Scripture. After all, ideally (and this is not an ideal world) we would not need to kill animals and have animal sacrifices. But the Bible commands both. To make these into concessions is to make the sacrifice of Christ only a divine concession rather than an eternal plan (Rev. 13:8; Acts 2:23). Twisting the plain and obvious meaning of Scriptures that command a certain behavior (in this case killing the violent to protect the innocent) into a divine concession to our fallenness stands the historical-grammatical hermeneutic on its head and potentially undermines an orthodox understanding of all of Scripture. Why, by the same logic, can we not assume that other commands of Scripture (like loving one's enemies or preaching the gospel) are mere concessions to a fallen world? Certainly the world is fallen, and if it were not, then there would be no enemies to love and no heathen to preach to; but that is not the point. The point is that these are commands, not concessions. They are things God really is commanding us to do. Likewise, we would not have to defend the innocent if the world were not fallen. But it is fallen, and we are commanded to kill if necessary to protect the innocent. The same is true of capital punishment (see chap. 12), saving the mother in tubal pregnancies (see chap. 9), killing in self-defense (Exod. 22:2), and wars against aggressors. 



The Basis of Selectivism 

The arguments in favor of selectivism can be grouped into two categories: biblical and moral. Since many of the biblical precedents have already been discussed, they need only be summarized here. 



The biblical basis of selectivism. There are several instances of morally justified killing in the Bible. Some of these refer specifically to individuals and can be ex-tended to nations, and others refer specifically to a country or countries. First, there is killing in self-defense that is approved in Exodus 22:2, which says, "If a thief is caught breaking in and is struck so that he dies, the defender is not guilty of bloodshed." Then there is killing in capital punishment mentioned in Genesis 9:6: "Whoever sheds the blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed; for in the image of God has God made man" (man = humankind). 



There are also divinely approved wars, such as the one Abraham fought against the kings of the Valley of Siddim (Gen. 14). When they took aggressive action and "carried off Abram's nephew Lot and his possession" (v. 12),Abraham "attack[ed] them and routed them.... He recovered all the goods and brought back his relative Lot and his possessions" (vv. 15-16). After this, Abraham was blessed by Melchizedek, who said, "Blessed be Abram by God Most High, Creator of heaven and earth. And blessed be God Most High, who delivered your enemies into your hand" (vv. 19-20). Thus, Abraham's military activity in defense of the innocent was clearly blessed by God. 



This divinely sanctioned war is an especially important case because it occurred before Israel was established as a theocracy (Exod. 19). Hence, it cannot be argued that this war is a special case of a theocratic war such as God commanded Joshua to wage in exterminating the wicked residents of Canaan ( Josh. 10). (It can be justifiably argued that what applied uniquely to Israel as God's chosen instrument is not normative for any other nation since then.) The New Testament reaffirms that the sword is still a divinely appointed means of human justice. Paul wrote to the Romans, But if you do wrong, be afraid, for [the one in authority] does not bear the sword in vain" (Rom. 13:4 RSV). John the Baptist sanctioned the role of the military when he was asked by soldiers what they should do after they had become believers. He did not tell them to leave the army but simply to be good soldiers (Luke 3:14). Jesus recognized that Pilate had God-given authority over his life. When Pilate said to him, "Don't you realize I have power either to free you or to crucify you?" he replied, "You would have no power over me if it were not given to you from above" ( John 19:10-11). The apostle Paul showed both his acceptance of the government's right to kill and his acceptance of the military. He said to Caesar's court, "If... I am guilty of doing anything deserving death, I do not refuse to die" (Acts 25:11). But when his life was threatened by militant Jews, he demanded and received the protection of the Roman army as a Roman citizen (Acts 23). 



The moral basis of selectivism. 

The moral arguments forselectivism emerge naturally out of the arguments against activism and pacifism. They may be stated briefly. In an evil world, force will always be necessary to restrain evil persons. Ideally, killings by police and military should not be necessary, but this is not an ideal world: it is an evil world. Ideally, we should not need locks on our doors or pris-ons. But it is simply unrealistic to presume that we can get along without them in this wicked world. It is evil not to resist evil; it is morally wrong not to defend the innocent. Some-times only physical force and taking lives are sufficient to accomplish this. All too often in our violent world, hostages are taken and all efforts at negotiation fail. Sometimes military action is the only way to save these innocent lives. To permit a murder when one could have prevented it is morally wrong. To allow a rape when one could have hindered it is an evil. To watch an act of cruelty toward children without trying to intervene is morally inexcusable. In brief, not resisting evil is a sin of omission, and sins of omission can be just as evil as sins of commission. In biblical language, "Anyone, then, who knows the good he ought to do and doesn't do it, sins" ( James 4:17). Any man who does not protect his wife and children against a violent intruder fails them morally. Likewise, any country that can defend its citizens against evil aggressors and does not do it is morally remiss. 



Just as the cause of justice demands a life for a life in capital crimes (see chap. 12), the same logic can be extended to the unjust actions of nations. Other na- 
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European countries. Thus it was right for the Allied forces to invade Germany in order to subdue the Nazis. Likewise, countries engaged in terrorism against others should receive appropriate military retaliation. The principle behind this kind of penal action is the same as the one behind capital punishment (see chap. 12): a life for a life. Justice demands that the punishment fit the crime, whether the criminal is an individual or a nation. Nations engaged in criminal activity against other nations are subject to just retribution for their aggression.



A just war must be fought by a government. 

God gave the sword to governments, not to individuals (Rom. 13:4). Therefore, individuals within a country cannot engage in just military activity without the approval of their government. The war must be declared by those in power for it to be a just war. Yet not every war engaged in by a government is a just war. Only government-declared wars are just wars. And God has granted this right to use the country's sword only to governments, not to individuals (Gen. 9:6; Rom. 13:4).

This does not mean that individuals cannot protect themselves by means of the sword. As we have seen, even killing in self-defense is justified (Exod. 22:2). However, no unauthorized individual has the right to engage one's country in war against another. Nor does an individual (or group) within a government have the right to declare war against its government (see chap. 14). God never gave the sword to the individual to use on the government but to the government to use on unruly citizens.



A just war must be fought justly. 

Not every act in a just war is a just act of war. Chemical warfare is inhumane. Torturing or starving prisoners is morally wrong. Intentionally destroying innocent women and children is unjustified. Yet if a woman or even young child is part of the military, then they can be resisted by whatever force necessary. For example, a child with a hand grenade or bomb tied to the body is a legitimate military target. But shooting babies in mothers' arms is not a just act, even in a just war.

The Bible speaks to the matter of just acts of war in Deuteronomy 20:19, where Israel was told, "When you lay siege to a city for a long time, fighting against it to capture it, do not destroy its trees by putting an ax to them, because you can eat their fruit. Do not cut them down." Only trees that do not bear fruit could be used for siege works (v. 20). In other words, Israel was not to destroy the land's capacity to sustain its people after the battle was over. This would be an inhumane attack upon the people rather than a just attack on the powers in charge.



Reasonable prospect for victory.

 If one does not calculate a reasonable prospect for victory, then undertaking a war, no matter the justice of the cause, can be tantamount to mass suicide. This is implied in Jesus's statement that "what king, going to encounter another king in war, will not sit down first and deliberate whether he is able with ten thousand to meet him who comes against him with twenty thousand? And if not, while the other is yet a great way off, he sends an embassy and asks terms of peace" (Luke 14:31-32 RSV).

Some wars for freedom against tyranny will certainly involve risks worth taking— even great risks. But even then the commander in chief should opt for surrender over mass suicide of the troops.

Fought only after failure of nonmilitary attempts at peace. 

As noted above, Israel was to offer peace to the enemy cities first (Deut. 20:10), before Israel attacked them. Also, Paul urges, "If possible, so far as it depends on you, live peaceably with all" (Rom. 12:18 RSV). As applied to war, we should try war only after all efforts at peace have failed; we should not wait to try peace after all efforts at war have failed.

Some Problems with Selectivism Considered

There are some serious difficulties with the selectivist position on war. Several of them will be briefly noted here.

The problem of nuclear war. Since all-out nuclear war would by its very nature destroy the world's ability to survive after the holocaust, would it not automatically be morally wrong to use nuclear weapons? This poses a serious problem for selectivism and any view that favors war on any occasion. Several things should be noted in response. First, it is a matter of factual dispute whether full-scale nuclear war would irreparably and permanently destroy the world. With proper warning and shelter, much of a population could be salvaged from an all-out nuclear attack. And with proper food storage and equipment, the fading effects of radiation can be survived.9

Nuclear war does not have to be that massive. It could be more tactical and limited in scope. This is especially true if a defensive shield or system like the Strategic Defense Initiative ("Star Wars") can be developed to deflect the major impact of an all-out nuclear attack. Furthermore, even if a tyrant could, it is not likely that anyone desiring more power would choose to destroy the world over which one wants power. Thus, it is more likely that the tyrant would engage in tactical or limited nuclear war.

While the stakes are higher in nuclear war, the principles are the same. Nuclear weapons should be used justly and discriminatingly. They should be directed, for example, at military targets, not civilian populations. Yet more innocent people may be accidentally killed in nuclear war than by conventional warfare. Collateral damage is one of the necessary by-products of war. But it is justified on the basis of the principle of double effect (see glossary). However, just because the stakes are higher does not mean that the weapons are automatically illegitimate.

If nuclear warfare is ruled unjust, then the unjust will rule. Declaring nuclear weapons unjust makes nuclear blackmail possible. Even the threat of their use by an evil power can make innocent people submit to tyrannical demands.10 The only realistic way to overcome this is to retain nuclear weapons as a real threat against aggressors. For any tyrant who knows that the opponent will not retaliate with similar nuclear force has already won the war. Once nuclear weapons are outlawed for countries, then only outlaw countries will have them.

The very fact that there is a balance of power among opposing nations with nuclear capabilities is a stabilizing factor for peace. As long as no one nation has unparalleled power, then each nation is automatically restrained by the realistic expectation that an opposing nation can retaliate in kind. This fact has had a sobering effect on the international superpowers for nearly half a century now. Once this balance is upset by unilateral disarmament or by one of the superpowers declaring that it will not use nuclear force, then the real threat of tyranny emerges. Hence, maintaining a real balance of power, including nuclear power, is important to world peace.



The problem of who decides. 

One of the most difficult problems for selectivism is establishing who has the authority to decide which wars are just and which are unjust. Would not confusion result if every individual in a country were allowed to make up their mind whether they should obey a given law? What if everyone could decide which civil or domestic laws they would obey? The result would be chaos.

Although selectivism places a heavy responsibility on the individual, this nonetheless is desirable for several reasons. A view is not wrong because it is difficult. To be sure, both activism and pacifism are easier positions because the individual does not have to struggle with the specifics of whether this or that war is just. The activist believes in advance of looking at the facts that any wars one's government declares are just wars; the pacifist believes that they are all wrong. Only the selectivist must struggle to determine whether a given war is just or unjust.

The selectivist's struggle is not without moral guidelines. The selectivist is not determining which war is just on the basis of subjective feelings. Rather, this person is trying to discover which wars are just on the basis of objective moral principles. So it is not as though the selectivist is entirely on his or her own without guidance from God. God has revealed what is just and what is unjust, and it is the principle of justice that the selectivist uses to discover whether or not a war to which the government calls them is just or not. True, the selectivist must discover the facts of the matter for themselves, but they are not left without values in making this decision based on the facts they have acquired. And each person is responsible only for making the best decision in view of the available facts.

If everyone in two countries at war were a conscientious selectivist, there would be fewer wars. The people in the country that is the aggressor would refuse to fight, making it more difficult for aggressor nations to muster enough support for their unjust aggression.

Unless each individual decides whether a given war is just, then each must simply rely on what the government says is just. This amounts to a "my country, right or wrong" approach. This is patriolatry, not patriotism. It is putting the country in the place of God rather than in its rightful place under God.



CONCLUSION: 

Geisler sides with Selectivism. - there’s truth in both Pacifism and Activism.

___________________________________________________________





JOHN STOTT: (Issues Facing Christians Today)



CHAPTER 5: The Nuclear Threat

Of all the global problems which confront the human race today none is graver than the threat of a nuclear holocaust. War has always been horrible, whether fought by sticks and stones, bows and arrows, swords and spears, muskets and rifles, or bayonets and bombs. But in the case of these so-called "conventional" weapons, there has been the possibility of controls and limits, and war has involved an engagement between armies. The arrival of the nuclear age, however, has rendered most military traditions obsolete. "The unleashed power of the atotn," said Albert Einstein, "has changed everything save our modes of thinking; and thus we are drifting towards unparalleled catastrophe.... A new type of thinking is essential if mankind is to survive." ' He was not exaggerating. Now that we have the power to destroy the total legacy of past civilizations, the present delicate ecological balance of the biosphere, and through radiation the genetic potential of the future, it is the very survival of the human race and of our planet which is at stake.

Contemporary Realities

The Christian mind cannot operate in a vacuum, However strongly we hold fast to God's once-for-all revelation of himself in Christ and Scripture, we have to struggle to relate this to the harsh facts of the present situation. Thus revelation and reality belong together as we seek to discern God's will.

The most notable feature of the contemporary reality is the extraordinary change of attitude and relationship between the two superpowers, which took place towards the end of the eighties. The dawning of political freedom in the Soviet Union and her East European satellites has been accompanied by military detente, a turning away by both the USA and the USSR from the frantic, competitive arms build�up of the previous em. And the most tangible evidence of this change is the INF (Intermediate Nuclear Forces) Treaty which President Reagan and Mr Gorbachev signed in December 1987. It made history in three ways. First. it was an agreement about arms reduction, and not just arms control; indeed, it was the first actual disarmament treaty for 44) years. It undertook the abolition within three years of a whole class of weapons, namely land-based cruise and ballistic missiles with a range of between 300 and 3,000 miles. Secondly, it provided for thorough on-site verification procedures, which had previously been the sticking point. Thirdly, it was an asymmetrical agreement, since the Soviet Union undertook to destroy nearly four times as many missiles and warheads as the United States.

Further, START (the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks) has as its goal a 50% reduction of warheads, and Mr Gorbachev announced to the UN General Assembly in December 1988 his decision to effect a unilateral withdrawal during the following two years of 500,000 troops, 10,000 tanks and 800 aircraft from Eastern Europe. This process began to be implemented during the summer of 1989 and, when completed (in addition to promised Warsaw Pact cuts), will "virtually eliminate the surprise attack threat that has so long concerned NATO planners".2 But the situation and the statistics are changing all the time.

Nevertheless, even after the full implementation of the INF Treaty, approximately 95% of the superpowers' arsenal will still be intact. Also, at the end of the decade the START negotiations, although making progress, were not yet settled, and in 1989 the US defence budget was still almost $300 billion. So what is the armaments reality?

(1) The Arms Race

The NATO and Warsaw Pact countries together have around twelve million in their armed forces. It is estimated that the two superpowers between them possess about 50,000 nuclear warheads, half of which are "strategic" (inter-continental) weapons. This combined arsenal is said to have a destructive power more than one million times greater than that of the Hiroshima bomb. In Britain the four Trident II submarines, which are due to be deployed by the middle of the 1990s, will each carry up to 128 independently targeted warheads, each of which will be twelve times more powerful than the Hiroshima bomb. This means that a single Trident II submarine will have the destructive equivalent of 1,536 Hiroshima bombs.3 It is the horrendous "overkill" capacity of these nuclear arsenals which appals modern commentators. George Kennan, for example, the American expert on Soviet affairs, in his acceptance speech on receiving the Albert Einstein Peace Prize in Washington in May 1981, said that the nuclear nations were "like the victims of some sort of hypnotism, like men in a dream, like lemmings heading for the sea". The Soviet and American stock piles, he went on, "are simply fantastically redundant to the purpose in question". So he called for a "bold and sweeping" initiative, namely "an immediate across-the-board reduction by 50% of the nuclear arsenals now being maintained by the two Super�powers", with adequate verification procedures. Although his cry went unheeded at the time, less than ten years later the intention of a 50% reduction is exactly what both sides have declared. So we wait in hope.

Arms Expenditure

In order to grasp the scale of the manufacture of armaments, we have to consider not their quantity only, but their cost. The percentage of Gross National Product devoted to defence in 1987 was about 5% in the UK, over 6% in the USA, between 13% and 19% in the USSR (according to most western estimates, although accurate figures have not yet been divulged), and much higher in some Third World countries. In 1982 it was estimated that in that year "together the nations of the world spent the equivalent of about 650 billion dollars on their armed forces",4 while today the "annual world-wide defence spending is approaching 1,000 billion dollars".5 That is almost two million dollars a minute. President Eisenhower once said: "Every gun that is made, every warship launched, every rocket fired, signifies . . a theft from those who hunger and are not fed, from those who are cold and are not clothed.6 Although his concept of "theft" may have been more rhetoric than economic reality, he was expressing his sense of outrage over the disparity between expenditure on arms and expenditure on development. What then would he have said about the nuclear arsenals of today? How should we correlate the thousands of millions spent on arms with the 1,000 or so million people in the world who are destitute?

Nuclear Proliferation

Five nations are at present known to have nuclear weapons and delivery systems — the United States, the USSR, Britain, France and China. Nine more are known to have the capability to develop them

Argentina, West Germany, the Netherlands, Japan, India, Israel, South Africa, Pakistan and Egypt. Others which have nuclear expertise, and are sometimes called "threshold countries", include Brazil, Iraq, Libya, South Korea and Taiwan. That makes nineteen nations. Many are warning that this number may soon double to 35 or 40, while by the year 2000 the "nuclear club" may have more than doubled its membership again to nearly 100. Fred C. Ikle, Director of the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, is quoted as having referred in 1975 to "the inevitable worldwide spread of nuclear technology".7 The growing use of nuclear energy increases this risk, as well as the risk of nuclear accidents.

The Consequences of Nuclear War

Probably nothing can bring home to us the ghastly effects of a nuclear explosion more vividly than the eye-witness accounts of what happened at Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Lord Mountbatten quoted one such ac�count shortly before he was himself killed by an act of senseless violence: Suddenly a glaring whitish, pinkish light appeared in the sky accompanied by an unnatural tremor which was followed almost immediately by a wave of suffocating heat and a wind which swept away everything in its path. Within a few seconds the thousands of people in the streets in the centre of the town were scorched by a wave of searing heat. Many were killed instantly, others lay writhing on the ground screaming in agony from the intolerable pain of their burns. Everything standing upright in the way of the blast . . . was annihilated . . . Hiroshima had ceased to exist.8

That was the result of a single, smallish atomic explosion. What the consequences of a nuclear war would be like it is impossible to predict with accuracy because of the many imponderables, such as the number of warheads used, the distribution of people in the target zone, the degree of civil defence available, and the climatic conditions at the time. But the United States' Congress document The Effects of Nuclear War (1979) says that "the minimum consequences would be enormous" and gives four escalating case-studies. A single megaton weapon attack on a single big city like Detroit or Leningrad would mean up to two million dead and a further one million injured. "A very large attack against a range of military and economic targets", in which the USSR struck first and the USA retaliated, would mean the death of up to 77% of the American population (or 160 million people) and up to 40% of the Russian population (being more scattered in rural areas). These casualties would be the inunediate effects (within the first 30 days) of the heat, blast, wind, fire storm and direct radiation. Many more millions would die of their injuries (since the medical facilities would be completely inadequate), and of epidemics (due to the breakdown of sewerage and the non-availability of clean water), or would starve or freeze to death during the first winter (because of the collapse of services). A pall of sooty toxic smoke over the devastated area would not only poison many survivors but so completely blot out the warmth and light of the sun as to return the earth to ice-age conditions. In the long term cancer would claim many more victims, and both the genetic consequences and ecological devastation would continue for decades and be incalculable9.

Theological and Moral Reflections

Although Christians do not fully agree, and probably have never agreed, about the mind of Christ on war, yet we should neither exaggerate the disagreement between us nor minimize the substantial area in which we are at one. For example, all Christian people affirm that the Kingdom of God inaugurated by Jesus is God's rule of righteousness and peace; that Jesus himself perfectly exemplified in his conduct the ideals of the Kingdom he proclaimed; that the Kingdom community is to hunger for righteousness, to pursue peace, to forbear revenge, to love enemies, in other words to be marked by the cross; and that in the consummated Kingdom "they will beat their swords into ploughshares and their spears into pruning hooks", for "nation will not take up sword against nation, nor will they train for war any more" (Isaiah 2:4). All this must mean that, as Christians, we are primarily committed to peace and righteousness. True, the quest for peace with justice is much more costly than appeasement. We also admire the loyalty, self-sacrifice and courage of serving soldiers. Yet we must not glamorize or glorify war in itself, however just we may perceive its cause to be. Some Christians believe that in some circumstances it may be defended as the lesser of two evils, but it could never be regarded by the Christian mind as more than a painful necessity in a fallen world.

Apart from this general biblical background, however, there are three main positions which Christians hold and defend — total pacifism, the just war theory, and relative (or nuclear) pacifism.1ฐ

(1) The Total Pacifist Position"

Pacifists tend to begin with the Sermon on the Mount. At least it is from this part of the teaching of Jesus that many develop their commitment to non-violence. We are not to resist an evil person, Jesus said. Instead, if he strikes us on the right cheek, we are to turn to him the other also. We are to love our enemies, do good to those who hate us and pray for those who persecute us. Only so can we qualify as children of our Heavenly Father, for his love is indiscriminate, and he gives the blessings of rain and sunshine to the evil and the good alike. To hate those who love us is the devil's way. To love those who love us and hate those who hate us is the way of the world. If we would follow Jesus, however, and accept the standards of his Kingdom, we must love those who hate us (Matthew 5: 38-48; Luke 6:27-36).

Moreover, Jesus practised what he preached. He exemplified his call to non-resistance. For he resisted neither betrayal nor arrest, neither trial nor sentence, neither torture nor crucifixion. When he was insulted, he did not retaliate. He was the innocent, suffering Servant of the Lord. "He was led like a lamb to the slaughter, and as a sheep before her shearers is silent, so he did not open his mouth" (Isaiah 53:7). He loved those who despised and rejected him. He even prayed for the forgiveness of those who nailed him to the cross.

Thus, pacifists conclude, the teaching and example of Jesus together commit us to the way of non-resistance and non-violence. For this

is the way of the cross, and Jesus calls us to take up our cross and follow him. Moreover, it seems to be historically proven that for two centuries, until the conversion of Constantine, the great majority of Christians refused to serve as soldiers. There is clear evidence that their refusal related to the idolatrous practices associated with life in the Roman army. Pacifists argue that they also perceived war to be incompatible with their Christian obedience. This is not certain.

The pacifist position was adopted by the so-called "Radical Reformers" of the sixteenth century (the various Anabaptist groups), is preserved by the "Peace Churches" today (Quakers, Mennonites, United Brethren, etc.), and is also held by considerable minorities in the "historic" Reformation churches.

(2) The "just War" Tradition

The concept of the "Just War" antedates the Christian era and may be traced back both to the "holy wars" of the Old Testament and to some Greek and Roman ethical teaching. The notion was Christianized by Augustine in the fourth century, however, systematized by Thomas Aquinas in the thirteenth, further developed by Francisco de Vitoria in the sixteenth, and endorsed by most of the Reformers. It is held by a majority of Roman Catholics and Protestants today.

It has been stated in various forms, although usually seven conditions have been specified, namely formal declaration, last resort, just cause, right intention, proportionate means, noncombatant immunity and reasonable expectation. There is some overlap in these seven criteria, however, and I find it more helpful to reduce them to three, relating to the beginning, the conduct and the end of a war. Thus, for a war to be "just", 



first, its cause must be righteous. It must be defensive, not aggressive. Its objectives must be- to secure justice or remedy injustice, to protect the innocent or champion human rights. It must be undertaken as a last resort only, after all attempts at negotiation and reconciliation have been exhausted, and then only after a formal declaration (following an ultimatum) by a legitimate authority, not by groups or individuals. Moreover, the intention must be as righteous as the cause. Just causes are not served by unjust motives. So there must be no hatred, no animosity, no thirst for revenge.

Secondly, its means must be controlled. There must be no wanton or unnecessary violence. In fact two key words are used to describe the legitimate use of violence in a just cause. One is "proportionate" and the other "discriminate". "Proportionate" signifies that the war is perceived as the lesser of two evils, that the violence inflicted is proportionately less than that which it is intended to remedy, and that the ultimate gains will outweigh the losses. "Discriminate" means that the war is directed against enemy combatants and military targets, and that civilians are immune. We have to concede that the total immunity of non-combatants is impossible to preserve. But in a "just war" the distinction must be preserved and the intentional killing of civilians outlawed. The principle of non-combatant immunity was implicit in the Hague Conventions (1899 and 1907), became explicit in the Geneva Conventions and their Additional Protocol (1949 and 1977), and has been emphatically reaffirmed by the General Assembly of the United Nations (1970).

Thirdly, its outcome must be predictable. That is, like the king in Jesus' little parable who "counted the cost" before going to war (Luke 14:31-32), there must be a calculated prospect of victory, and so of achieving the just cause for which the war was begun.

To sum up, a "just war" is one fought for a righteous cause, by controlled means, with a reasonable expectation of success.

The "Just War" theory is only a tradition, however. Can it be commended from Scripture? Some try• to do so on the basis of the wars commanded and directed by Yahweh in the Old Testament. But this is a precarious procedure, since these were expressly sanctioned, and no nation can claim today to enjoy Israel's privileged position as a "holy nation", God's special covenant people, a unique theocracy.

A more secure basis is provided by Paul's teaching about the state in Romans 13:1-7, and its context. It is actually embedded in a passage about neighbour-love, since it is preceded by injunctions to love and serve our enemies (12:14-21) and followed by statements that love never harms our neighbour (13:8-10). We are therefore confronted by a difficult exegetical problem. In particular, the end of Romans 12 and the beginning of Romans 13 appear to be in conflict with one another. The first, echoing the Sermon on the Mount, forbids us to repay anybody evil for evil; the second, echoing rather the Old Testament, describes the state as God's agent for the punishment of evil-doers. The first says that evil-doers are to be served; the second that they are to be punished. How can these instructions be reconciled?

The Peace Churches tend to say that the requirement to love our enemy is primary, that the state's judicial function is incompatible with it, and that therefore the Christian community must keep aloof from the state, and have no share in its work. A recent and eloquent advocate of this view is Dale Aukerman in his book Darkening Valley, "a biblical perspective on nuclear war". He cannot accept that God "ordained" or "instituted" the state ("God does not consecrate and hallow the civil authorities; such hallowing is reserved for the messianic community "),13 or that the state could be God's minister, except in a secondary sense. He uses two analogies. As in a collapsing marriage husband and wife accuse each other, and "each is for the other God's agent of retribution", though God is not the author of their quarrel, and as the Assyrian and Babylonian empires were agents of God's judgment, though God was not the author of their arrogant cruelty, so the violence of the civil authorities is not God's intention, yet "they are assigned by God a place . . . a role in the realm of his wrath". This is his conclusion: "Civil authorities in bearing the sword, which represents rule by threatened or inflicted violence, are sinning, going contrary to God's way of love described in the verses immediately before and after the Romans 13:1-7 parenthesis. . . . But in the retributive dynamisms that emerge under God as he sets himself against sin, civil authorities do have their place along with Assyria and the nagging wife. ""

This exegesis is open to serious criticism, however. The apostle Paul asserts that the governing authorities have been established by God, that he has delegated his authority to them, that therefore in submitting to them we are submitting to him and in rebelling against them we are rebelling against him. Further, "the one in authority" (any official of the state) is "God's servant" to reward the good citizen and punish the evil-doer. In fact, three times Paul repeats that the state's "authority" is God's authority and three times that the state's "ministry" is God's ministry (verses 4a, 4b and 6). It seems clear to me that these are not grudging concessions that God has "assigned a place" to the state, which when using force to punish evil is nevertheless "sinning", but genuine affirmations that God has "established" the state with his authority and that when exercising its authority to punish evil it is doing God's will. This being so, I cannot say that Christian people should remain insulated from public life; they should rather involve themselves in it, knowing that in doing so they are "ministers of God" just as much as pastors to whom the same expression is applied. There is nothing anomalous about Christians serving in the police force or the prison service, as politicians or magistrates or town councillors. For Christians worship a God who is just and are therefore committed to the quest - for justice. The Christian community should not stand aloof from the secular community, but seek to penetrate it for Christ.

Among those who accept the legitimacy of Christian participation in the work of the secular authority are most pacifists who are not members of the Peace Churches. But, like all other Christians, they regard their participation as critical and conditional. For example, they would refuse to obey the state's call to take up arms.

How then should we resolve the apparent discrepancy between Romans 12:17-21, with its call for the loving service of enemies, and Romans 13:1-7, with its call for the punishment of evil-doers? We shall begin to perceive the answer when we notice that the contrast between forgiveness and punishment is not only between these paragraphs but embedded within the first. For the prohibition "do not repay anyone evil for evil" is followed by "I will repay, says the Lord", and the prohibition "do not take revenge, my friends" is followed by "leave room for God's wrath, for it is written: 'It is mine to avenge' (verses 17, 19). So the reason why wrath, revenge and retribution are forbidden us is not because they are in themselves wrong reactions to evil, but because they are God's prerogative, not ours. Similarly, Jesus himself, when "they hurled insults at him",

not only "did not retaliate" but also and instead "entrusted himself (and his cause) to him who judges justly" (1 Peter 2:23).

It is better, then, to see the end of Romans 12 and the beginning of Romans 13 as complementary to one another. Members of God's new community can be both private individuals and state officials. In the former role we are never to take personal revenge or repay evil for evil, but rather we are to bless our persecutors (12:14), serve our enemies (12:20) and seek to overcome evil with good (12:21). In the latter role, however, if we are called by God to serve as police or prison officers or judges, we are God's agents in the punishment of evil-doers. True, "vengeance" and "wrath" belong to God, but one way in which he executes his judgment on evil-doers today is through the state. To "leave room for God's wrath" (12:19) means to allow the state to be "an agent of wrath to bring punishment on the wrongdoer" (13:4). This is not to say that the administration of justice should not be tempered with mercy. It should. And state officials should be concerned not only to "punish" evil but to "over-come" it, since retributive and reformative justice should go hand in hand. Nevertheless, what this passage of Scripture emphasizes is that, if evil is to be punished (as it deserves to be), then the punishment must be administered by the state and its officials, and not by individuals who take the law into their own hands.ฐ

It should be clear, then, that the state's punishing role is strictly limited and controlled. There is no possible justification in Romans 13:1 —7 for an oppressive regime to whom the words "law and order" have become a synonym for tyranny. No. The state is God's agent to execute his wrath only on evil-doers, that is, on particular and identifiable people who have done wrong and need to be brought to justice. This implies a threefold restriction on the powers of the state. First, the people the state punishes must be limited to evil-doers or law-breakers. Secondly, the force used to arrest them must be limited to the minimum necessary to bring them to justice. Thirdly, the punishment given must be limited in proportion to the evil which they have done. All three — the people, the force and the punishment �must be carefully controlled.

The same principles have to be applied to soldiers as to the police. Indeed, the distinction between them is a comparatively modern one. The enforcement of law, the maintenance of order, and the protection of the innocent, which today are usually the work of the police, were in Paul's day the responsibility of Roman soldiers. Still in our own times there are situations of civil disorder (e.g. during the Mau Mau rebellion in Kenya and the present communal violence in Northern Ireland) in which the army is called in to supplement the police. Whenever this happens, the behaviour of soldiers has to be understood as an extended form of police action and regulated accordingly. The British Ministry of Defence, for example, explains existing law relating to security operations by the "useful catchphrase 'minimum necessary force' ": "No more force may be used than is both necessary and reasonable in the circumstances. The degree of force can never be reasonable if it is more than that required to achieve the immediate aim" — the main aims being the prevention of crime and the arrest of criminals.

What, however, if the disturber of the peace is not an individual or group but another nation? The argument now is that, by legitimate extrapolation, the state's God-given authority to administer justice includes the restraint and resistance of evildoers who are aggressors rather than criminals, and so the protection of its citizens' rights when threatened from outside as well as from inside. True, the analogy is not exact. For on the one hand, the state which goes to war is acting as judge in its own cause and not as a third party arbitrator, while on the other the cool judicial procedures of the law court have no parallel in the declaration and conduct of war. These differences are due to the fact that acceptable international justice (in arbitration, intervention and peace-keeping) is only in its infancy. Nevertheless, the development of the "Just War" theory "represented a systematic attempt to interpret acts of war by analogy with acts of civil government", and so to see them as belonging to "the context of the administration of justice" and as subject to "the restraining standards of executive justice".16

Executive justice, however, whether in relation to crime or civil disorder or international warfare, must always be both discriminate action (limiting the people involved to evil-doers who have to be brought to justice) and controlled action (limiting the force used to the minimum necessary to secure this end).

This brings us to the question of whether such a limited justification of the use of force could apply to a war in which nuclear weapons were used (since they appear to be indiscriminate and uncontrolled), and so to the third Christian attitude to war.

(3) Relative (or Nuclear) Pacifism

The invention of nuclear weapons has brought an entirely new dimension to the debate about war. The old categories of conventional wisdom seem as obsolete as the old weapons of conventional warfare. Both scientists and theologians are calling for new and bold thinking. As the Roman Catholic bishops said at the Second Vatican Council, the church has "to undertake a completely fresh appraisal of war".18 For everybody knows that if nuclear war were ever to be unleashed, the casualties would be numbered in hundreds of millions, and could not be limited (as they largely have been in the past, though indeed less this century) to armies confronting one another.

The relevant biblical principle, which we need to evoke and apply, seems to be the great evil of "shedding innocent blood". The importance of "blood" in Scripture is that it is the carrier and so the symbol of life.ฐ To "shed blood" is therefore to take life by violent means, in other words to kill. But human life, being the life of human beings made in the image of God, is sacrosanct. In the Old Testament the shedding of human blood was strictly forbidden except by specific divine sanction, i.e. in the execution of a murderer and in wars explicitly authorized by God. It is true that in the Mosaic law a small number of other serious offenses (e.g. kidnapping, cursing parents, sorcery, bestiality, idolatry and blasphemy, see Exodus 21, 22 and Leviticus 24) were punishable by death. But this does not override the principle: "Whoever sheds the blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed, for in the image of God has God made man" (Genesis 9:6). That is, the bloodshedding of murder deserves the bloodshedding of capital punishment. For in the latter case it is the blood of the guilty which is shed. In all other cases, the sin of "shedding innocent blood" has been committed, Hence Abigail's thankfulness that, because David did not avenge himself against Nabal, he did not have "on his conscience the staggering burden of needless bloodshed" (1 Samuel 25:31).

This understanding was enshrined in the Old Testament provision of six "Cities of Refuge", three on each side of the River Jordan, carefully sited to cover the whole country. It was based on the distinction between murder (intentional killing) and manslaughter (unintentional), and was designed to protect the manslayer from the "avenger of blood" and so prevent the shedding of innocent blood (Numbers 35:9-34; Joshua 20:1-9).

A distinction was made in Old Testament times not only between murder and manslaughter, but also between blood shed in war (which was permissible) and blood shed in peace (which was not). Thus when Joab killed both Abner and Amasa, the two commanders of Israel's army, David condemned him for "avenging in time of peace blood which had been shed in war", and so bringing upon David's house the guilt of shedding innocent blood (1 Kings 2:5, 31-4, RSV).

Against this background of Old Testament law, the prophets uttered fierce denunciations against Israel. Jeremiah warned them of God's coming judgment because they had forsaken him and profaned Jerusalem. How? They had "burned sacrifices in it" to other gods and "filled this place with the blood of the innocent" (19:4). Thus idolatry and bloodshed were bracketed. No sin against God was worse than worshipping idols. No sin against man was worse than shedding innocent blood. Similarly, Ezekiel described Jerusalem as bringing doom upon herself "by shedding blood in her midst" and "by making idols" (22:1-4;cf.36:18). Both these prophets coupled worshipping idols and killing the innocent as the two paramount sins.

The same horror over the shedding of innocent blood continues in the New Testament. Judas confessed that he had "betrayed innocent blood" (Matthew 27:4), and when Pilate claimed to be "innocent of this man's blood", the people recklessly responded, "Let his blood be on us and on our children" (Matthew 27:24-25).

The biblical evidence on this matter is an impressively united testimony from the time of the patriarchs through the law and the prophets to the New Testament. Human blood is sacrosanct because it is the life of Godlike human beings. To shed the blood of the innocent is therefore the gravest social sin, whether committed personally in murder or judicially by an oppressive regime. God's judgment fell on Israel in the seventh century BC because they were guilty of shedding much innocent blood, and in the first century AD because they shed the innocent blood of Jesus Christ. "Hands that shed innocent blood" are among the things which Yahweh is said to hate (Proverbs 6:16 —17).

This biblical message must not be evaded. The judicial authority God has given the state, including the use of "the sword" (Romans 13:4), is strictly limited. In the case of the police it is to be used only to arrest criminals and bring them to justice, in the case of the army only to engage in a just war by just means for a just end. In both cases the immunity of the innocent is to be ensured — of law-abiding citizens in peace-time and of non-combatants in war-time. Therefore any unlimited, uncontrolled or indiscriminate use of force is forbidden. In particular, a distinction has always been recognized in war between combatants and noncombatants, between the army and the civilian population. It is true that the army consists of human beings made in God's image, who may have been conscripted against their will, and who may be entirely innocent of the crimes committed by their government. Nevertheless, if it is legitimate to resist an aggressor nation, it is legitimate to regard its army as its agent in a way that its civilian population are not. This distinction is endorsed both by international law ("the protection of civilian persons in time of war") and by biblical teaching (the prohibition of the shedding of innocent blood). It applies in two ways.

First, the principle of noncombatant immunity condemns the indiscriminate use of "conventional" (i.e. non-nuclear) weapons. For example, the Christian conscience rebels against the "obliteration" or "saturation" bombing of Hamburg, Cologne and Berlin in 1942 and 1943, and especially of Dresden in 1945. British and American leaders (notably Churchill and Roosevelt) had previously denounced the Nazi bombings of cities as odious and shocking, and the British government publicly announced that it was no part of its policy to bomb non-military targets, whatever the Nazis might do. But the Allies went back on their word, as they had reserved the right to do if Germany did not observe the same restrictions. Allied bombs on Hamburg in 1943 and on Dresden in 1945 created a -fire storm" of unimaginable horror. It was reckoned that about 135,000 people

died in two days of raids on Dresden in February 1945 (considerably more than the immediate deaths caused by the atomic bombs dropped on both Hiroshima and Nagasaki); they included thousands of refugees who were fleeing before the Russian advance. I for one am thankful that Bishop George Bell of Chichester had the courage to protest in the House of Lords against this policy. Obliteration bombing "is not a justifiable act of war", he said, and "to justify methods inhumane in themselves by arguments of expediency smacks of the Nazi philosophy that Might is Right". The report of a Church of England commission The Church and the Atom (1948) concurred with his judgment, describing the raids on Dresden as "inconsistent with the limited ends of a just war: it violates the principles of discrimination"."

Secondly, the principle of noncombatant immunity condemns the use of indiscriminate weapons. Consider "chemical" weapons, that is, poison gas. Its use in World War I was a breach of the 1907 Hague Convention. The 1925 Geneva Protocol bound its signatories (by now nearly every nation) not to be the first to use it. And in World War II no signatory nation broke this pledge, although Italy had used it in Abyssinia in the thirties. Stories about "yellow rain", however, have led to the widespread belief that Soviet troops used it in Afghanistan, and that the Communist forces used it in Kampuchea and Laos. Iraq has certainly used it both against the Kurds and in their war with Iran. Now between twenty and thirty nations have the capability to produce deadly gases. In January 1989 representatives of nearly 150 nations met in Paris for a Conference on Banning Chemical Weapons, while in June 1990 Mr Bush and Mr Gorbachev signed a treaty which committed the USA and the USSR to halt the production of chemical weapons, to begin destroying their stocks in 1992, and to cut them in half by 2000. But even a unanimous declaration which outlaws the use of chemical weapons is not enough. There must also be a binding treaty, a ban on production and trade, verification procedures, and severe penalties for violation. Meanwhile, the public needs to understand that modern nerve gases are to the chemist what nuclear weapons are to the physicist. Gas masks would offer no protection, because these gases would penetrate the skin. If they were to be dropped from the air, it is reckoned that twenty civilians would be killed to one combatant, because only combatants would be issued with protective clothing.

"Biological" (sometimes called "bacterial") weapons were also included in the renunciations of the 1925 Geneva Protocol. Each nation-signatory undertook not to be the first to use either gas or germs. The Biological Weapons Convention of 1971 went further and called for the abolition of stockpiles, although no verification arrangements were agreed.



The third kind of indiscriminate weapon is "Atomic" or "Nuclear". These three (Atomic, Biological and Chemical) are sometimes referred to as "ABC" weapons; they surely constitute the most gruesome alphabet ever conceived. The invention and refinement of ABC weapons, especially of nuclear devices, have radically changed the context in which one has to think about the morality of war; they challenge the relevance of the "Just War" theory. A war could still have a just cause and a just goal. But at least if macro-weapons were used ("Strategic" or "tactical"), there would be no reasonable prospect of attaining the goal (since nuclear wars are not winnable) and the means would not be just, since nuclear weapons are neither proportionate, nor discriminate, nor controlled. Millions of noncombatants would be killed. In a nuclear holocaust much innocent blood would be shed. Therefore the Christian conscience must declare the use of indiscriminate nuclear weapons, and also chemical and bacterial weapons, immoral. A nuclear war could never be a just war. As President Reagan and Mr Gorbachev declared in 1985 in Geneva, "a nuclear war cannot be won and must never be fought".

A Christian consensus on this issue seems to be steadily growing. The Second Vatican Council said: "Any act of war aimed indiscriminately at the destruction of entire cities or of extensive areas along with their population is a crime against God and man himself. It merits unequivocal and unhesitating condemnation. "21 The British Council of Churches at its November 1980 Assembly passed the following resolution: "The development and deployment of nuclear weapons has raised new and grave ethical questions for Christians. Because no gain from their use can possibly justify the annihilation they would bring about, and because their effects on present and future generations would be totally indiscriminate as between military and civilians, to make use of the weapons would be directly contrary to the requirements of the so-called just war. The doctrine of deterrence based upon the prospect of mutual assured destruction is increasingly offensive to the Christian conscience. "22

Similarly, the authors of The Church and the Bomb, sub-titled "Nuclear weapons and Christian conscience", though the unofficial report of a Church of England working party which General Synod did not endorse, have carried many of their readers with them in their theological and moral conclusions: "We must conclude that the use of nuclear weapons cannot be justified. Such weapons cannot be used without harming non-combatants and could never be proportionate to the just cause and aim of a just war. "23 Again, "It is in our view proven beyond reasonable doubt that the Just War theory rules out the use of nuclear weapons. The damage to non-combatants . . .; the havoc made of the environment; and the dangers to generations yet unborn; these things make nuclear weapons indiscriminate and nuclear war almost inevitably disproportionate. The evils caused by this method of making war are greater than any conceivable evil which the war is intended to prevent, and they affect people who have nothing to do with the conflict."24 Again, "We shall have failed wholly in our presentation if we have not made it clear that in our view the cause of right cannot be upheld by fighting a nuclear war. "

Evangelical Christians have been slow to catch up with the biblical perspectives of other sections of the Church. In 1980, however, an ecumenical group (with strong evangelical participation) met in the United States, saw a parallel between the nineteenth century movement to abolish slavery and the need for a twentieth century movement to abolish nuclear weapons, and issued "The New Abolitionist Covenant". It includes these sentences: "Unlimited in their violence, indiscriminate in their victims, uncontrollable in their devastation, nuclear weapons have brought humanity to an historical crossroads. More than at any previous time in history, the alternatives are peace or destruction. In nuclear war there are no winners. ',

This Christian consensus is not universal, however. It is important to consider the questions which are being asked about it, and the qualifications which are being suggested.

Questions and Qualifications

First, some are maintaining that the distinction between combatants and non-combatants is obsolete. That is, modern war is total war, and there are no non-combatants any longer. The nation's whole population is sucked into the war effort. Every tax payer is helping to finance it. Even people in civilian jobs are thereby releasing others for military service. Therefore, since everybody is involved, the use of indiscriminate weapons is legitimate.

In reply, we agree that the old clear-cut distinction between a country and its small professional army no longer applies, and that certainly everybody engaged in the manufacture, deployment or use of weapons may be regarded as a combatant. Nevertheless, there are still some categories like elderly people, little children, and the physically and mentally sick, who should be guaranteed noncombatant immunity, for to kill such people would clearly be to shed innocent blood.

It will not do to quote Old Testament examples of universal slaughter, since in such cases we are specifically told that the guilt was universal too. They were, therefore, not "indiscriminate" judgments. Before the Flood "The Lord saw how great man's wickedness on the earth had become, and that every inclination of the thoughts of his heart was only evil all the time" (Genesis 6:1). Sodom and Gomorrah would have been spared if only ten righteous people could have been found there (Genesis 18:32), while the Canaanites' practices were so depraved and detestable that the land itself is said to have "vomited out its inhabitants" (e.g. Leviticus 18:25). Can it be seriously maintained that a similar situation prevails in the Soviet Union, millions of whose peasant people are devout members of the Russian Orthodox Church, while many others are evangelical Protestants? The East is far from being wholly evil, and the West from being wholly good.

If the universal judgments of the Old Testament supply no precedent for indiscriminate warfare, what about the Old Testament principle of corporate solidarity or responsibility? God described himself as "punishing the children for the sins of the fathers to the third and fourth generation" of those who hated him (Exodus 20:5), and the humiliated survivors of the destruction of Jerusalem complained: "Our fathers sinned . . . and we bear their punishment" (Lamentations 5:7). Does not this divine action, it is asked, justify the slaughter of the innocent with the guilty in war? No. The principle was exemplified in God's dealings with his people as a nation; it was not transferred to the lawcourts, where guilt had to he established. If therefore we are right that a moral defence of the "Just War" is possible only if it can be seen as an extension of the administration of justice, then the distinction between the innocent and the guilty must somehow be preserved.

Secondly, it is pointed out that not all nuclear weapons are indiscriminate. During the immediate post-war years and during the Dulles era of the fifties the allied policy was indeed to threaten "massive retaliation". President Eisenhower in his 1958 State of the Union message spoke of "the prospect of virtual annihilation" which awaited the aggressor. But the sixties brought nuclear stalemate, and in 1962 Defence Secretary Robert McNamara developed the "counter force" concept, namely that retaliation would be limited to the destruction of the enemy's military installations, not cities. The key expressions became "flexible response" and "graduated response", which (it is claimed) could be contained. Then in 1983 President Reagan announced his "Strategic Defence Initiative", a network of weapons designed to intercept and destroy IBMs and so render them "impotent and obsolete". The object of SDI was deterrence by effective defence instead of by threat of retaliation. But many are sceptical on scientific grounds; it "smacks too much of technical hubris".27 Others have urgent ethical questions about the militarization of space.28 Apart from this, during the last two decades both "tactical" and "theatre" (as opposed to intercontinental or "strategic") weapons have become so sophisticated that they could home in on precise targets with incredible accuracy. And the Enhanced Radiation Weapon or "neutron bomb" can immobilize a single tank by killing its crew. So, as the processes of miniaturization and precision targeting continue, nuclear weapons will become increasingly discriminate in their effects, and their use cannot be given a blanket condemnation. That is the argument.

There is plainly some cogency in this reasoning. The less indiscriminate weapons become, the less unacceptable they are. There might conceivably, therefore, be a situation in which it would be morally permissible to use a very limited nuclear weapon, even though there would be some degree of radio-active fall-out, and therefore some non-combatants would probably be killed. It would have to be a situation of the utmost urgency, in which the only alternative would be the worse evil of surrender to a godless regime.

But before the Christian conscience could depart from its absolute renunciation of nuclear weapons, it would need to be convinced that the use of a limited weapon would almost certainly be effective and cause the enemy to back off. For the alternative is the grave risk of escalation by the losing side. It is true that not all experts consider escalation inevitable. Michael Quinlan claims that "escalation is not an inexorable scientific process; it is a matter of human decision".29 Yet this is the most hazardous speculation. He admits that we do not know what would happen, because (mercifully) we have had no experience of this situation. I think the American Roman Catholic bishops were wiser in their Pastoral Letter to express their "extreme scepticism about the prospects for controlling a nuclear exchange, however limited the first use might be".3ฐ Similarly, the Public Hearing on Nuclear Weapons and Disarmament, organized in Amsterdam in 1981 by the World Council of Churches, reported: "The weight of the evidence convinces us that the risks are too great, and that there is no moral justification for believing that a limited nuclear war could remain limited."31

The majority of experts and commentators are predicting that, once the nuclear threshold or "firebreak" has been passed, escalation could not be halted. The official and public policy of the Soviet Union certainly was to respond to any use of nuclear weapons by NATO with a massive nuclear retaliation. "What is almost universally agreed," writes General Sir Hugh Beach, "is that once a single nuclear weapon has been used by either side, a boundary of almost unimaginable danger will have been crossed. The Church and the Bomb is fully justified in drawing attention to the central importance of `escalation'. It is a metaphor drawn from the moving staircase and implies that once embarked upon the bottom step you can neither get off nor turn back, nor is there any emergency stop button."32

Three months before he was killed by an IRA bomb Earl Mountbatten of Burma made an eloquent speech about the horrors of nuclear war. "A new world war," he said, "can hardly fail to involve the all-out use of nuclear weapons." So, "in the event of a nuclear war there will be no chances, there will be no survivors �all will be obliterated".33 In the Roman Catholic study Nuclear Deterrence — Right or Wrong? Roger Ruston quotes Lord Cameron as agreeing that "in any battlefield use of nuclear weapons the risk of escalation must be immensely high", and former Defence Secretary, Harold Brown, as saying that "what might start as a supposedly controlled, limited strike could well — in my view would very likely — escalate to a full-scale nuclear war". Roger Ruston's own conclusion is that all uses of nuclear weaponry "would very probably result in mass slaughter of innocent people".34 The Palme Report (1982) is even stronger: "We on the Commission are firmly of the mind that there would be virtually no likelihood of limiting a nuclear war, once begun."35 Again, "once the nuclear threshold has been crossed, the dynamics of escalation would inexorably propel events towards catastrophe". Therefore, they urge nations "to maintain a clear nuclear threshold . . . a clear distinction between nuclear and conventional weapons" and "to abstain from deploying weapons which blur the distinction by appearing to be more 'usable '."36

If the risk of escalation is as great as these quotations indicate, then the only way of safety is to ensure that the nuclear threshold is never crossed.

The third question which people ask nuclear pacifists is this: if the use of nuclear weapons would be evil, must not their retention as a deterrent be declared equally evil? Supposing we agree that the use of macro-nuclear weapons, being agents of indiscriminate destruction, would be immoral, and that the risk of escalation is too great to justify the use of micro-weapons, does that not mean that all Christians should be committed to unilateral nuclear disarmament? No, not all relative (or nuclear) pacifists are unilateralists. For there is a moral distinction between possession, threat and use.37 It is probably true that if an action is immoral, then the active threat to perform it is immoral too. But the possession of nuclear weapons is more a conditional warning than ar( aggressive threat. Indeed, since the intention behind possession is not to encourage use but to deter it, possession cannot be pronounced as immoral as use.

Shall we then renounce use but defend possession? This seems to be the conclusion to which we are coming. Of course we can immediately see its logical inconsistency. For the effectiveness of a deterrent depends on the skill (technical) and the will (moral and political) to use it if necessary, and on the belief of the enemy that we intend to do so. A deterrent lacks credibility if the enemy knows we would never use it, and if it lacks credibility it loses its power to deter. So "retaining possession, renouncing use", though morally defensible, seems practically self-defeating. We are caught between the ineffective and the immoral, or rather between a moral stance which is ineffective and an effective deterrent which (if used) would be immoral, and so between principle and prudence, between what is right and what is realistic. Professor Wolfhart Pannenberg has put his finger on this tension in a recent book. He writes about "the conflict . . . between two different ethical attitudes: an ethics of conviction that adheres to the purity of moral principles, and an ethics of responsibility that feels obliged to consider the consequences that might follow from the decision embraced"."

Speaking for myself, however, I am not willing to be forced to choose between Christian idealism and Christian realism, if I may use these terms loosely. Nuclear pacifists are certainly idealists, who perceive clearly and refuse to compromise the principle that the use of weapons of indiscriminate destruction would be immoral. But in clinging to this ideal, we must also face the realities of evil in our fallen world and of the current situation which reflects it. How then can we reconcile the ideal and the reality? Is there any escape from the dilemma which I have expressed as "immoral to use, prudent to keep"?

First, I accept the argument that irrunediate unilateral disarmament might well make nuclear war more rather than less likely. It might tempt the Soviet Union to exploit our self-imposed weakness. They might either bully us into surrender by using nuclear missiles without fear of retaliation (in which case we have precipitated use by others through forswearing use ourselves) or blackmail us by threatening to use them (in which case our renunciation will have encouraged a Communist take-over). The question is how to prevent the use of nuclear weapons by both sides, and at the same time preserve our freedom. It seems to be safer therefore, and more consistent with both ideal and reality, to retain a nuclear deterrent while developing the search for a disarmament which is mutual, progressive and verifiable.

Secondly, the retention of a deterrent whose weapons it would he immoral to use can be morally justified only as a temporary expedient. As Pope John Paul II said in June 1982 to the UN Second Special Session on Disarmament, the nuclear deterrent "may still be judged morally acceptable", but only if it is seen "certainly not as an end in itself, but as a step on the way towards a progressive disarmament".39 This should increase the urgency with which the quest for effective disarmament proposals is pursued.

Thirdly, within the framework of bilateral disarmament there is a place for imaginative unilateral initiatives, which Pope John Paul II has called "audacious gestures of peace". Some were earlier taken by the West without being reciprocated (e.g. the American removal from Europe in 1979 of a thousand nuclear warheads, although, to be sure, they had long been obsolete.) Yet more can surely be taken without undue danger. The West should persevere, and in particular have the courage to declare a "no first use" commitment. Meanwhile, it is ironical that the Soviet Union has seized the initiative, while western leaders appear to be dragging their feet.

Fourthly, whether or not our conscience can accept a distinction between limited and unlimited nuclear weapons, we should be able to agree that the latter should be renounced and abolished as soon as possible. Professor Keith Ward, for example, who on the moral principle that we may "commit an evil act (one causing harm) in order to prevent a much greater evil" thinks that the use of a limited nuclear weapon might in an extreme situation be the lesser of two evils, nevertheless declares that "all-out nuclear war must . . . stand unequivocally condemned. . . . It is morally unjustifiable." "It is therefore imperative," he adds, "to dismantle the apparatus which makes all-out war possible,"4ฐ and to retain only "a limited nuclear deterrent", indeed the minimum necessary to deter. Nuclear "superiority" is entirely unnecessary; nuclear "sufficiency" is enough. Moreover, because of the enormous "overkill" of the super�powers' current arsenals, to reduce them substantially would not appear to entail unacceptable risk. And such a reduction might well be the impetus which is needed to accelerate the downward spiral of disarmament on both sides.

Meanwhile, fifthly, the deterrent must somehow remain credible. If the use of nuclear weapons would be immoral, we cannot encourage NATO to threaten their use. Yet if we want the deterrent to deter, we cannot encourage NATO to bluff either. The only alternative seems to be to cultivate uncertainty. NATO leaders might say to the USSR, "We believe that the use of weapons of indiscriminate destruction would be both crazy and immoral. We are determined not to use them. We are sure you do not want to use them either. Yet if you attack us, you may provoke us to act against both our reason and our conscience. We beg you not to put us in that position."

This brings us to the fourth question which is addressed to relative (nuclear) pacifists: would not a Communist take-over of the West be a greater evil even than nuclear war?

The scenario which is frequently envisaged and greatly feared is that the Allies, threatened with defeat by an invading Soviet army equipped with superior conventional weapons, would be tempted in self-defence to resort to nuclear weapons, and so would plunge the world into nuclear war. "Would that not be justified?" we are asked. Can we seriously envisage the possibility that western countries would allow their territory to be overrun and subjugated? For, if we anticipate the worst that might happen, then the freedom we have come to accept as indispensable to our quality of life would be brutally suppressed. Churches would be closed and Christians harassed. Atheism would be taught in our schools, and the Christian education of children prohibited. Dissidents would be arrested, and without a fair trial consigned to prison, labour camp or psychiatric hospital. The whole hateful apparatus of the Gulag would be installed. We would find ourselves enslaved. Millions would die. The long dark night of the world would have begun.

Would not such an evil be literally "intolerable", worse even than the evil of nuclear war? True, the evil of subjugation would be perpetrated by the atheistic aggressor, not by us. Yet if it could be avoided by some moral action on our part, and we do not take action, we would become accomplices in the evil. If something could be done, then to do nothing is to do evil. On the other hand, if the "something" which could be done to prevent a take-over is a resort to nuclear war, we are back with the original question: which is the greater evil?

The ethical dilemma which faces Christians cannot be summed up by either of the two naive maxims "better dead than red" or "better red than dead". The first implies that to live under Communist rule would be the worst possible calamity which could befall human society, and that even a nuclear holocaust would be preferable. The opposite maxim, "better red than dead", implies that nuclear death would be so horrible that even life under Communist rule would be preferable. But both these positions are sub-Christian because amoral. The first is defeatist; it ignores the witness of history that the human spirit cannot be crushed by even the most brutal tyranny. The second is materialistic; it rests on the secular assumption that physical suffering and death are the end of everything.

Nuclear pacifists, however, are concerned about moral principle, not prudential balance. Our position is this: to start (or share in starting) a nuclear war would be a moral evil of such magnitude that no situation could ever justify it, not even the fear that we ourselves would otherwise be red or dead or both. How can we hope to preserve our values by violating them? 

 Would it not be better to live under an oppressive Communist regime, with all the suffering and slavery that would involve, than be responsible for destroying the whole of human civilization? It would be appalling indeed to allow millions of people to be deprived of liberty; but would we be prepared to incinerate millions in order to prevent it happening? Would it not be better to suffer injustice ourselves than inflict it on others? 

This is not "better red than dead"; it is "better to endure a red regime ourselves, than be the cause of the death of millions of other people".

In the end, then, we have to decide which blessing we value the more: social freedom, though at the cost of losing our moral integrity by starting a nuclear war; or moral integrity as a nation, though at the cost of losing our social freedom by allowing our    country to be overran. If this might one day be the option before us, I hope we should know which to choose. It would be better to suffer physical defeat than moral defeat; better to lose freedom of speech, of assembly, even of religion, than freedom of conscience before God. For in his sight integrity is yet more valuable than liberty.



Christian Peace-Making

Jesus spoke of both war and peace. On the one hand, he warned us of "wars and rumour of wars"; on the other he included in his characterization of the citizens of God's Kingdom the active role of peace-making. He pronounced his peace-making followers both blessed by God and the children of God (Matthew 5:9). For peacemaking is a divine activity. God has made peace with us and between us through Christ. We cannot claim to be his authentic children unless we engage in peace-making too. What practical peace-making initiatives is it possible for us to take?



(1) Christian peace-makers must recover their morale

There are two tendencies in today's Church which undermine Christian morale. Both must be firmly repudiated.

The first is the tendency to trivialize the nuclear horror, or to grow so accustomed to the balance of terror that we lose our sense of outrage. Examples of the ease with which we acquiesce in the prospect of nuclear war were given in April 1982 by Roger Molander, a former White House nuclear strategist for the National Security Council, and now Executive Director of Ground Zero, a nuclear war education project. He used, he said, to stick different-coloured pins (representing different-sized weapons) into a map of the Soviet Union. For example, a pink pin for Minsk meant another 200,000 dead. A visitor who watched him was horrified. "But," he explained, "when the pin went into Minsk or Moscow, I didn't see people working or children playing. I assumed that someone above me in the system thought about those things. Me: I just stuck in the pins." Roger Molander's second example concerned a Navy captain who, at a meeting in the Pentagon, said people were getting too excited, "as if nuclear war would be the end of the world, when, in fact, only 500 million people would be killed". Only 500 million people! Within a generation, the Navy captain went on, "genetic engineering would make people immune to radiation". "I reached for my hat," concluded Roger Molander, "knowing how Woody Allen felt in Annie Hall when he excused himself from a conversation saying that he had 'an appointment back on planet Earth'. "41

Similarly, we need to watch our vocabulary. Robert W. Gardiner has given examples of the "ingenious rhetoric" we use to reduce the horror of nuclear war. A projectile which destroys millions but little fall-out is called "a clean bomb"; weapons of mass destruction are given "diminutive and affectionate labels" like "nukes"; "Bambi" is the name of a missile (i.e. "Don't be afraid of nuclear missiles, they're really cute, harmless little things"); and as for "nuclear umbrella", what could be "more suggestive of the safe, ordinary world of daily living than an umbrella?" We might add the "nuclear club", since a "club" is normally a place of comfort, privilege and convivial fellowship, not an association of nations whose common denominator is the possession of lethal weaponry.



The second tendency which undermines morale is to be so pessimistic about the future as to acquiesce in the general mood of helplessness. But both indifference and pessimism are inappropriate in the followers of Jesus. We need to recover our sense of indignation about the grossly excessive nuclear stockpile and to resolve to join others in seeking to reduce it further. As Dr David Owen has written in his Introduction to Common Security, the Palme Commission Report, "Governments do respond to popular feeling. They can be influenced, particularly if the pressure is coming from a broadly based public opinion. " 43

Christian peace-makers must pray

Please do not reject this exhortation as a piece of pietistic irrelevance. For Christian believers it is nothing of the sort. Irrespective of the rationale and the efficacy of praying, we have been commanded to do it. Jesus our Lord specifically told us to pray for our enemies. Paul affirmed that our first duty when we assemble as a worshipping congregation is to pray for our national leaders, so that "we may live peaceful and quiet lives in all godliness and holiness" (1 Timothy 2:2). Yet today "often the pastoral prayer in public worship is brief and perfunctory; the petitions are so unimaginative and stale as to border on 'vain repetitions'; and the people doze and dream instead of praying"." There is a great need to take seriously the period of intercession in public worship, and to pray for rulers and governments, peace and justice, friends and enemies, freedom and stability, and for deliverance from a nuclear conflagration. The living God hears and answers the sincere prayers of his people.

Christian peace-makers must set an example as a community of peace 

God's call to us is not only to "preach peace" and to "make peace" but also to embody it. For his purpose, through the work of his Son and his Spirit, is to create a new reconciled society in which no curtains, walls or barriers are tolerated, and in which the divisive influences of race, nationality, rank and sex have been destroyed. He means his church to be a sign of his Kingdom, that is, a model of what human community looks like when it comes under his rule of righteousness and peace. An authentic Kingdom community will then challenge the value system of the secular community and offer a viable alternative. We can hardly call the world to peace while the church falls short of being the reconciled community God intends it to be. If charity begins at home, so does reconciliation. We need to banish all malice, anger and bitterness from both church and home, and make them instead communities of love, joy and peace. The influence for peace of communities of peace is inestimable.

Christian peace-makers must contribute to confidence building The dramatic change in the relationship between the USA and the�����USSR is still too recent for a definitive interpretation. We need to remember how the argument used to be developed before we can evaluate the current scene.

Previously, commentators talked about the psychology of national aggression, that is, how states behave when they feel threatened. Could the aggressive postures of the Soviet Union, it was asked, in the build�up of her arsenals, be due more to insecurity than to imperialism?

Some drew attention (and rightly so) to the objective evidence of Soviet expansionist ambitions, which sections of the Peace Movement appeared to ignore, much as the Peace Movement of the 1930s ignored the evidence of Fascist intentions. (1) There was the Soviet Union's openly avowed commitment to the world-wide triumph of Marxism-Leninism. Successive Soviet leaders had pledged themselves to "the consolidation and flowering of the world socialist system" (Yuri Andropov). (2) Such pledges were but a public confirmation of the "Brezhnev doctrine", which led to the brutal interventions in Hungary (1956) and Czechoslovakia (1968), the invasion of Afghanistan (1979) and the suppression of "Solidarity" in Poland (1981). It was an ugly series of aggressions. (3) There was the increase of Soviet influence in the Middle East and Africa (e.g. Angola and Ethiopia), often through the agency of Cuban troops and East German military specialists. (4) In 1968 Defence Secretary Robert McNamara had frozen American ballistic missiles (both land-based and submarine-launched) at 1,710. They remained at this level until 1980. But the Soviet Union passed this figure in 1970, and by 1978 had 2,428 (well above the Salt I ceiling), approaching the total number of strategic warheads possessed by the US. As for armed forces manpower, the Americans had steadily reduced theirs from a peak of over three and a half million in 1968 to about two million in the early eighties (largely because of their withdrawal from Vietnam), while the Soviet Union, which never demobilized after World War II, had steadily built up its forces to over five million, well beyond America's 1968 peak.

Could this relentless build-up of Soviet power really be explained, it was asked, as a kind of national paranoia? Some thought it could. They believed that the Soviet Union's chosen road to world dominion was primarily ideological not military, by encouraging revolution not waging war. Her main concern, they added, was for the security of her far-flung borders, with NATO encircling her on the west, and China and Japan on the east. Besides, twice this century Russian territory had been invaded by German armies, and in World War H the Soviet Union had lost twenty million of her people. "History and geography thus combine to yield one of the fundamental imperatives of Soviet military policy. The USSR is determined never again to fight a war on its own territory."'" Such an interpretation of Russian behaviour was contemptuously dismissed by former dissident Vladimir Bukovsky, however. "It is no more," he wrote, "than a shrewd combination of obvious lies, wrong interpretations and very perfunctory knowledge. "46

Whichever explanation is correct, I think we have to agree that each superpower perceived the other as a threat. This is why one of the most important sections of the "Final Act" (1975) of the Helsinki Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe (CSCE) was the Document on Confidence-Building Measures" ("CBMs"), designed to remove the fear of sudden attack. In order to eliminate the causes of tension, build trust, and so contribute to the strengthening of peace and security in the world, the participating states agreed (1) to give each other notice 21 days in advance of major military manoeuvres and movements, (2) to exchange observers at such manoeuvres, and (3) to promote exchanges among their military personnel. The follow-up CSCE in Stockholm (1986) went further. Participants agreed (1) to share with each other their annual calendar of military activities, (2) to allow each other on-site "challenge inspections" and (3) to prohibit large-scale troop movements unless announced a year or more in advance.

How, then, has the situation changed? A particularly valuable part of Peacemaking in a Nuclear Age, the 1988 report of a working party of the Board for Social Responsibility of the Church of England's General Synod, is its analysis of the altered perceptions which the superpowers have of each other. "An arms race . . . does not occur between countries which enjoy a stable relationship of mutual confidence: it is set in motion by fear and suspicion on the part of one nation . . . about the motives and ambitions of another. . . . It is a matter of the way each side sees the other; a matter of perceptions, truthful or misleading, and intentions, which may be assessed with accuracy or misinterpreted. "47

The change of climate has many signs and symptoms. It is not just that the INF treaty was signed, or that the Soviet forces withdrew from Afghanistan, or that in June 1989 Mr Gorbachev and Chancellor Kohl signed a historic agreement to convert their alliances into pacts exclusively for defence, or that the process of democratization has been gaining momentum in Poland, Hungary, East Germany,Czechoslovakia and Romania. It is also that many leaders of the Soviet Union are becoming increasingly critical of some features of Marxism�Leninism, accept that capitalism is here to stay and has positive advantages, regard the early Marxist vision of world conquest as an illusion, and say that peaceful co-existence between the two ideologies is indispensable to the modern pluralistic world.

We must certainly listen carefully to the voices which warn the West against premature euphoria. Mr Gorbachev is a skilled public relations

operator, they add, motivated chiefly by his country's growing economic crisis.Besides, he is himself not immortal, he has powerful rivals and we cannot assume that his policy is permanent. So the West must neither renounce its posture of deterrence, nor relax its vigilance. Nevertheless, the present growth of detente is the child of growing mutual trust and will become the parent of more.

This was, in fact, my purpose in mentioning earlier the Helsinki and Stockholm meetings. It was to draw attention to the valuable concept of "CBMs". In any situation in which people feel threatened, the Christian response should be to seek to remove fear and build confidence. And there is no reason why CBMs should be restricted to specifically military matters. They should include cooperation in commerce, industry, culture and development aid to the Third World. There is also room for Christian initiatives to build confidence in other ways. I understand that the Mennonite Central Committee and the Society of Friends arrange student exchanges with countries of Eastern Europe; this facility could be greatly extended. Christian travel agencies are now increasing the number of tour groups to the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe. For personal contacts break down caricatures and help people to discover one another as human beings. It is even more important for Christian fellowship to be developed between West and East, so that brothers and sisters in Christ may find one another.

(5) Christian peace-makers must promote public debate

The peace movements of the West will contribute to peace-making only if they succeed in stimulating informed discussion. It is high time for a fresh debate with fresh questions. Are nuclear arsenals a deterrent any longer? Is "moral possession, immoral use" a viable stance or totally self-contradictory? Are we shut up to the straight choice between nuclear deterrence and unilateralism, or are there "alternative defence policies" ?48 Would the build-up of "conventional" armies make it safer for nuclear arsenals to be reduced, or can both be reduced simultaneously? Would it ever be justifiable to buy national defence at the cost of millions of civilian lives? Which is the more important in the end: national integrity or national security? Such questions -�and many more — need to be raised and debated.

One of the most positive recent contributions to public debate is the publication of Common Security, the report of the Palme Commission (which included a distinguished Russian leader, Georgi Arbatov, as well as a Pole). It represents a search for an alternative to both deterrence (which offers a "very fragile protection" against war) and unilateral action (which the Commission does not recommend). Instead, it argues that security ("freedom from both the fact and the threat of military attack and occupation") "can be achieved only in common, in co-operation with one another".49 As the Brandt Commission argued for North-South economic co�operation, not on moral grounds but for mutual advantage, so the Palme Commission argues for East-West collective security. The six principles of common security which it develops are: (1) all nations have a legitimate right to security; (2) military force is not a legitimate instrument for resolving disputes between nations; (3) restraint is necessary in expressions of national policy (our renunciation of unilateral advantages); (4) security cannot be attained through military superiority; (5) reductions and qualitative limitations of armaments are necessary for common security, and (6) "linkages" between arms negotiations and political events should be avoided. S0 In application of these basic principles, the Commission proposes a broad programme for substantial progress towards mutual, verifiable arms limitation and disarmament, reaffirming Salt II and then going beyond it to major reductions leading to essential parity at much lower levels. Other items in the programme are the establishment of a battlefield-nuclear-weapon�free zone in Europe, through the removal of all battlefield nuclear arms within 150 kilometres east and west of the border, the maintenance of a clear nuclear threshold (no blurring of the distinction between conventional and nuclear arms), a chemical-weapon-free zone in Europe, a negotiated treaty banning all nuclear tests, a chemical weapon disarmament treaty, universal adherence to the Non-Proliferation Treaty, with adequate verification leading to improved mutual confidence, strengthening the United Nations security system, regional conferences on security, and the creation of regional zones of peace. Of all these (and many other) recommendations, what has chiefly caught the imagination of the public is the proposal for the denuclearization of Europe — what others have called "disengagement", that is, the withdrawal of all troops and ground based nuclear weapons from Central Europe, and later from the whole continent.



Every Christian is called to be a peace-maker. The Beatitudes are not a set of eight options, so that some may choose to be meek, others to be merciful, and yet others to make peace. Together they are Christ's description of the members of his Kingdom. True, we shall not succeed in establishing utopia on earth, nor will Christ's Kingdom of righteousness and peace become universal within history. Not until Christ comes will swords be beaten into plough-shares and spears into pruninghooks. Yet this fact gives no possible warrant for the proliferation of factories for the manufacture of swords and spears. Does Christ's prediction of famine inhibit us from seeking a more equitable distribution of food? No more can his prediction of wars inhibit our pursuit of peace. God is a peace-maker. Jesus Christ is a peace-maker. So, if we want to be God's children and Christ's disciples, we must be peace-makers too.





�RESISTANCE TO GOVERNMENT 



GEISLER: CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE 

Should Christians ever disobey their government? If so, when? If not, why not? Is it ever right to revolt against an unjust government or to assassinate a tyrant? These questions are important for Christians in free countries, but are acutely so for believers in oppressive nations. There are three basic positions on civil disobedience: it is always right, never right, or sometimes right. The first view is called anarchism, the second is radical patriotism, and the third is biblical submissionism. Since the first view lacks any Christian justification, our attention will be focused on the latter two. 



RADICAL PATRIOTISM: CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE IS NEVER RIGHT 

Radical patriotism is similar to the activism (chap. 13) arguing that all wars are just so long as the government commands one to participate. Here, however, the focus is not on war against another country but on the citizen's duties to his or her own country. Should one ever disobey any law of the land? Radical patriotism says no. An Explanation of Radical Patriotism "My country, right or wrong!" cries the radical patriot. To the degree that some Christians adopt this stance, they appeal for justification to certain Scriptures. Let's take a look at their arguments.

God ordained government. God established government after the flood (Gen. 9:6), and he expects this authority to be respected. Paul writes that "there is no authority except that which God has established. The authorities that exist have been established by God" (Rom. 13:1). 



God expects obedience to human government. 

Not only did God establish government; he also expects us to obey it. This is obvious for two reasons. First, we are told to "submit" to it. This implies obedience because 'submit" and "obey" are used in parallel in other passages (e.g., 1 Pet. 3:5-6). Second, Paul explicitly enjoins Christians to obey their government when he writes, 'Remind the people to be subject to rulers and authorities, to be obedient" (Titus 3:1). 



Obedience is necessary even to evil governments. 

When Paul exhorted the Romans to "submit ... to the governing authorities" as "God's servant" (Rom. 13:1, 4), Nero was emperor. He killed his mother to ascend to the throne, burned Rome, and even burned Christians alive for streetlights. Nero was a brutal and wicked man, yet Paul called him "God's servant" and asked Christians to obey him. God told Daniel that 'the Most High is sovereign over the kingdoms of men and gives them to anyone he wishes" (Dan. 4:32). Sometimes this includes "the lowliest of men" (v. 17). But whomever God establishes is to be obeyed, good or evil. Peter said plainly, "Submit yourselves for the Lord's sake to every authority instituted among men" (1 Pet. 2:13). On the basis of these and similar Scriptures, the Christian patriot believes that obedience to government is obedience to God. To use Paul's words, the patriot insists that "he who rebels against the authority is rebelling against what God has instituted" (Rom. 13:2). Hence, civil disobedience is never justified. 



An Evaluation of Radical Patriotism 

There are several objections to the use of these Scriptures to justify unqualified obedience to human government. The foremost reason is that they are not taken in their proper context. God ordained government but not its evil. God ordained human government but does not approve of its evil. There is a hint of this even in the passage in Romans, which says the ruler "is God's servant to do you good" (13:4). There is no indica-tion here or anywhere else in the Bible that God is pleased with evil governments. Actually, much of the thrust of the Bible, especially the prophets, is to condemn evil governments (see Obad.; Jon. 1; Nah. 2). Isaiah said, "Woe to those who make unjust laws, to those who issue oppressive decrees" (10:1). God appointed government, but he surely does not approve of its evils.



Obedience to government is not unqualified. 

While it is true that God demands obedience to human authorities, this obedience is not without some limitations. Peter said to the authorities who commanded him not to preach the gospel, "Judge for yourselves whether it is right in God's sight to obey you rather than God" (Acts 4:19). John spoke of the faithful remnant of the tribulation, who would not submit to the idolatrous commands of the antichrist (Rev. 13). Indeed, as will be seen shortly, there are many divinely approved instances of disobedience to civil authorities (e.g., Exod. 1; Dan. 3, 6). In each case the implication is clear: government should be obeyed as long as it takes its place under God, but not when it takes the place of God. We need not obey the evils of government. The Bible does enjoin obedience to governments even if they are evil, but it does not demand obedience to the evils of government. Indeed, it forbids doing evil no matter who says so. This is clear from the midwives' refusal to kill innocent babies at the command of Pharaoh (Exod. 1) and from the unwillingness of the three Hebrew youths to worship an idol (Dan. 3). Christians can obey a government that permits evil, but not when one commands them to do an evil. Blind obedience to the evils of government is not patriotic; it is idiotic. Unqualified submission to an oppressive government is not patriotism. It is patriolatry, and patriolatry is idolatry, an ultimate commitment to what is less than ultimate. 



An evaluation of anarchism. 

As in the case of activism in war (see chap. 13), one should not be indiscriminate in action against governments with which one disagrees. Not every war is justified (only the just ones), and not every action against an evil government is justified. A right cause should not be undertaken in the wrong way. The truth is that almost any law is better than no law. A monarchy is better than total anarchy. This is why the Bible bids believers to submit even to evil governments (Rom. 13:1-7; 1 Pet. 2:13). Anyone who has lived through a lawless situation, like riots out of control, knows the terror of such conditions. As spelled out in the last chapter, there is a time and a place for disobedience to government (Exod. 1; Dan. 3, 6; Acts 4-5; Rev. 13); however, it should not be done in a violent manner. Citizens are not given the sword to use on the government. Rather, the government is given the sword to use on rebellious citizens (Gen. 9:6; Rom. 13:4). In short, two wrongs do not make a right. Saving the environment is a noble cause, but ecological terrorism is not a proper way to do it. Groups like Earth Liberation Front (ELF) are really environmental anarchists. Their tactics are as wrong as their goals may be right. Such also is the Earth First! group that engaged in a series of protests and civil disobedience. How-ever, in 1984, members introduced "tree spiking" (insertion of metal or ceramic spikes in trees in an effort to damage saws) as a tactic to thwart logging. Resistance to evil is necessary (as spelled out below), but the resistance should not itself be an evil. One evil does not compensate for another.



BIBLICAL SUBMISSIONISM: DISOBEDIENCE TO GOVERNMENT IS SOMETIMES RIGHT

There is general agreement among Christians that there are times when a Christian should engage in civil disobedience. The real problem is where to draw the line, and there are two positions on this. One view holds that government should be disobeyed when it promulgates a law that is contrary to the Word

of God. The other view contends that government should be disobeyed only when it commands the Christian to do evil. Both views will be presented and evaluated. 



The Antipromulgation Position: Disobedience to Government When It Promulgates Unbiblical Laws 

Christians have the right to disobey their government when it promulgates laws or actions contrary to the Word of God. (A broader version of this position would say, when it contradicts the moral law or an individual's conscience. The deist Thomas Jefferson espoused a form of this view.) Since this is a book on Christian ethics, we will focus here on the Christian form of this viewpoint. It was presented by Samuel Rutherford in his famous Lex Rex (The Law Is King [1644]). Francis Schaeffer (d. 1984) adopted the position in his widely circulated Christian Manifesto (1981), which presents the essence of the view. 



The power of government is not absolute. 

Following Rutherford, Francis Schaeffer insisted that "kings then have not an absolute power in their regiment to do what pleases them; but their power is limited by God'sWord:' In other words, "all men, even the king, are under the law and not above it."' The law is king; the king is not the law. Government is under God's law; it is not God's law. The law is above the government. Schaeffer claimed that "the law is king, and if the king and the government disobey the law they are to be disobeyed:" Thus the true law is the law of God, which is not the government but is over the government. The Christian's obedience, then, is to God's law and to government only insofar as it is in accordance with God's law. 



Governments that rule contrary to God's law are tyrannical. 

According to Schaeffer, "the law is founded on the law of God:" Hence, "tyranny was defined as ruling without the sanctions of God.' In other words, whenever a government rules contrary to God's Word, it has ruled tyrannically. In such cases the Christian should not obey the government. 



Citizens should resist a tyrannical government. 

Not only should citizens disobey a tyrannical government; they also should actively resist it. Schaeffer declares that "citizens have a moral obligation to resist unjust and tyrannical government." For "when any office commands that which is contrary to the Word of God, those who hold that office abrogate their authority and they are not to be obeyed, and that includes the state."



Resistance takes two forms: protest and force



A contemprary example of tyranny

e.g. disallowing the teaching of creation in the public schools



The Anticomplusion Position: Disobedience of Laws that compel us to do evil

Same as the antipromulgation position differing on what the occasions are



Two Views of when to Disobey Government

Antipromulgation Position   		    Anticomplusion Position

When it permits evil			When it commands evil

When it proulgates evil laws		When it compels evil actions

When it limits freedom 			When it negates freedom

When it is politically oppressive		When it is religiously oppressive

e.g. According to the antipromulgation position a citizen should disobey the government if it limits the freedom of creationists to express their views, which are based on the Word of God. However, according to the anticompulsion position, the Christians should not disobey this law, because it does not compel them to believe or teach that creation is false, nor does it negate their freedom to teach creation outside the public school classrooms. If a government commanded that creation could not be taught anywhere, that would be oppressive and could be disobeyed.

Abortion is another issue that focuses the difference between the two view�points. Agreeing that abortion is contrary to the Word of God (see chap. 9), the antipromulgation view insists that a citizen has the right to engage in civil dis�obedience in order to oppose abortion. Here the antipromulgationists are split between two camps: those favoring such violent actions such as bombing clinics and killing doctors; and others favoring only nonviolent disobedience such as illegal clinic sit-ins.

Anticompulsionists, on the other hand, believe that it is wrong to disobey the law in order to protest abortion. This is because there is a difference between a law that permits abortions and one that commands abortions. We should legally protest unjust laws, but we should not disobey them. It is one thing for a govern�ment to allow others to do evil, but it is another thing for it to force an individual to do evil. Only in the latter case is civil disobedience justified.

The Biblical Basis for the Anticompulsion Position

There are several biblical instances of divinely approved civil disobedience. In each case, there are three essential elements: first, a command by divinelyappointed authorities that is contrary to the Word of God; second, an act of disobedience to that command; and finally, some kind of explicit or implicit divine approval of the refusal to obey the authorities.

Refusal to kill innocent babies. In Exodus 1:15-21, Pharaoh commanded that every male Hebrew baby be killed by the midwives. But the Hebrew midwives Shiphrah and Puah "feared God and did not do what the king of Egypt had told them to do; they let the boys live" (v. 17). As a result "God was kind to the mid�wives and the people increased and became even more numerous. And because the midwives feared God, he gave them families of their own" (vv. 20-21).

Refusal of Pharaoh's command not to worship God. Moses requested of Pharaoh, "Let my people go, so that they may hold a festival to [the LORD] in the desert" (Exod. 5:1). But Pharaoh said, "Who is the LORD, that I should obey him and let Israel go? I do not know the LORD and I will not let Israel go" (v. 2). But the children of Israel left Egypt with a spectacular display of miraculous interventions on their behalf (Exod. 7-12).

Refusal of rophets to be killed by Queen Jezebel. In 1 Kings 18:4, wicked Queen Jezebel "was killing off the LORD'S prophetsf In defiance of her orders, the prophet Obadiah "had taken a hundred prophets and hidden them in two caves,... and had supplied them with food and water." Although explicit approval of his act is not

Refusal to worship an idol

Refusal to pray to the King and not to God

Refusal to stop proclaiming the Gospel

Refusal to worship the antichrist



How to Disobey Oppressive Laws

The Bible prescribes not only when civil laws should be disobeyed, but also how they should be disobeyed. Here again there are two views that need to be distin�guished: one recommends revolt, and the other merely refusal. They are contrasted in table 14.2 below.

There is a right way and a wrong way to disobey an oppressive government when it compels us to do evil. The biblical pattern is to refuse to obey its compulsive commands, but not to revolt against it. This is evident in all biblical examples just discussed. The midwives, for example, refused to obey Pharaoh's order to kill the male babies, but they did not lead a revolt against Egypt's oppressive government.

Justified civil disobedience should be nonviolent resistance, not violent re�bellion. This is true in each biblically approved case of civil disobedience. The midwives do not return violence on Egypt for the violence of Egypt. Nor does Israel start a revolution against Pharaoh's oppression; rather, they accept God's salvation from it.

Biblical civil disobedience does not reject the government's punishment, but it accepts the penalties for disobeying the law. For example, the three Hebrew youths refuse to worship the idol, but they do not refuse to go into the fiery furnace. Likewise, Daniel rejects the order to pray to the king but accepts the consequent punishment of the lions' den. And the apostles refuse to stop preaching Christ but accept the consequence of going to prison.

          TABLE 14.2

               Two Views of How to Disobey Government

	Revolt			Refusal

     Revolt against it violently. 	Refuse to obey it nonviolently.

	Fight it.			Flee it.

	Reject its punishment.	Accept its punishment.

It is legitimate civil disobedience to flee, if possible, from an oppressive gov�ernment and not to fight it. Israel fled from Egypt; Obadiah and Elijah fled from the wicked Jezebel. But none of them engaged in a war against the government. So, whenever a government is tyrannical, a Christian should refuse to obey its compulsive commands to do evil but should not revolt against it because of its unbiblical commands that permit evil.

This does not mean, of course, that we should not peacefully, legally, and ac�tively work to overcome oppression. It simply means that we should not take the law into our own hands, since the authorities that exist have been established by God" (Rom. 13:1). And when we cannot accept their command to do evil, then we must either flee or submit to punishment.





REVOLUTION: The Ultimate Revolt against the Government



Revolutions are Sometimes Just

e.g. Calvin - accepts against oppressive government

e.g. Schaeffer - “when an officer commands that which is contrary to the Word of God, those who hold that office abrogate their authority ... he is to be relieved of his power and authority. This relief maybe necessary by "force” which means by "compulsion or constraint."26 And "when the state com�mits illegitimate acts against a corporate body—such as a duly constituted state or local body, or even a church, ... there are two levels of resistance: remonstration (or protest) and then, if necessary, force employed in self-defense"

This form of just revolution is not based upon "unalienable rights" from the Creator, known as "Nature's laws," as Jefferson believed. Rather, it is based upon a government's practice of ruling 'contrary to the Word of God." But the net result is the same: revolution against a government that one believes to be tyrannical.

Revolutions Are Always Unjust

Now that we have examined the basis for just revolutions, let us take a look at what the Bible says about revolution. Several points should be made.

God gave the sword to the government to rule, not to the citizens to revolt. The sword was given to Noah to suppress unruly citizens (Gen. 9:6; 6:11). Likewise, Paul told the Romans to submit to Nero because "he is God's servant, ... for he does not bear the sword for nothing" (13:4). Here too it is the government that is to use the sword on the citizens, not the citizens who are to use it on the government.

God exhorts against joining revolutionaries. The Scriptures declare explicitly, "Fear the LORD and the king, my son, and do not join with the rebellious" (Prov. 24:21). Since the context of the exhortation deals with fearing God and the king, whom he has ordained, it is evident that it is a command not to engage in a rebel�lion against one's government.

Revolutions are consistently condemned by God. The Bible has many examples of revolutions, but they are consistently condemned by God. Korah led a rebellion against Moses, and the earth opened up to swallow Korah and his followers (Num. 16). Likewise, Absalom's revolution against David backfired, and Absalom was killed (2 Sam. 15-18). Jeroboam led a revolt of the ten northern tribes against Judah in the south, which God severely condemned (1 Kings 12).

The only revolution approved by God was a theocratic one against the wicked queen Athaliah (2 Kings 11). However, since this was necessary to preserve the only remaining link in the bloodline of Christ, it was a divinely sanctioned spe�cial theocratic case, just like the wars against the peoples of Canaan were under Joshua ( Josh. 10). Notice that the command to kill her came from God's servant (2 Chron. 23:14) and was blessed by God's word (v. 21). However, this divinely appointed theocratic revolution to preserve the bloodline of the Messiah cannot be legitimately used to justify revolution today, any more than God's command to slaughter all the Canaanites can be used as the basis for killing women and children in a just war today.



Moses was judged for his violent act in Egypt

Israel did not fight Pharaoh but fled from him

Jesus exhorted against using the sword

Jesus spoke against retaliation



HOW TO RESPOND TO OPPRESSION



Obey its Laws under God (e.g. 1Pt 2:13)



Pray for Oppressive Governments

Paul urged Christians that "entreaties and prayers, petitions and thanksgivings, be made on behalf of all men, for kings and all who are in authority, so that we may lead a tranquil and quiet life in all godliness and dignity" (1 Tim. 2:1-2 NASB). One of the most effective ways to change an unjust government is to pray for it. Prayer is the slender nerve by which the muscles o f omnipotence are moved. God heard the cries of his oppressed people in times past (Exod. 2:23), and he will hear and answer them again today.

Work Peacefully and Legally to Change Government

Politically, there was very little Christians could do to change the Roman government in the New Testament. That is not true for most Christians in the West today. We can not only pray for Caesar; we can also elect political lead�ers. We can not only resist political evil; we are also free to do political good. And as James said, "To one who knows the right thing to do, and does not do it, to him it is sin" (James 4:17 NASB). Therefore, to quote Paul, "as we have opportunity, let us do good to all men, and especially to those who are of the household of the faith" (Gal. 6:10 RSV). We should fight oppression in our government with the ballot, not the bullet. It should be resisted with good, not with guns.

Disobey Oppressive Commands

As was previously noted, Christians can do something else about oppressive commands: they can disobey them. No human can compel us to disobey G od. He is the highest authority, and his Word alone binds our conscience absolutely. This kind of biblical and courageous refusal to do evil will itself have a good effect on evil government. The kings of Babylon were significantly affected by the courageous disobedience of both Daniel and the three Hebrew youths (Dan. 3, 6).

Flee Oppressive Governments

Christians do not need to be passive targets of tyranny. We need not be dart�boards for despots. When oppressed, we have the right to flee to freedom. The prophets fled from Jezebel (1 Kings 18), Israel fled from Egypt (Exod. 12), and even Jesus's family fled from Herod (Matt. 2). So while not using force against unjust governments, we should at least flee their evil force against us.

Patiently Endure Suffering

Admittedly, fleeing is not always possible or successful. Sometimes Christians must suffer patiently for Christ's sake. Peter wrote, "Beloved, do not be surprised at the fiery ordeal among you, which comes upon you for your testing, as though



An Evaluation of the Viewpoint which Rejects Revolution



Scripture approves of some revolution

Without revolution, tyranny reigns

If some wars are just, then why not some revolutions

Revolutions are Obedience to de Jure Governments

It means that the Americn Revolution was not Just





SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 



There are three basic views regarding civil disobedience. Anarchism approves of it anytime. Radical patriotism never approves of disobeying government, and bibli-cal submissionism holds that it is sometimes right to disobey government. While most Christians believe the Bible supports the latter view, there is disagreement about when disobedience is justified. Antipromulgationists insist on the right to disobey any law that permits actions contrary to God's Word.Anticompulsionists, on the other hand, hold that disobedience is justified only when the government is trying to compel one to do an evil. Even among those who agree that disobedience to government is sometimes called for, there is a difference of opinion concerning how one should disobey. Some believe in revolting against an unjust government, but the biblical view calls for resisting it without rebelling against it. Such resistance is not passive acceptance of injustice in government, but it can involve an active spiritual, moral, and political campaign against that injustice. 



___________________________________________________________________





A HISTORY OF HOLY OBEDIENCE AND CIVIL DISOBEDIENCE



The tension in which Christians find themselves is shown in Acts 4 when the Sanhedrin orders Peter and John not to teach or speak in the name of Jesus, and they ask whether it is right to obey God or men. Paul was quite willing to use the Roman legal system when he was arrested in Jerusalem rather than be flogged, and was able to witness in new ways because of it. Being a Christian was itself a violation of law in much of the civilized world until Constantine endorsed Christianity. Sixteenth-century Anabaptists violated the law by not baptizing their infants and by rebaptizing adults.



It is also important to remember that before Jesus began to preach the Jews were certainly in tension with their rulers. Josephus, in his Antiquities of the Jews, tells the story of Jewish resistance to Pilate's introduction of images of the emperor into Jerusalem. A large number of Jews lay in the courtyard for five days in protest, and when Pilate ordered his soldiers to surround them and threatened slaughter if the Jews did not submit, they instead bared their necks and said slaughter was preferable to the images. Pilate relented.1



Historically, the points of tension between Christians and their governments have centered upon either the government's demand that all citizens subscribe to and follow the practices of a state religion or the government's prohibition of Christian practices which are central to the faith. Military service has been a problem for both reasons, since in pre-Constantinian times emperor {25} worship or sacrifice to idols tended to be required of soldiers of Rome and since the early Christians understood that killing was contrary to Jesus' teaching whether done in peace or war. Marcellus the centurion, who was martyred in A.D. 298, objected for both reasons. He is quoted as saying in part:



I cease from this military service of your emperors, and I scorn to adore your gods of stone and wood, which are deaf and dumb idols. If such is the position of those who render military service that they should be compelled to sacrifice to gods and emperors, then I cast down my vine-staff and belt, I renounce the standards, and I refuse to serve as a soldier . . . I threw down my arms; for it was not seemly that a Christian man, who renders military service to the Lord Christ, should render it also by inflicting earthly injuries.2



For Anabaptists of the sixteenth century adult baptism and military service were key points of tension with the government. The Martyrs Mirror shows how Christians have responded to demands of the government which directly contradicted their faith. The heroic acts told of in the Martyrs Mirror do not seem the same as what we usually call civil disobedience in modern times, but the only real difference is the higher cost to those who defied the government in centuries past.



The concept of civil disobedience was developed by Henry David Thoreau in the 19th century. In the western world emperors did not demand worship, and the concept of civil disobedience was applied to "social issues" such as slavery, child labor, women's suffrage, and prohibition of alcohol. Mahatma Gandhi was influenced by Thoreau's work on civil disobedience. We need to review church history in the light of North American understandings of individualism and personal liberty and remind ourselves that those concepts were not part of the pre-Constantinian world view. Nor were they part of the 16th century world view. Marcellus did not throw down his staff and belt to make a statement about who he was as an individual nor to strike a blow for individual liberty. Marcellus renounced soldiering as being unfaithful to his true Lord. When we talk about Christian civil disobedience we are not talking about Thoreau and his New England Transcendentalism which focused on private conscience as against majority expediency.3 We are talking about faithfulness to God which transcends all earthly loyalties. {26} TO TEST OUR OBEDIENCES



Nevertheless, the scripture passages quoted at the beginning make it clear that we are to be subject to the governing authorities. How is it that one is subject to government, yet refuses to obey it? That would appear to be a contradiction. John Howard Yoder offers an explanation:



It is not by accident that the imperative of [Romans] 13:1 is not literally one of obedience. The Greek language has good words to denote obedience, in the sense of completely bending one's will and one's actions to the desires of another. What Paul calls for, however, is subordination. This verb is based on the same root as the ordering of the powers by God. Subordination is significantly different from obedience. The conscientious objector who refuses to do what his government asks him to do, but still remains under the sovereignty of that government and accepts the penalties which it imposes, . . . is being subordinate even though he is not obeying.4



It is clear from the New Testament that Jesus' followers did not blindly obey the governments under which they found themselves. Faithfulness to God was first. It is also clear that the sixteenth-century Anabaptists were faithful to God first and the state second. Jesus knew that his followers would be in tension with the authorities. He instructed them:



You will be handed over to the local councils and flogged in the synagogues. On account of me you will stand before governors and kings as witnesses to them. And the gospel must first be preached to all nations. Whenever you are arrested and brought to trial, do not worry beforehand about what to say. Just say whatever is given you at the time, for it is not you speaking, but the Holy Spirit (Mark 13:9b-11 NIV).



These are hardly the instructions of a leader expecting his followers to obey every authority instituted among men. For the sake of the gospel followers of Jesus will refuse to obey men. But, for the Lord's sake, the followers of Jesus will submit to every authority instituted among men, and by so doing will bear witness to those authorities. As John Howard Yoder puts it: "We subject ourselves to government because it was in so doing that Jesus revealed and achieved God's victory."5



Granting our desire to submit to government, and granting our desire to be faithful, what do we do when we believe the {27} state is asking us to behave contrary to God's will for us? D. Edmond Hiebert offers some initial guidance:



Peter's condensed instructions [1 Peter 2:13] did not deal with the believer's response whenever government demands that which is contrary to the Christian faith. In Acts 4:19 and 5:29 we have the example of Peter himself concerning the Christian response under such conditions. For the Christian the state is not the highest authority, and whenever government demands that which is in conflict with the dictates of the conscience enlightened by the Holy Spirit and the Word, then the Christian must obey the Word of God and suffer the results. 'The Church soon learned by bitter experience that there are some things which the state has no right to do, and that therefore the counsel of submission has its limitations: [footnote] But under ordinary circumstances, believers should actively support civil government in its promotion of law and order.6



The key here would seem to be a conscience enlightened by the Holy Spirit and the Word. Since Anabaptist Mennonites believe that the Holy Spirit also speaks through the body of believers, this would indicate another test. The Word and the Spirit speaking in concert with the body of believers will tell us when the state has overstepped its bounds and when a Christian must say "no" to the state. But what shape does that holy "no" take?



Looking back at our definition of Christian civil disobedience, we need a way of testing what we do. One commentator has suggested five qualifications on civil disobedience (not necessarily Christian in its motivation): (1) The law opposed is immoral, in conflict with a higher claim; (2) every possible nondisobedient recourse has been exhausted, with the definition of "possible" and "exhausted" being tempered by the situation; (3) the protest is not clandestine; (4) there is a likelihood of success (drawing a distinction between purely personal action taken for conscience sake and the sort of social disobedience which seeks to change society and thus must have its potential bad effects balanced against the good likely to emerge); (5) there is willingness to accept the penalty.7 Looking more specifically at the church's witness to the state, another commentator finds three additional tests, which also apply to individual Christian witness to the state: (1) The witness must be representative of the church's clear conviction; (2) the witness of the church must be consistent with her own behavior; (3) the church should speak {28} only when she has something to say, rather than feeling obligated to "cover the field."8 If we follow these suggestions, there is much more likelihood of civil disobedience being truly holy obedience.



HOLY OBEDIENCE IN A NORTH AMERICAN DEMOCRACY



We should also recognize that the current North American governmental systems are set in place with civil disobedience as a valid method of speaking to government. A quotation from the Declaration of Independence of the United States is instructive on this point:



. . . We hold these truths to be self-evident: That all men are created equal; that they are endowed by their creator with certain unalienable rights; that among these are life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness; that, to secure these rights, governments are instituted among men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed; that whenever any form of government becomes destructive of these ends, it is the right of the people to alter or to abolish it and to institute a new government. . . .



While not so blatantly stated, the Canadian Constitution has a similar underlying presumption. In a modern western democracy a good citizen is one who calls the government to account for its actions and who, through the political process, works to make the government better. How does Christian civil disobedience fit into a system where, through the political process, everything is "up for grabs?"



The governmental system of the United States, and, generally speaking, the Canadian situation as well, functions as follows: laws are made by the Congress, implemented by the executive branch, and tested for constitutionality by the courts. The courts also act in a quasi-legislative way when they interpret acts of Congress or the executive as those acts apply to a specific situation.



When the government acts in a way which violates Christian conscience under the tests set out above, Christians have several ways to work with the situation. They can seek legislation which changes that which they abhor, they can use the courts to determine whether the law actually applies to them in the way it seems to, they can use the courts in an effort to overturn the law as being a violation of the Constitution, or they can submit to the government while refusing to obey the law. All of these {29} methods have been used by Mennonites in this century on the issues of conscription and of the paying of taxes which go for war purposes. The Amish have successfully obtained exemption from Social Security by these methods, and the concept of conscientious objection to military service came into existence in this way. What is also true of these instances is that what turned the political tide was the willingness of Christians to do Holy Obedience, and their quiet willingness to go to jail rather than to obey the government. Mennonites active in the fight against conscription have said again and again that it was the willingness of Mennonite boys to go to jail which turned the hearts of the people in government to make possible the exemption of conscientious objectors from military service.



The governments of the United States, Canada and most other countries respect people genuinely motivated by religious belief. It is difficult, however, for persons in government to know when they have met such people. There are so many people touting a wide variety of issues for their own advantage that it is difficult for anyone to distinguish between those who speak from firmly held religious convictions and those who speak only from enlightened self interest. The way to most surely separate the two is by seeing who resorts to Holy Obedience rather than choosing the less costly path of obeying the government. Whether or not this is as it should be does not matter for our purposes here. If cowardice and financial hardship were proper reasons for exclusion from military service there would never be an army. But a person willing to endure greater hardship for the sake of their belief in God's way can be exempted by the government with little risk that most persons will choose that path. Hendrik Berkhof speaks to this idea:



All resistance and every attack against the gods of this age will be unfruitful, unless the church itself is resistance and attack, unless she demonstrates in her life and fellowship how men can live freed from the powers. We can only preach the manifold wisdom of God to mammon if our life displays that we are joyfully freed from his clutches.9



We Christians often find ourselves in a dilemma when we try to love our neighbors as ourselves. So often, as Ronald J. Sider suggests, we think it is more spiritual to operate "ambulances" which pick up the bloody victims of destructive social structures rather than trying to change the structures themselves. In 1975 the General Conference Mennonite church was faced with the question of how to respond to an employee's request that income taxes not be withheld from her wages due to her opposition to paying for war. As part of its process for dealing with the request, the Conference called together a group of its leaders along with other theologians and attorneys to consider the matter in preparation for creating study materials for its congregations. The concluding word of the findings committee of that consultation will serve as our concluding word here:



It is important for all of us to remember how easily and quickly we can become captives of the system of thought and economics that prevails at present in our society. By God's grace we are called from conformity to the transformation of our lives by the renewal of mind and spirit to know and do the will of God. The potential for good of such obedience is as limitless as God's love and grace, and God's peace will flow from His church like a river to bless the nations.







________________________________________________



(From Bribery and Corruption,  Thomas Schirrmacher )

Authority of the State – the men of God otherwise kept the laws of their societies.



The conflict arises when governments require the citizen to relinquish a higher value. If, for example, the government requires me to pay parking fees, I must pay them, whether I agree with them or not. Were the State, however, to claim the right to raise my children, or to insist that I participate in an abortion, I would refuse.



One frequent conflict of duties in the Old Testament arose between the Fifth and Sixth Commandment, laws against murder and against lying. Since the commandment protecting life has priority over the prohibition of lying, a lie is justified when necessary to save a human life,12 as the prostitute Rahab did – only one of many examples.13 The Sabbath laws caused several conflicts of duties. On the one hand, God forbids the Israelites to work on the Sabbath, but on the other hand, Jesus, who frequently healed on the Sabbath, justifies His activity by asking: "Is it lawful to do good on the sabbath days, or to do evil? to save life, or to kill? But they held their peace," because they knew very well that the Old Testament allowed work that saved life. In Matthew 12:11–12, Jesus argues in a similar manner: "And he said unto them, What man shall there be among you, that shall have one sheep, and if it fall into a pit on the sabbath day, will he not lay hold on it, and lift it out? How much then is a man better than a sheep? Wherefore it is lawful to do well on the sabbath days" (See also Luke 14:5, which deals with an ox.). Old Testament Law permitted the saving of animals, even on the Sabbath. Jesus also refers to the necessity of giving animals their water on the Sabbath (Luke 13:15).



In Mark 2:23–28 (= Matt 12,:1–7; Luke 6:1–5), Jesus defends the right of His disciples to pluck corn on the Sabbath by referring to David, who was allowed to eat the Shewbread usually reserved exclusively for the priests (Mark 2:25–26; 1 Sam. 21:4–7). In John 7:23, Jesus asks, "If a man on the sabbath day receive circumcision, that the law of Moses should not be broken; are ye angry at me, because I have made a man every whit whole on the sabbath day?" Survival and circumcision were more important than the Sabbath rest, as was the ministry of the priests. In Matthew 12:5, Jesus asks, "Or have ye not read in the law, how that on the sabbath days the priests in the temple profane the sabbath, and are blameless?" Jesus uses all of these examples to demonstrate principles with higher priority than the Sabbath rest, especially the reference to the priests, who profane the sabbath, but are still blameless.



In my opinion,14 the Bible assumes that there is the possibility of a right decision in any ethical conflict of duties concerning the Law of God. Man is obliged to keep the higher Law, which is then the exception for the inferior one.15 In any case, I know of no case in the Bible in which an individual could not decide between sin and sin, and could only decide to commit a lesser sin. I can find no concrete biblical examples which support the idea that one is always guilty in such a case, or that relate that God gave a special commandment to anyone in a conflict of values. We should give up the term "the lesser evil" – neither Peter‘s defiance of the Sanhedrin‘s requirements nor the Sabbath employment of the priests were lesser evils; they were not evil at all.
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CAPITAL PUNISHMENT



GEISLER:



There are three basic views on capital punishment: reconstructionism, which insists on the death sentence for all serious crimes; rehabilitationism, which would not allow it for any crime; and retributionism, which recommends death for some (capital) crimes. Forms of all three views are held by Christians. Since two views share a belief in capital punishment for capital crimes, our discussion will begin with the opposing view, rehabilitationism.

REHABILITATIONISM: No Capital Punishment for Any Crimes

Proponents of this view include both Christians and non-Christians, those who appeal to the Bible for justification and those who do not. Both types of arguments will be presented. The essence of this position is that the purpose of justice is rehabilitation and not retribution. Justice is remedial, not retributive. We should try to reform criminals, not punish them, or at least not with capital punishment.

Biblical Arguments for Rehabilitationism

Christian rehabilitationists appeal to Scripture in support of their position, and what follows is a summary of the biblical arguments used in defending their conclusions. Although their reasoning has wider application to crime in general, it is applied specifically to capital punishment here.

The purpose of justice is to reform, not punish. Ezekiel declared that God takes no "pleasure in the death of the wicked" and instead desires "that he should turn from his way and live" (18:23 RSV). God wants to cure the sinner, not kill him.

Capital punishment was abolished with Moses's law. It is argued that capital pun�ishment was part of the Old Testament legalistic system abolished by Christ. In particular, an appeal is made to Jesus's rejection of Moses's "eye for eye" principle (Matt. 5:38). Instead of retribution, Jesus declared, "Do not resist an evil person" (v. 39).

Mosaic capital punishment is not practiced today. The Old Testament prescribed capital punishment for some twenty crimes, including breaking the Sabbath, strik�ing one's parents, cursing God, homosexual relations, kidnapping—and rebellious children! But no one really believes that all these should still be prosecuted today. Thus none of them should be practiced.

Jesus abolished capital punishment for adultery. One of the crimes deserving of capital punishment in the Old Testament was adultery (Lev. 20:10), but it is argued that Jesus set this aside when he told the woman taken in adultery, "Go, and sin no more" ( John 8:11 KJV). In 1 Corinthians 5, only excommunication from the church, not execution by the state, was recommended by Paul for the gross case of immorality there.

Cain was not given capital punishment. Even in the Old Testament, capital pun�ishment was not always exacted for capital crimes. Cain killed Abel (Gen. 4), and yet God put a mark upon him and protected his life against anyone who would retaliate against him (v. 15).

David was not given the death sentence. David committed two capital crimes, adultery and murder, and yet he was not given capital punishment. As a matter of fact, when he confessed his sin (Ps. 51), he was forgiven (Ps. 32) and even restored to his throne (2 Sam. 18-19).

New Testament love rules out capital punishment. lt is argued that the idea that we can love someone's soul while killing their body is inconsistent. As Christians we are enjoined to love even our enemies, and we cannot love them by killing them. Love would constrain us to sacrifice our own life for them ( John 15:13), but it would never take their life from them.

The cross was capital punishment for all people. Most Christian rehabilitationists admit that capital punishment was sometimes used in the Old Testament. But they insist that whatever place there may have been for it before Christ came, there is no place for it since then. Because sin brings death (Rom. 6:23), and since Christ died for all people (Rom. 5:12-18), it follows that he has already taken capital punishment for all. In view of his suffering the death penalty for all persons, there should be no death penalty for any person.



Other arguments include the following: (1) Capital punishment is killing God in effigy (Gen. 1:27). (2) God alone gives and takes life (Deut. 32:39). (3) It costs more to kill than to keep. (4) Mistakes made are fatal.



Moral Arguments for Rehabilitationism

In addition to the biblical arguments, several moral arguments are used to reject capital punishment. Most of them have been used by Christians as well as non-Christians to defend this position.

Capital punishment is unjustly applied. A disproportionate number of minorities are given capital punishment. This being the case, rehabilitationists insist that capital punishment should not be applied at all if it is not applied fairly to all. Otherwise, it is a tyrannical tool to subdue minority groups, a tool to promote racism.

Capital punishment is not a deterrent to crime. It is argued that capital punish�ment does not really deter crime, for even where it is in effect, capital crimes still continue. In fact, some argue that capital punishment encourages serious crime because it gives state sanction to the violent taking of human life. Thus, by using capital punishment, the state encourages crime rather than deterring it.

Capital punishment is antihumanitarian. We provide shelters and adoption for stray animals; why should we kill wayward humans? It is an inhumane form of punishment. It is cruel and unusual punishment in the extreme.

Criminals should be cured, not killed. Criminals are socially ill and need to be treated, but we cannot cure them by killing them. Patients need a doctor, not a funeral director, and socially sick people need a psychiatrist, not an executioner.

Capital punishment sends unbelievers to hell. Capital punishment is an especially cruel sentence for a Christian to support, for according to the Bible, the unbeliev�ers will be eternally damned (Matt. 25:41-46; 2 Thess. 1:7-9; Rev. 20:11-15). If God is "longsuffering, ... not willing that any should perish" (2 Pet. 3:9 KJV), then so should we be. To will that unbelievers be given capital punishment is to will that they go to their eternal doom.

An Evaluation of Rehabilitationism

Since rehabilitationists use both biblical and moral arguments for their view, the response will be divided accordingly. First, a reply to their arguments from the Bible.

An Evaluation of the Biblical Arguments

The primary purpose of justice is not rehabilitation. The primary purpose of justice is not reformation but punishment. This is clear in both Old and New Testaments. God himself punishes sin (Exod. 20:5; Ezek. 18:4, 20), and he demands that proper authorities do it also (Gen. 9:6; Exod. 21:12). The heart of the penal view is manifest in the death of Christ, who was punished as "the just for the unjust" (1 Pet. 3:18 NASB). As Paul put it, "The wages of sin is death" (Rom. 6:23).

While it is hoped that those who commit noncapital crimes will reform as the result of their incarceration, this is not its primary purpose. Since capital crimes demand a capital punishment, there is no place for reform, only for a just punish�ment. And the only just punishment for taking someone's life is giving one's own life. Only in this way is justice satisfied.

Capital punishment was prior to Moses's law. The Mosaic law was fulfilled by Christ (Matt. 5:17; Rom. 10:4), but capital punishment was not unique to it. God insti�tuted capital punishment for all murderers in Noah's day (Gen. 9:6), long before Moses gave the law to Israel (Exod. 20). Hence, in fulfilling Moses's law for Israel (Heb. 7-8), Jesus did not destroy the moral law for all people (Rom. 2:2-14).

Not only was capital punishment instituted before Moses's law, but it has contin�ued in effect after Moses's time. Paul stated it in principle (Rom. 13:4) and implied it in practice (Acts 25:11). And Jesus stated it in principle ( John 19:10-11) and accepted it in practice when he died on the cross. So capital punishment was not limited to the Mosaic law or abolished with it.

The Mosaic laws are not in effect today. It is true that few Christians (except re-constructionists) really advocate the position that governments should practice capital punishment for all the religious and moral crimes mentioned in the Old Testament. However, just because one rejects capital punishment for noncapital crimes does not mean that we should reject it for capital crimes. In fact, capital punishment was prescribed in the Bible for capital crimes both before and after the time of Moses.

Jesus's response to the adulterous woman did not revoke capital punishment. Jesus's forgiving attitude toward the woman taken in adultery (John 8) is not proof that he rejected capital punishment, and for several reasons. This was not a capital crime, and therefore, even at best, it would not here reject the law of Moses, which demanded at least two witnesses to accuse the woman (Num. 35:30), and none were willing to accuse her ( John 8:10-11). Jesus's charge, "Go, and sin no more" (8:11 KJV), was a declaration not of the invalidity of capital punishment but of his forgiveness for her sin.

Cain's punishment implies capital punishment. Cain's murder of Abel is a special case (Gen. 4). There are good reasons why he was not given capital punishment. First, who would do it? There was no human government other than the family, and his only brother was dead. God would certainly not expect his father or mother to kill their only remaining son. In view of these special circumstances, God personally commuted Cain's death sentence. God has the right to do this because he is the author of life (Deut. 32:39; Job 1:21). But even in God's protection of Cain, there is an implication of capital punishment in the sevenfold vengeance to be taken on anyone who would kill Cain (Gen. 4:15). Cain himself seemed to expect capital punishment when he said, "Whoever finds me will kill me" (4:14).

There were specific reasons why David was not given capital punishment. David com�mitted two sins worthy of death, according to Moses's law: murder and adultery. Why then was his life spared? There is no record that anyone pressed charges, and according to the law, there had to be two witnesses (Deut. 17:6). Capital punish�ment was executed by the government, but Israel was a monarchy, and David was the monarch. In effect, capital punishment of David would need to be carried out by David himself.

Perhaps this special circumstance is why God intervened and gave his own sentence through Nathan the prophet. Just as God said, David paid "fourfold," and some of the penalty involved lives. First, the baby of David's adulterous act died. Then David's son Absalom was killed, and David's daughter was defiled as he had defiled another man's wife. And finally, David lost his kingdom for a while. David paid severely for his offenses (2 Sam. 12-16).

Love and capital punishment are not contrary. If love and capital punishment are mutually exclusive, then the sacrifice of Christ was a contradiction. For "God so loved the world that he gave his one and only Son" ( John 3:16). Jesus said, "Greater love has no one than this, that he lay down his life for his friends" (15:13).

Not only are love and punishment compatible, but the very principle behind capital punishment is the one that made the cross necessary: It is the principle of "a life for a life." The concept behind substitutionary atonement, that it takes life to atone for life (Lev. 17:11), is what makes capital punishment necessary for capital crimes. If there were any other way to satisfy justice and release grace, then surely God would have found it rather than sacrificing his only beloved Son (2 Cor. 5:21; 1 Pet. 3:18). In fact, if capital punishment had not been in effect in the first century, then Jesus could not have died for our sins. Thus capital pun�ishment elevates the value of life rather than lowering it. For the more serious the punishment for a murder, the more value we place on the person who was murdered.

The cross didn't abolish capital punishment. It is still commended in the New Testament after the cross (Rom. 13:4; Acts 25:11). As just noted, the cross did not destroy the life-for-a-life principle; it exemplified it perfectly. The cross pro�vided forgiveness of sins, but it did not thereby destroy all the consequences of our sins. Even though Jesus tasted death for every person, nevertheless all people will still die (Rom. 5:12). If a Christian jumps off a high cliff, confessing his sins on the way down will not avert death at the bottom. The truth is that, forgiven or not, there are social and physical consequences of sin. A Christian who commits a capital crime can receive forgiveness but should not expect to avoid the appropriate penalty. And the fitting penalty for taking another life is giving one's own life.

An important distinction should be made here. Although all who commit capi�tal crimes deserve death, it is not necessary that all should get death as a sentence. God's justice is tempered with mercy, and so should human justice be. Room should be left in special circumstances for a pardon. This, however, is the exception that establishes the rule, not one that destroys the rule. As a rule, capital crime should be given capital punishment. On the other hand, if we see the extenuating circumstances of the crime and/or the thorough repentance of the criminal, we may call for justice mingled with mercy.

An Evaluation of the Moral Arguments

In addition to the biblical arguments against capital punishment, there are several moral arguments. These too call for comment.

Unequal justice does not negate the need for justice. Several things should be rec�ognized in response to the argument against capital punishment on the grounds of its unequal distribution. If justice is applied unequally, then we should work to assure that it is applied equally, not abolish justice altogether. The same thing holds true for capital punishment. We do not argue that all medical treatment should be abolished until everyone has it equally, even though more poor and minority people will die from lack of treatment than others. Why then should capital punishment be abolished until equal percentages of all races are executed?

A disproportionate number of capital punishments is not in itself a proof of inequity any more than a disproportionately high number of minorities in profes�sional basketball is proof of discrimination against majority ethnic groups. This is not to say that one group of people is more sinful than another, but simply that conditions may occasion different social behavior. However understandable and regrettable this may be, a society cannot tolerate violent social behavior, and it must protect its citizens.

Capital punishment affirms human dignity. Punishing persons for their wrong is a compliment, not an insult, to their freedom and dignity. As C. S. Lewis aptly put it, "To be punished, however severely, because we deserved it, because we `ought to have known better,' is to be treated as a human person made in God's image."' The very fad that God places such a high price tag on taking another's life shows what great value he places on human life. Capital punishment, then, is the ultimate compliment to human dignity; it implies the most affirmative stance possible.

Criminals should be treated as persons, not patients. The working assumption of the view opposing capital punishment is that it is dehumanizing. Prisoners are not patients; they are persons. They are not objects to be manipulated, but human beings to be respected. The criminal is not sick but sinful. It is tyrannical to submit persons to compulsory cure against their will, an illusory humanitarianism with sinister political implications. It dehumanizes individuals by treating each as a "case" or patient rather than as a responsible person. As Lewis put it, "To be 'cured' against one's will ... is to be put on a level with those who have not yet reached the age of reason or those who never will; to be classed with infants, imbeciles, and domestic animals."' On the other hand, to be punished, however severely, is to be respected as persons created in God's image, who know better and therefore deserve to be punished for their wrongdoing.

Capital punishment does not send people to hell. It is not capital punishment that sends people to hell; their unbelief does ( John 3:36). If capital punishment is wrong because unbelievers end in hell as a result, then it could also be argued that capital punishment is right because it sends believers to heaven. Should it then be given only to Christian murderers? If anything, knowing the sure moment of one's approaching death should be an incentive to belief. It certainly eliminates procrastination and encourages sober thinking about life after death.

RECONSTRUCTIONISM: Capital Punishment for All Major Crimes

Reconstructionism is on the opposite end of the spectrum from rehabilitationism. While the latter does not permit capital punishment for any crime, reconstruction�ism requires it for every major crime. More precisely, reconstructionists believe that capital punishment should be exacted for every nonceremonial crime designated in Moses's law, which included some twenty different offences.

Classical reconstructionists believe that society should be reconstructed on the basis of Old Testament Mosaic law. Thus, their position is called theonomist because they are governed by the law of God. God's moral law was revealed to Moses and never abrogated. Only ceremonial aspects of the Old Testament law were done away with by Christ. The moral law, however, is eternal since it reflects the very character of God. Jesus said of the Old Testament Law and Prophets, "I have not come to abolish them but to fulfill them" (Matt. 5:17).

The primary purpose of justice is retribution, not rehabilitation. It is to punish, not to reform. Reconstructionist Greg L. Bahnsen makes this clear in Theonomy in Christian Ethics; he contends that "we are to understand the prescription of the death penalty on the basis that such a civic punishment is what the crime warrants in God's eyes."'

Although they can be numbered differently, there are more than twenty offenses that call for capital punishment in the Old Testament:

Murder (Exod. 21:12)

Contemptuous act against a judge (Deut. 17:12)

Causing a fatal miscarriage (Exod. 21:22-25)

False testimony in a potentially capital crime (Deut. 19:16-19)

Negligence by the owner of an ox that kills people (Exod. 21:29)

Idolatry (Exod. 22:20)

Blasphemy (Lev. 24:15-16)

Witchcraft or sorcery (Exod. 22:18)

False prophecy (Deut. 18:20)

Apostasy (Lev. 20:2)

Breaking the Sabbath (Exod. 31:14)

Homosexual relations (Lev. 18:22, 29)

Bestiality (Lev. 20:15-16)

Adultery (Lev. 20:10)

Rape (Deut. 22:25)

Incest (Lev. 20:11)

Cursing parents (Exod. 21:17; Lev. 20:9)

Rebellion by children (Deut. 21:18-21; Exod. 21:15)

Kidnapping (Exod. 21:16)

Drunkenness by a priest (Lev. 10:8-9)

Unanointed individuals touching the holy furnishings in the temple (Num. 4:15)

Striking parents (Exod. 21:15)

Having sex during woman's menstrual period (Lev. 18:19, 28)

A careful look at this list reveals several interesting things. Only the first five involve capital offenses, either actually or potentially. The remaining sixteen are for noncapital crimes, even though some of them (rape) could lead to murder and others (rebellion by a son) could prevent murders that he could do in his rebellion. The next six (6-11) are for religious offenses, while the next eight (12-19) are for various moral issues. The next two (20-21) relate to ceremonial duties, though drunkenness is also a moral issue (Prov. 20:1; 23:21). Since 20-21 are part of the ceremonial law, some theono mists do not believe that they are binding today because of their ceremonial nature.* But with this exception, they believe that capital punishment is still binding today. Theyinsist that human governments are under divine obligation to implement capital punishment for these offenses. In short, they believe in capital punishment for virtually every major kind of offense, social, religious, or moral.

Arguments for Reconstructionism

The defense of this Old Testament use of capital punishment boils down to the question of whether the Old Testament law is still binding today. Hence, the reconstructionists' case is basically biblical in nature, though many point to the social consequences of not following what they believe to be God's law for today. Let us examine the most basic reasons for justifying their view.

God's law reflects his unchanging character. The moral law of God is a reflection of the moral character of God. ''Be holy, because I am holy," said the Lord (Lev. 11:44). God is just; therefore, he requires justice of us (Ezek. 18:5-6). But if God's law reflects his moral character, and if God's moral character does not change, then God's law given through Moses is still in effect today. It must be, because God has not changed.

The New Testament repeats the Ten Commandments. The very commands given to Moses on Sinai are repeated in the New Testament. Paul states many of them in Romans 13:9. Others appear elsewhere (Eph. 6:2-3). If the Old Testament law is not in effect today, then it is strange that the New Testament repeats these commandments.

The Old Testament was the Bible of the early church. The early Christian church had no New Testament; it was not written until the last half of the first century. When Paul told Christians that "all Scripture is God-breathed and is useful for teaching, ... and training in righteousness," he was referring to the Old Testament (2 Tim. 3:16). This is clear from verse 15, which refers to the "holy Scriptures" that Timothy learned from his Jewish mother and grandmother (1:5). This being the case, reconstructionists argue that the New Testament church used the Old Testament as its standard for righteousness. And the Old Testament taught that capital punishment should be given for the offenses noted above.

Jesus said he did not come to abolish the law. Jesus said clearly, "Do not think that I have come to abolish the Law or the Prophets; I have not come to abolish them but to fulfill them? He added, "I tell you the truth, until heaven and earth disappear, not the smallest letter, not the least stroke of a pen, will by any means disappear from the Law" (Matt. 5:17-18). On this basis Bahnsen insists that we are bound by the entirety of Old Testament moral law on capital punishment.

Capital punishment is repeated in the New Testament. Furthermore, argue re-constructionists, the New Testament explicitly reaffirms capital punishment in Romans 13:4, where it declares that God has given the sword to human govern�ments. Likewise, both Jesus ( John 19:10-11) and Paul refer to capital punishment (Acts 25:11).

The Mosaic law applied to Gentiles. Many Old Testament verses speak of non-Jews being under the Mosaic law (see below).

An Evaluation of Reconstructionism

Though many Christians have a high view of the profitability of the Old Tes�tament for believers (Rom. 15:4; 1 Cor. 10:11), most do not believe that the Mosaic legislation is still binding on human governments today. There are many reasons for this, but first a response should be made to the arguments given by reconstructionists in favor of capital punishment for everything from breaking the Sabbath to rebellious children.

Not all of Moses's law is necessitated by God's character. While all of Moses's law is in accord with God's character, not all of it is necessitated by God's character. God never legislates contrary to his character, but neither does everything flow of necessity from it. God can and has willed different things at different times for different people, all of which are in accord with his nature but not all of which are demanded by it.

Reconstructionists believe that the ceremonial laws of Moses are not bind�ing today. They believe that Christ fulfilled the sacrificial and typological system (1 Cor. 5:7), and it therefore is unnecessary to bring a lamb to a temple. It is also unnecessary to abstain from eating pork or shrimp, because Christ revoked the laws of ceremonial unclean meats (Mark 7:19; Acts 10:15). But if this is so, then there is no reason that God could not will that Old Testament laws about capital punishment could change too.

Furthermore, capital punishment is not a law; it is a penalty or sanction for disobeying a specific law Hence, one need not argue that God's basic moral prin�ciples change when he no longer requires capital punishment for all the offenses listed in the Old Testament.

It is not sufficient to argue that all offenses deserve death (Rom. 1:32; 6:23), for God never gave capital punishment for all offenses, even in the Old Testament. But if God did not require capital punishment for some offenses that deserved death, even in the Old Testament system of law, then there is no reason why he cannot do the same for other offenses in the New Testament. So it is not a ques�tion of whether all of these twenty some offenses deserve death, but whether God has designated death as their punishment today. And as we will see, there is no evidence that God has designated capital punishment for any but capital offenses in the New Testament.

Not all of the Ten Commandments are repeated in the New Testament. Recon�structionists err in claiming that the Ten Commandments of Moses are restated in the New Testament for Christians. First, only nine of the Ten Commandments are restated in any form in the New Testament. The command to worship on Sat�urday is not repeated, for obvious reasons: Jesus rose, appeared to his disciples, ascended into heaven, and sent the Holy Spirit on Sunday. Thus, the early church met on the first day of the week (Acts 20:7; 1 Cor. 16:2), not the last day. So the command to worship on Saturday is no longer binding on Christians (see Rom. 14:5; Col. 2:16).

Even when one of the basic moral principles embodied in the law of Moses is restated in the New Testament, it is repeated with a different promise. For ex�ample, when Paul told the children in Ephesians 6:2 to "honor your parents," he added a different promise than the one given to Israel. Israel was promised that they would "live long in the land [of Palestine] the LORD your God is giving you" (Exod. 20:12). The Christians at Ephesus were not given Israel's promise of land and blessing but simply told to honor their parents "that it may go well with you ... on the earth" (Eph. 6:3). But if different blessings are attached to keeping laws in the New Testament, then there is no reason why different punishments cannot be listed for breaking them. Capital punishment is not a law but a punishment for breaking a law. Hence, changing a punishment for a law from the Old Testament times is not changing any moral law.

Nowhere does the New Testament state, as does the Old Testament, that capital punishment should be given for adultery. In fact, Paul told the church at Corinth to have the adulterer excommunicated, not to have him executed (1 Cor. 5:5). Later he even told the church to restore the repentant adulterer to its fellowship. This is a significant change in penalty from the Old to the New Testament.

The Old Testament is for but not to the church. It is true that the very early church did not have the entire New Testament. The church began in AD 33, and the first books may not have been written for about twenty years. They did not need a writ�ten New Testament, since they had living apostles (Acts 2:42; Eph. 2:20) who could perform special miracles to confirm their divine authority (2 Cor. 12:12; Heb. 2:3-4).

Their use of the Old Testament reveals that they did not believe it was all writ�ten to them but only that it was for them. Paul said, "For whatever was written in earlier times was written for our instruction" (Rom. 15:4 NASB). He told the Corinthians that the Old Testament was for their example (1 Cor. 10:11). But nowhere is it stated in the New Testament that the whole of Old Testament law is directed to the Christian, to say nothing of civil governments. In fact, as previously noted, even reconstructionists admit that some parts of the Mosaic legislation no longer apply to us today.

Jesus did away with the Old Testament laws. First, it is true that Jesus came to fulfill the righteous demands of the Old Testament law (Matt. 5:17-18; see also Rom. 10:2-3). He did not do away with it by destroying it, but rather by fulfilling it.

The New Testament is clear that the law of Moses was superseded by Christ. Paul said that which was written in stone (the Commandments) has faded away (2 Cor. 3:7,11). The writer of Hebrews declares that "there must also be a change of the law" (7:12). The old covenant was replaced by the new covenant (8:13), just as Jeremiah had predicted (31:31). Paul told the Galatians that "we are no longer under the supervision of the law" since Christ has come (Gal. 3:25). To the Romans he wrote, "We are not under law but under grace" (Rom. 6:15 NASB). And in Colossians he affirms that in view of Christ's death and resurrection, God has "cancelled the written code, with its regulations" (Col. 2:14).

Just because there are similar moral laws in the New Testament does not mean we are still under the Old Testament. There are also similar traffic laws in North Carolina and Texas. But when a citizen of North Carolina disobeys one of its traf�fic laws, he has not thereby broken the similar law in Texas. Since God's moral nature does not change from age to age, we should expect that many of the moral laws will be the same. But this does not mean that we are still bound by the Mo�saic codification simply because Moses received them from the same God who inspired Paul and Peter.

Again there is a confusion here between what the law prohibits and the penalty for disobeying it. Even though the basic moral principles embodied in the Mosaic legislation are the same as those expressed in New Testament law for Christians, nevertheless it does not follow that the punishment for breaking these principles will be the same. And capital punishment is a question of punishment, not a ques�tion of moral law as such. For example, it is granted that the moral prohibition against adultery has not changed from age to age. God has always opposed it. The question is whether he has always demanded the same punishment for it in every age. There is no indication that he has. In fact, there is indication that he has not.

Not all Old Testament demands for capital punishment are repeated in the New Testa�tnent. It is mistaken to imply that capital punishment is not reaffirmed in the New Testament since all the offenses for which it was demanded in the Old Testament are not in effect in the New Testament. As noted earlier, even reconstructionists admit that some cases of Old Testament capital punishment do not apply today. The cases where capital punishment is implied (John 19:11; Acts 25:11; Rom. 13:4) do not include all those offenses in the Old Testament. It can actually be argued that all of these were for capital offenses or the equivalent, such as treason (see Luke 23:2; Acts 17:7). There is indication that capital punishment was not demanded in the New Testament for some offenses listed in the Old Testament, for example, adultery. In the New Testament, only excommunication was required for the unrepentant offender, not capital punishment (I Cor. 5:5), and he was to be restored to the church after repentance (2 Cor. 2:6-10).

Reconstructionists object that even non Jews in the Old Testament were obli�gated to keep the law of Moses. They cite passages like Jeremiah 12:14-17: And it shall come to pass, if they will diligently learn the ways of my people, to swear by my name, As the LORD lives; even as they taught my people to swear by Baal, then they shall be built up in the midst of my people' (v. 16 RSV). But this is speaking of heathen converting from idolatry to Judaism. It says nothing about their being under the law of Moses as heathen.

Another text cited is Ezekiel 5:7-8: "Because you are more turbulent than the nations that are all around you, and have not walked in my statutes or obeyed my rules, and have not even acted according to the rules of the nations that are all around you, therefore thus says the LORD GOD: Behold, I, even 1, am against you" (ESV). But there is a distinction between the "statutes" God gave to Israel and the "rules" of the heathen around them, who did not have the same standard.

Isaiah 24:5 is also used to support theonomy: "The earth lies defiled under its inhabitants; for they have transgressed the laws, violated the statutes, broken the everlasting covenant" (ESV). But a look at the context reveals that Israel is in view here, not the heathen. Verse 15 refers to "Israel," and "Mt. Zion" in verse 23 supports this, as does the reference to "the wasted city [of Jerusalem]" in verse 10 (ESV).

There are also texts in the law of Moses that refer to "sojourners" (foreigners) living by the law of Moses. Exodus 12:49 declares: "There shall be one law for the native and for the stranger who sojourns among you" (ESV). But the context indicates that offering a Jewish sacrifice was voluntary on their part. It says only, "If a stranger ... would [wants to] keep the Passover: then that person must "be circumcised" (v. 48 ESV). However, the stranger (alien) was under no obligation to keep the Jewish Passover (which was about Israel's deliverance from bondage in Egypt).

Likewise, other verses (Lev. 20:2-5; cf. 24:22) speak only of sojourners abid�ing by the Jewish laws of the land while they are visiting Israel. But this does not mean that the law of Moses is given for the alien any more than keeping Islamic law while traveling in a Muslim country shows that God intends everyone to be a Muslim.

Yet Jews and non Jews alike surely are under the natural law (general reve�lation), which forbids murder, adultery, sodomy, and the like (Lev. 18:24). This is precisely what Paul says in Romans 2:12-15: those "who do not have the law [of Moses]" nevertheless have a "law written on their hearts." It also is what America's founding fathers meant by "Laws of Nature" that come from "Nature's God" (in The Declaration of Independence).

A Biblical Critique of Reconstructionism

Many of the critiques of reconstructionism have already been implied in re�sponding to the arguments. The reconstructionist argument for capital punish�ment is based on the belief that the Old Testament law of Moses is still binding on believers today. In response to this, there are many arguments showing that the law of Moses is not binding today.

The separation between ceremonial and moral categories is problematic. Nowhere does the Bible divide the law into distinct ceremonial, civil, and moral categories. No such hard-and-fast lines are drawn. Jesus did cleanse all meat (Mark 7:19), and the New Testament writers follow in doing away with the designation of some foods as unclean (Acts 10:15; 1 Tim. 4:3-4). However, the ceremonial aspects of the law are broader than clean and unclean foods. They include regulations on clothes, sacrifices, rituals, and even sanitation (Lev. 11-27). Hence, the cleansing of certain foods cannot be equated with the so-called ceremonial law. Furthermore, the laws against idolatry, immorality, eating blood, and strangled animals enjoined on Christians (Acts 15:29) were not unique to the Mosaic legislation; they were earlier (see Gen. 9:4).

The law of Moses was a unit. There were civil aspects to the moral law and moral dimensions of the civil law. Indeed, there were moral aspects of the cer�emonial law,5 as is evident from the fact that it was said to reflect God's holiness (Lev. 11:45). Surely God's holiness is not a strictly amoral issue. Nowhere in the Old Testament is a separation made between the moral and the civil aspects of Moses's law, or between the civil and the ceremonial aspects. And nowhere in the New Testament does it declare that only the ceremonial and sacrificial aspects of the law of Moses have been abolished. Any moral law reflective of the very nature of God applies to all people at all times because God does not change (Mal. 3:6; Heb. 1:10-12; James 1:17).

The apostles set aside the law. The apostles ruled against the contention that Gen�tiles must be circumcised and required to "obeythe law ofMoses" (Acts 15:5). They insisted only that Christians should "abstain from food sacrificed to idols, from blood, from meat of strangled animals and from sexual immorality" (v. 29). But these were not unique to Moses's law (Gen. 9:4), and they were not all that was required by Moses's law. Hence, the very fact that the apostles did not insist on "anything beyond the ... [stated] requirements" (Acts 15:28) proves they did not believe that Christians were under the law of Moses. Further, the prohibitions the apostles gave to Christians in Acts 15 cannot be considered as rules against purely ceremonial matters, for one of them was against idolatry and another against immorality.

James affirmed the unity of the law. The unity of Moses's law is so strong that James insists that "whoever keeps the whole law and yet stumbles at just one point is guilty of breaking all of it" ( James 2:10). And in the next verse he quotes the laws against adultery and murder, which everyone agrees are moral laws. The law of Moses was considered a unity. So if any of it is thrown out, then all of it is thrown out. Yet this is not to say that the moral principles based on the character of God and embedded in Moses's law were also thrown out. Those moral principles must not be discarded, because God's moral nature does not change.

Paul said Christians are not under the law. New Testament believers "are not under law, but under grace" (Rom. 6:14). John said, "The law was given through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus Christ" ( John 1:17). Here the law given by Moses is contrasted to the grace brought by Christ. Hence, we cannot be under both at the same time.

The Ten Commandments have faded away Paul told the Corinthians that what "was carved in letters on stone [the Ten Commandments] ... was being brought to an end" through Christ and the Spirit (2 Cor. 3:7, 11 ESV). It has been replaced by"that which lasts!" (v. 11). Hebrews declares that "when there is a change in the priesthood, there is necessarily a change in the law as well" (Heb. 7:12 RSV).

How was the law of Moses done away with by Christ? He did it "by abolishing in his flesh the law with its commandments and regulations" (Eph.2.:15). The law condemned us, but Christ redeemed us. For "there is now no condemnation for those who are in Christ Jesus" (Rom. 8:1).

Christ is the end of the law. "Christ is the end [telos, goal] of the law" for believ�ers (Rom. 10:4). Christ did not simply end the law; rather, he is the End of the law. He finished it by fulfilling it. He did not do away with the law by destroying it (Matt. 5:17-18) but by completing it. He is the perfect goal of the law because he perfectly kept it (Matt. 3:15; Rom. 8:3-4).

The law was in place only until Christ came. The "law was put in charge to lead us to Christ that we might be justified by faith:' But "now that faith has come, we are no longer under the supervision of the law" (Gal. 3:24-25). Here too it is clear that Paul includes the moral law of Moses, because he refers to it as what was given at Sinai some 430 years after the promise was confirmed to the patriarchs (v. 17). And what was given at Sinai were the Ten Commandments, which contain the very heart and basis of the moral law. So the whole law of Moses as given to Israel was taken away by Christ.

The law of Moses was given only to Israel. The book of Hebrews is emphatic about the fact that "the law was given to the people" of Israel (7:11). And of that law it declares "there must also be a change of the law" (v. 12). By the new covenant "the former regulation is set aside" (v. 18). The old covenant is replaced by the new cov�enant (8:10-12). And this new one, said the Lord, "will not be like the covenant I made with their forefathers" (8:9). By the very fact of "calling this covenant 'new,' he has made the first one obsolete" (8:13).The language could hardly be clearer: the whole covenant given to Israel through Moses, which included moral laws, has been done away with. The psalmist said explicitly that the Mosaic law was given to Israel and not to any other nation. For "He declares His word to Jacob, His statues and judgments to Israel. He has not dealt thus with any nation; and as for His ordinances, they have not known them" (Ps. 147:19-20 NASB).

As for the reconstructionists' claim that foreigners were under the same law as Israel (Exod. 12:48; Num. 15:16), two things are important. First, when it came to morally based civil laws, sojourners in Israel had to obey its laws just as Chris�tians traveling in Muslim countries do today (cf. Lev. 20:1-2). God's moral law "written on their hearts" (Rom. 2:15) applies to all persons wherever they are. Murder is wrong everywhere, and whoever commits it is subject to the law of the land in which they do it.

Second, when it came to the sacrificial system unique to Israel, there was no obligation for non-Jews to offer Jewish sacrifices. It was only necessary that if they voluntarily decided to participate, then it must be done according to Jewish law. Exodus 12:48 declares: "If a stranger shall sojourn among you and would keep the Passover to the Loan, let all his males be circumcised" (ESV). Sojourners had no obligation to do so, but if they did take part, then they must do so according to Jewish law. This is contrary to reconstructionism, which claims that all persons are subject to the moral law of Moses and its capital penalties today.

We cannot take the law without its curses. Those who believe Christians are still under the law are reminded by Paul, ?Cursed is everyone who does not continue to do everything written in the Book of the Law" (Gal. 3:10). One thus cannot take the blessings of the law without its curses (see Deut. 27). According to Paul, with the law it is either all or nothing. So on the one hand, if any of the law is binding on Christians, then all of it is. On the other hand, if some of the Mosaic law does not applyto Christians, then none of it does. But Christ has taken the curse of the law for us (Gal. 3:13). So to accept the law of Moses as binding on us is to reject what Christ has done for us (Gal. 3:21).

A Social Critique of Reconstructionism

From a strictly social point of view, there are serious problems with recon�structionism. First, it would eliminate our constitutional freedom of religion by establishing one religion as preferred. Thus it would be a violation of the First Amendment of the U.S. Constitution.

Second, it has already been tried and has failed. Calvin's Geneva and the Puritans' early America are cases in point. Baptists had to flee to Rhode Island because they were persecuted by the reconstructionists.

Third, since reconstructionism is government based on religious revelation, the question can always be asked: "Whose revelation?" It is simply bigotry to answer "Mine!" And it is presumption to respond "God's:' Lest Christians be tempted to say "a Christian revelation," we need only be reminded that there is a Muslim revelation too. In a pluralistic world, no one's religious revelation is going to be accepted by all others as the basis for government. The Bible (plus other religious books) can certainly be informative yet not normative for government. It can be a source without being used as a divinely authoritative source.

RETRIBUTIONISM: Capital Punishment for Some Crimes

The third major view is retributionism, which holds that capital punishment is legitimate for some crimes: capital ones. Since the essence of this position has already emerged in the critique of the other two views, the discussion here will be more brief. Unlike rehabilitationism, retributionism believes that the primary purpose of capital punishment is to punish. Unlike reconstructionism, retribu�tionism does not believe that civil governments today are bound by the Mosaic legislation regarding capital punishment.

Retributionism holds that criminals are sinful, not sick. Their capital offense is moral, not pathological. Since they are rational and morally responsible beings, they know better and therefore deserve to be punished. Though capital punish�ment also protects innocent people from repeated violent crimes, this is not its primary purpose. Furthermore, even though capital punishment will deter crime, at least by those offenders, nonetheless this is not its primary purpose. Its primary purpose is penal, not remedial. Its purpose as such is to punish the guilty rather than protect the innocent.

When God instituted human government and gave it capital authority, it was for the purpose of dealing with capital crimes. God told Noah explicitly:

From each man, too, I will demand an accounting for the life of his fellow man. Whoever sheds the blood of man, by man shall his blood be shed; for in the image of God has God made man. (Gen. 9:5-6; man = humankind)

When this mandate was later incorporated into the Mosaic law, a number of capital crimes were spelled out, including murder (Exod. 21:12), avenging a death, causing a miscarriage (Exod. 21:22-23), false testimony in a capital case (Deut. 19:16-19), and not killing an ox that killed people (Exod. 21:29). In each case the person who received capital punishment was responsible for the death of an in�nocent person or persons. In principle this would include treason, since many lives are at stake in treasonous acts. In short, capital punishment is for capital crimes.

When capital punishment is mentioned in the New Testament, it is also in the context of capital crimes. Government was the sword God gave to Noah for capital crimes (cf. Rom. 13:4). Jesus acknowledged Rome's capital authority over his life ( John 19:10-11), but here again the alleged offense was a capital crime: treason (Luke 23:2). Likewise, Paul's alleged crime for which he was willing to receive capital punishment if guilty was treason (Acts 25:11; cf. 17:7).

The Biblical Basis for Capital Punishment

Capital punishment is implied from the very beginning of the Old Testament. It is repeated over and over again throughout the Scriptures, including the New Testament.

The need for capital punishment is implied in human nature. Human beings, male and female, are created in God's image (Gen. 1:27). They both resemble and rep�resent God on earth. Killing them is an attack on the God who made them. It is a rejection of his sovereignty over human life (Deut. 32:39). For this capital crime, God later explicitly declared that he demanded a capital punishment (Gen. 9:6). But such a punishment is implied in the very nature of the crime, even before it is explicitly stated. This becomes obvious in the case of Cain, the first murderer.

Cain deserved and expected capital punishment. There are many indications in the text that when Cain killed his brother, Abel, he both expected and deserved capital punishment. God said, "Your brother's blood cries out to me from the ground" (Gen. 4:10). This cry for blood (life) vengeance is a clear indication that justice demanded a life in return. Cain himself plainly expected vengeance against his life: "Whoever finds me will kill me" (v. 14). Even God's pronouncement of protection on Cain implied capital punishment by its reference to "vengeance seven times over" on anyone who later killed Cain (v. 15). Since there was no government or anyone left (except Cain's father and mother) to execute Cain, God personally commuted Cain's deserved death sentence. Since God is the author of life, he has the right to do it. But the text nonetheless makes it evident that capital punishment was both expected and deserved.

God gave the power of capital punishment to human government. There was capi�tal punishment before the time of Noah, but it was left to relatives to avenge the murderer (Gen. 4:14). By instituting capital punishment, God took justice out of the hands of the families of the deceased and placed the sword in the hands of human government. In this way justice could be more objectively exercised by eliminating the personal revenge factor and the emotional anger. So Noah was not the first to be given the right to capital punishment (Gen. 9:6). This was simply the point at which God instituted human government, which was thereby to assume the capital authority already being exercised by families.

Capital punislunent was incorporated into the Mosaic law. When God enjoined capital punishment on Israel (Exod. 21), it was not the first time he had instituted it. It was implied from the beginning (Gen. 4) and given to human government under Noah for capital crimes (Gen. 9:6).What Moses's law did was simplyto incorporate it and extend it to many other noncapital crimes, including certain religious and ceremonial offenses. Israel was a chosen nation, whom God was to rule in a special way (Exod. 19). Hence, since Israel was a theocracy, these additional reasons for capital punish�ment were not intended for other nations (Ps. 147:19-20). For example, God never commanded other nations to worship on the Sabbath or to pay tithes to the temple in Jerusalem. Hence, Gentile nations are not condemned for not doing this, even though they are judged for a whole host of sins from pride to injustice (see Obad. 1). Israel, however, is often condemned by God for breaking these special laws. Individuals were even given capital punishment for not keeping the Sabbath (Exod. 31:14).

Under God, Moses did not institute capital punishment for capital crimes; he simply incorporated it into his law. But he did extend capital punishment to certain noncapital crimes. Moses did not give capital punishment to the nations in general, but he did apply it to God's chosen nation in special ways.

If capital punishment for capital crimes was not given with the law of Moses, then it did not thereby pass away with the Mosaic law. It abides when that which was unique to Moses's law has passed away (Heb. 7-8).

Capital punishment is reaffirmed in the New Testament. Capital punishment for capital crimes was not given by God simply to Israel, as was the law of Moses (Deut. 4:8; Ps. 147:19-20). It was given to Noah for the whole human race (Gen. 9:6, 9-10). And since God has never abolished this punishment on the race, any more than he has ever abolished his promise to Noah for the whole race that he would "never again" flood the whole earth (Gen. 9:11), then divinely instituted capital punishment is still in effect for the whole race.

The sword that was divinely given to human government for capital punish�ment (Gen. 9:6) is explicitly reaffirmed in the New Testament (Rom. 13:4). Jesus acknowledged it before Pilate (John 19:10-11), as did Paul before the Roman authorities (Acts 25:11). So capital punishment, at least for capital crimes, is stated before the law of Moses and repeated after it. Hence, whatever additions were made in Moses's law regarding capital punishment for other reasons are not binding on the human race today.

An Evaluation of Retributionism—Negative Criticisms

Many criticisms have been leveled at capital punishment, even for crimes in�volving the loss of life. Most of these have already been implied in the response to rehabilitationism. Hence, they will be only briefly summarized here.



It is cruel and unusual punishment. If it is, then so is the murder of an innocent person, and justice demands a life for a life. Those who take a life should give their life. What we take, we owe. There is nothing cruel or unusual about this.

It is unfairly applied. Not administering justice for any capital crime is not the answer to injustice for some real crimes. Two wrongs do not make a right. Just because some people die from a lack of proper distribution of medical care does not mean it should be withheld from all. Likewise, just because some people die from an unjust distribution of capital punishment does not mean that justice should be withheld from all.

It does not deter crime. God said it will deter offenses. When justice is done, "all the people will hear and be afraid, and will not be contemptuous again" (Deut. 17:13). One thing is certain: capital punishment will deter that particular violent criminal from ever repeating another crime. If capital punishment does not deter as much other crime as it could, it is probably because it is not exercised widely and speedily enough to be a real threat (Eccles. 8:11).

It is not biblical, at least not today. As we have seen, capital punishment is not biblical today for noncapital crimes. Those were unique to the Mosaic legislation, which is no longer binding. But capital punishment for capital crimes was given to human government before Moses's law (Gen. 9:6), and it was reaffirmed after Moses's law ( John 19:10-11; Acts 25:11; Rom. 13:4).

The criminal should be cured, not killed. This is based on the mistaken notion that justice is remedial, not penal. However, the remedial view dehumanizes criminals by making them into patients or objects to be treated, rather than persons to be respected. It is an illusory humanitarianism that is really antihuman. It has hor�rendous tyrannical potential in the hands of an elite, who can pronounce who is "sick" and must be treated by the state.

Some murderers are not rationally responsible. If this refers to children before they are socially accountable, to imbeciles, or to people who do not have the moral and rational capability to understand their actions, then capital punishment is not an appropriate punishment. Moral responsibility assumes someone is morally responsible. A person who is not rational cannot be held rationally accountable.

It is contrary to the concept of pardon. First, pardon makes no sense in a reme�dial view of justice. Someone who is sick cannot be pardoned; only a sinner can be forgiven. Hence, the concept of pardon makes sense only in a penal view of justice. All capital crimes deserve death, but not all criminals deserving death should necessarily die. For that matter, all offenses are worthy of death (Rom. 1:32; 6:23). But even the old law did not demand capital punishment for all of�fenses. In Genesis 4, God personally commuted the death sentence for Cain. So suspending the deserved death penalty in special cases, especially where there is genuine repentance and restitution, is not without biblical precedent. But the very concept of mercy to the genuinely repentant presupposes the framework of justice that calls for capital justice in capital crimes.

It overlooks those who are insane. No one who is really insane (not in control of one's faculties) should be given capital punishment, because such are not morally responsible. However, so-called temporary insanity is often only a fit of rage. And we are responsible for getting angry and for what we do in anger. Being irrational (insane) and acting irrationally (criminally) are two different things. In one sense, all sin is irrational, including capital sins.

An Evaluation of Retributionism—Positive Contributions

In spite of many criticisms, capital punishment for capital crimes has many positive dimensions. Several will be summarized here.

It is based on a high view of humanity. The retributionist position behind capital punishment presupposes a high view of human freedom and dignity. It is based on the assumption that normal adult human beings are rational and moral beings who know better, who could do otherwise, and yet who chose to do evil anyway and therefore deserve to be punished.

It treats criminals with respect. By punishing those who deserve it, the state is rendering respect to them. But submitting criminals to compulsory cures against their will is treating them as infants, imbeciles, or domestic animals. Persons who knowingly do wrong deserve to be punished, not to be treated like an object to be manipulated.

It operates on a correct view ofjustice. As noted earlier, the biblical view ofjustice is penal, not remedial. The primary purpose ofjustice is moral, not therapeutic. It is ethical, not pathological. This is true whether the crime is incidental or capital. Punishment should be given only because people deserve it.

It does deter crime. All the protests notwithstanding, punishment does deter crime. The Bible says it does (Deut. 17:13), and the facts support it, especially in the case of capital punishment. Dead offenders cannot repeat their crimes. And even common sense dictates that average persons will think twice about breaking the law if they really believe they will be severely punished.

It protects innocent lives. Capital punishment protects innocent lives in three ways. First, it is a strong advance premium placed upon human life that generates our respect in preserving and protecting life. Second, when it is properly exercised, it puts the fear of God into other would-be murderers. Finally, it prevents repeat crimes by capital offenders.

Summary and Conclusion

There are three basic views on capital punishment held by Christians: rehabilita�tionism, reconstructionism, and retributionism. Rehabilitationism opposes capital punishment for any crime. Reconstructionism insists on capital punishment for all major crimes, whether moral or religious. Retributionism holds that capital punishment is appropriate for certain crimes: capital offenses.

Rehabilitationism is based on a remedial (reformatory) view of justice. The criminal is seen as a patient who is sick and in need of treatment. The other two views hold that justice is retributive. They view the criminal as a morally responsible person who deserves punishment. Retributionism differs from reconstructionism and does not believe that offenses calling for capital punishment under Moses's law are still binding today. Rather, retributionism contends that capital punishment is based on the biblically stated principle of a life for a life that is applicable to all persons in all places and at all times.
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Karla Faye and Capital Punishment

By Joe E. Trull, Editor

Christian Ethics Today  Journal of Christian Ethics



On January 3, 1998, Karla Faye Tucker was executed, the 145th person put to death by the state of Texas since 1982 and the 436th execution in the United States since then. At that moment 3355 persons were on death row (447 in Texas) awaiting execution.



Witnesses to her execution said she looked at them and said, "I love you all. I am going to be with Jesus." She also apologized to the victim's family, asking for their forgiveness.



Her case brought again into the spotlight the moral question of capital punishment. The details of her crime were horrendous. Yes, she was young. Yes, while an adolescent her mother had forced Karla into prostitution. Yes, she was in a drug stupor when she and an older companion killed a man. Yes, the man turned evidence on young Karla Faye-he received prison time, she the death penalty. But she was guilty of murder.



While awaiting her execution, an amazing thing happened. Karla Faye Tucker became a follower of Jesus. Prison officials who watched her over the years swear her conversion was real. Her life changed. To be in her presence was to experience God, testified guards and prisoners alike. One of the chaplains who led her to faith in Christ, arranged for her baptism by his brother, then pastor of FBC, Temple, Texas.



At the time of her execution, David Crosby was now pastor of FBC, New Orleans. He spoke to our faculty at New Orleans Baptist Seminary. As a doctoral graduate in Christian ethics, he thought he had developed a rational defense of capital punishment. When Karla Faye was executed, he had to rethink his belief, for now capital punishment had a face-and it was the face of a Christian who ministered behind prison walls.



Televangelist Pat Robertson pleaded for the Texas governor to commute her sentence to life imprisonment saying, "Because of her Christian faith, she is a totally different person than the one who committed the crime." But in Texas the Parole Board must first recommend commutation, and since that meant eventual parole, they didn't.



The Baptist Director of Missions in New Orleans countered with the Bible. Quoting Numbers 35:30, "The murderer shall be put to death," he told the television interviewer that whoever takes a life, forfeits his own. She should die.



Sister Helen Prejean, minister to prisoners on death row and author of Dead Man Walking argued, "What value is there for the state to execute this woman? What good will it do? Is it revenge? Will society be better off with Karla Faye dead?"



The issue of capital punishment, like other life-death issues (abortion, war, poverty, euthanasia), is one no ethicist can avoid. I have struggled to develop for myself and for students a response that is Christian and consistent.



In his Consistent Ethic of Life, Cardinal Bernardin introduced a helpful idea: the need for a "seamless garment ethic." The phrase, utilizing the analogy of Jesus' seamless undergarment (Jn. 19:23), underscores the need for consistency in moral deliberation. For example, a Christian cannot at the same time be pro-capital punishment and pro-life, or pro-choice and pro-euthanasia, without being inconsistent. In the opening article one of our brightest and best Baptist ethicists, David Gushee, explains this approach.



Both sides of this issue have favorite biblical passages. Fuller seminary professor Glen Stassen notes, "Those who support the death penalty take Genesis 9:6 as their authority: 'Who sheds man's blood will have his blood shed.' This becomes their hermeneutical key . . . . Those who oppose the death penalty take Jesus as Lord guiding their interpretation, Jesus' teachings and cross become their hermeneutical key." [See the full article "The Ethics of Execution" on Sojourners Online: www.sojo.net ]. Noted Lutheran theologian John Swomley addresses biblical teachings in his article inside: "An Eye for an Eye?"



Messengers at the Southern Baptist Convention in 2000 approved their first ever statement supporting capital punishment. Bishop Michael Pfeifer, president of the Texas Conference of Churches called capital punishment a "morally flawed, broken legal-social system." The Governor of Illinois stopped executions in his state when DNA evidence indicated many on death row were innocent.



On January 10 in the Texas death chamber the first execution of 2001 took place. Last year Texas carried out a record 40 executions. The governor claims the death penalty deters, but the evidence contradicts that claim. My state leads the nation in police officers killed and number of inmates in prison-160,000 in 111 facilities. Ardent defenders now appeal to retribution as an adequate justification. Christians are uncomfortable with that.



Add unjust trials, inadequate representation in court, and errors in the criminal justice system, and you understand why 2 of 3 death penalty cases now get set aside. However, the continuing result is that only the poor get executed.



After Karla Faye's death, I presented three case studies to my students: (1) A man with political influence who murdered a person for beating up one of his relatives; (2) a high government official who ordered the death of a military officer to cover up his affair with the officer's wife; and (3) a religious leader who was an accomplice to the killing of a member of a cult-group. The majority of the students said if they witnessed the murder, they would report the crime, would testify against the assailant, and supported the death penalty for each.



You already know the answer: the three are Moses (Exod. 2:11-15), David (2 Sam. 11:14-17), and Paul (Acts 7:54-8:1). My exercise did not intend to justify the crimes of each, but to remind the students of the power of forgiving love. God transformed and redeemed these three murderers, even as he did Karla Faye Tucker. It is not too simplistic also to ask, "What would Jesus do?" After all, we are His children.
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Serving as a pastor in rural Texas I am often confronted with remnants of frontier justice. Many of my church members own handguns, and not all of the handgun owners are male, I might add. Until recently a local eatery prominently displayed a photograph entitled, "The Last Hanging in Kaufman County." And at least one Bible study on the Sermon on the Mount concluded with an argument over whether shooting a would-be thief constituted un-Christian behavior. While I do not own a gun, did not approve of the eatery's photograph, and argued against shooting the thief, my church has accepted me nonetheless.



But nothing could have prepared me for the day that the sister and niece of one of my church members were murdered in cold blood.



The day was difficult from a pastoral perspective. There were multiple family relationships to engage, law enforcement to encourage and pray with, and many town people to comfort. But the days following the husband's arrest proved to be quite difficult as well, for the district attorney questioned the family on whether or not he should pursue the death penalty. Consequently, the church member whose sister and niece had been murdered ended up in my office asking my opinion on the subject.



When Christians discuss the topic of capital punishment, the debate inevitably centers on reading and interpreting Romans 12 and 13. Paul first encourages believers, "As far as it is possible, live at peace with those around you" (12:18). He also commends them to live without revenge, trusting God to hand out punishment in the end: "Do not take revenge, my friends, but leave room for God's wrath, for it is written, 'It is mine to avenge; I will repay'"(12:19). In short, Paul invokes Jesus' teachings in the Sermon on the Mount[vi] so that he might remind believers how to live peaceably.



Just as Jesus tells us to pray for our enemies and to bless those who persecute us, Paul reminds believers to leave vengeance to God. Based upon Jesus' teachings in Matthew 5-6 and Paul's words at the conclusion of Romans 12, the New Testament ethic seems quite clearly to reflect a position of nonviolence, particularly with a punishment that might be construed as revenge.



But the very next section from Paul seems to contradict this position. Following his treatise on peace, Paul then writes that believers are to submit to the government, "for there is no authority except that which God has established. . . . Therefore whoever resists authority resists what God has appointed" (13:1-2). Paul concludes with a statement that has become a key text for those supporting capital punishment: "But if you do wrong, be afraid, for he does not bear the sword for nothing. He is God's servant, an agent of wrath to bring punishment on the wrongdoer" (13:4).



Thus on the one hand, Paul urges believers to exercise restraint from vengeance in Chapter 12, but on the other hand the apostle seems to validate capital punishment in Chapter 13, insisting that God has established the government to carry out divine vengeance. This creates a conundrum for those believers who interpret Jesus' commands in the Sermon on the Mount and Paul's words in Romans 12 as instruction against the death penalty on grounds of vengeance. Some might be tempted to say that Paul's words in Romans 13, particularly verse 1-"Everyone must submit himself to the governing authorities for there is no authority except that which God has established"-mean that the government has the final say in matters such as crime and punishment. Verse one, coupled with verse 4-"But if you do wrong, be afraid, for he does not bear the sword for nothing. He is God's servant, an agent of wrath to bring punishment on the wrongdoer"-seem to give a biblical mandate for the death penalty. Given this passage, how could a believer disagree with capital punishment? Hasn't Paul given a carte blanche approval to the practice in the name of God and divine justice?



But upon further review, it seems doubtful that few would concede that all governments across time have been good, much less God-centered. From Hitler to Hussein,[vii] dictators have exercised authority that may not necessarily reflect God's vision for governing. And if there have been governments that have, from time to time, not been God-honoring, it stands to reason that there have been governmental practices that also have not been God-honoring. To be certain, Christians in the United States make regular practice out of decrying policies supported and enforced by the government that are perceived to be contrary to the teachings of the Scripture. Capital punishment, then, may need to be further examined to determine its validity in light of biblical teaching.



Reading and interpreting Romans 12-13, then, becomes central to this discussion for at least three reasons. First, the passage is the only place in the New Testament that explicitly gives believers instruction on how to interact with the government aside from Jesus' injunction to, "Give to Caesar that which is Caesar's." Second, Old Testament passages dealing with capital punishment are often relegated to a midrash type status, given the multiple issues handled by the Hebrew Bible (dietary restrictions, death for dishonoring one's parents) that are no longer considered applicable for today's Christians. Third, this passage, at least on one level, seems to contradict the teachings of Jesus presented in the Sermon on the Mount regarding peacekeeping, nonviolence, and non-retaliation.



I argue that Romans 13 must be read and obeyed, but explicitly in light of Paul's comments in the previous chapter. It may prove helpful at this juncture to recall Paul's context. As Paul wrote to the Romans there were no-or at least very few-Christians in positions of power across the empire, particularly in the justice system (you will recall that even the politically savvy Sanhedrin had to ask permission from Pilate to kill Jesus). In fact, there are virtually no recorded accounts of believers being in positions of legal authority until after the conversion of Constantine. At the time of Paul's writing, and through the first three hundred years of Christianity, believers withdrew from political life, primarily because they refused to swear allegiance to the state.[viii] In Paul's day, Christians simply obeyed the government for they had no other options; resistance or revolution meant a swift punishment, most likely death. The Roman government was good in one sense: it provided an orderly and organized society in which Christians could practice and flourish. But the totalitarian power of the Caesar could also mean torture and ridicule, as believers discovered under Nero. Rather than cause problems, believers embodied Paul's instructions, intending to live in peace, and avoiding the political arena.



This is significant, for Paul could not have imagined our contemporary American political context in which almost every person running for office claims some sort of allegiance to the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. As a result, Paul could easily state that believers should leave punishment to the government. There were no believers in the government, and given the lowly position of believers at the time of Paul's writing, there was little hope that the church could reform the government. This is not to say that the church did not exercise civil disobedience; they certainly did. But the church had no voice in radically reforming governmental practices of the Roman Empire, particularly regarding capital punishment.



The contemporary American context in the early twenty-first century, however, is wildly different. Currently a professing evangelical Christian holds the most powerful position in the free world. He has appointed, with senatorial confirmation, a new member to the most powerful court in the land. Many conservative pundits have argued if our president appoints a judge that refuses to oppose Roe v. Wade then the Bush presidency has been a failure. And they state this for a singular reason: they believe the church, in a free state, should work to reform the state to better reflect the biblical ethic. The implications are simple; many Christians believe that one must take their faith with them into the workplace, even if that workplace happens to be the government. Those same Christians believe that if one happens to be the president-or another person of great influence-one should allow one's faith to shape policy. Today's American Christians, if they aspire to politics, can reasonably hope to influence policy based on their faith in a way believers in the first century Roman Empire would never have imagined. This contextual difference is important as we read Romans 13 through a contemporary American lens.



So the question regarding capital punishment becomes one of mercy and grace regarding death for those Christians who find themselves in positions of power. Professing Christians can now be found within almost every facet of the government on every level in most every community across the nation. Should these who profess to follow the teachings of the New Testament support capital punishment, even thought it appears to violate Jesus' teachings regarding vengeance?[ix] Can the group of people Paul exhorts to live peaceably as far as it is possible, be the same people that request the death penalty, argue for it in a court of law, rule in its favor from the jury box, condone it from the judge's bench, and administer it by injection in front of the watching victim's family?



I am certain that some believers would reply in the affirmative. They would argue that God has established the government to administer judgment and justice, and that Christians are allowed to do this. They would suggest that Jesus' ethic regarding violence and revenge are intended for personal, not social, issues. They would argue that a government without a sword is useless and emasculated.



But Jesus, it seems to me, created the church to be a peaceable force in a violent world. He intends it to transform the culture rather than condone it unilaterally, particularly in cases of exercising violence. Christians in government carry their Jesus ethic with them into office. And the rule of law cannot trump that grace-laden lifestyle. Additionally, Paul's words regarding vengeance are haunting for Christians serving in a land that exercises the death penalty with alarming regularity. If those who follow Christ are to leave vengeance to God, certainly we must allow space for grace within the punishment of those most serious crimes. Jesus has ordered us to love our enemies; it is difficult to kill those whom we are supposed to love. Therefore, those who take seriously a belief in the afterlife must ponder long and hard the consequences of ending the life of one they deem guilty. To put it more directly: is our desire to terminate a criminal's life done in order to fulfill God's justice or is it done, perhaps unwittingly, in order to speed someone's path toward an eternity apart from God?



The Bible tells of God's redemption of murderers named Moses and David. Moses killed an Egyptian beating a Hebrew; David ordered Uriah to the front lines in order to hide his adulterous affair with Bathsheba. Both were killers. But both became great forces for the furthering of God's mission in the world, despite their crimes. God often redeems the most unlikely of characters, and the Christian gospel is based on hope in such redemption. From a Christian perspective, the hope of conversion and redemption may be the single greatest reason to stand against execution as a viable form of punishment; we hope that a person might encounter God and be saved.



I counseled my church member to refrain from encouraging the district attorney to pursue the death penalty. I did not do so based on the popular secular arguments against the death penalty-because it has a racial bias, because of the number of innocents put to death, or because of its failure as a deterrent of violent crime. I did so because Jesus and his apostle Paul, instructed me to leave vengeance in God's hands, both in the Sermon on the Mount and in Paul's letter to the Romans-even if that directive runs counter to the prevailing wisdom of my government.



[vi] Biblical scholars and theologians have noted the parallelisms here. See, for example, Richard B. Hays, The Moral Vision of the New Testament: A Contemporary Introduction to New Testament Ethics (San Francisco: HarperSan Francisco, 1996) and James McClendon, Systematic Theology, Volume One: Ethics (Nashville, Abingdon: 1988). McClendon's reading of Romans 12-13 is also immensely helpful.



[vii] Saddam Hussein was sentenced to death for crimes against humanity and hanged in a now infamously videoed manner on December 30, 2006 while I was working on this article. The manner in which the execution was carried out is currently a source of debate and unrest in Iraq.



[viii] Cf. Joe E. Trull, Walking in the Way: An Introduction to Christian Ethics (Nashville: Broadman and Holman, 1997), 271.



[ix] Jean Lasserre, War and the Gospel, trans. Oliver Coburn (Scottdale, Pennsylvania, 1962) 162, 171, makes the point quite well by noting the that Sixth Commandment's injunction against killing was not only endorsed by Jesus, but make more serious by the directive that believers ought not speak against or harbor hate against another individual. It seems impossible, from a Christian perspective, to execute one whom we love. This love, particularly coupled with any sort of responsibility toward conversion, or at least hope of conversion, makes capital punishment absurd for those who believe Christ has come to redeem.
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Staines - Gladys - FORGAVE the murderers

�HOMOSEXUALITY





If one of your children believed he or she is a homosexual, how would you respond?



Cause of Homosexual orientation?



What does Bible say about it - what is condemned?





Is AIDS God’s punishment:

- see John Stott

"yes and no". "No" because Jesus warned us not to interpret calamities as God's specific judgments upon evil people (Luke 13:1--5). "No" also because AIDS victims include many women, especially faithful married women who have been infected by their unfaithful husbands, with a substantial minority of innocent haemophiliacs and children. But "yes" in the sense that Paul meant when he wrote: "Do not deceive yourselves; no-one makes a fool of God. A person will reap exactly what he sows" (Galatians 6:7 GNB).



Differentiate between

	1. Orientation:  it is an abnormality (like being short, or crippled) not inherently sinful

				- because temptation by itself is not sin - you have to act on it

2. Behavior: just like an single person - sexual behavior belongs in a marriage (male + female)



What attitude should Christians have toward homosexuals? 

	- Richard Lovelace calls for "a double repentance" (see Stott), namely:

"that gay Christians renounce the active lifestyle" 

and that "straight Christians renounce homophobia"



How can churches support Homosexuals?

	- their need for acceptance, wholeness and love

- for them to avoid temptation

- what if they fall in temptation

	- change of orientation?
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GEISLER:   HOMOSEXUALITY

Other issues relating to sex can be divided into the categories of homosexuality and heterosexuality. The first will be treated in this chapter and the latter in the next chapter. While most Christians strongly oppose homosexual practices, some have defended them by biblical as well as extrabiblical arguments. Both kinds of support will be examined and evaluated.

ARGUMENTS IN FAVOR OF HOMOSEXUALITY

Homosexual proponents offer two sets of arguments in favor of their activity. Those with a Christian orientation appeal to Scripture as well as to other social and moral factors. First we will examine the biblical arguments.

Biblical Arguments for Homosexuality

The common heterosexual understanding of well-known biblical passages is challenged by homosexuals. Let us examine the chief texts used to defend homosexual practices.

   The sin of Sodom was not homosexuality. It is argued that the sin of Sodom and Gomorrah was not homosexuality but inhospitality. This is based on the Canaanite custom that guaranteed the protection of those coining under one's roof. Lot is alleged to have referred to it when he said, "Don't do anything to these men, for they have come under the protection of my roof " (Gen. 19:8). So Lot offered his daughters to satisfy the angry crowd and protect the lives of the visitors who had come under his roof. This attempt at sexual appeasement was necessary to save their lives.

Further, it is argued that homosexuality was not envisioned in the request of the men of the city to ฐknow" Lot's friends, since this Hebrew word ()Odd) simply means "to get acquainted" (19:5). This term (yridd) occurs 873 times in the Old Testament, and in the overwhelming number of occurrences it has no sexual con�notations whatsoever (see Ps. 139:1). Thus, it is concluded that the sin of Sodom was inhospitality, not homosexuality.

The sin of Sodom was selfishness. The sin of Sodom is spelled out in these words: "Now this was the sin of your sister Sodom: She and her daughters were arrogant, overfed and unconcerned; they did not help the poor and needy" (Ezek. 16:49). No mention is made of homosexualityor related sexual sins. Theywere condemned simply because they were selfish, not because they were homosexuals.

The Levitical law is no longer applicable. The chief passage in the Old Testament condemning homosexual practices is found in the Levitical law (Lev. 18:22). These same Levitical laws also condemned eating pork and shrimp. However, such ceremonial laws have been done away with (Mark 7:19; Acts 10:15). This being the case, proponents have argued that there is no reason the laws prohibiting homosexual activity should still be considered binding either.

Barrenness was a curse to Jewish women. According to Jewish belief, barrenness was a curse (Gen. 16:1; 1 Sam. 1:3-8). Children were considered a blessing from the Lord (Ps. 127:3). The blessing of God in the land was dependent on having children (Gen. 15:5). Indeed, the hope ofJewish women was to bear the promised Messiah (Gen. 3:15; cf. 4:1, 25). In view of the emphasis on having children, it is not surprising that the Old Testament law would frown on homosexual activity, from which no children come. However, it is reasoned, this in no way condemns homosexual activity as such, nor is it condemned for those not included in this Jewish expectation.

Homosexuality was connected with idolatry. It is also argued that the biblical condemnations used against homosexuality fail to take into account that the pur�pose of the passages is to prohibit idolatry. Since the temple (or cult) prostitutes were associated with these idolatrous practices, they were condemned along with idolatry (Deut. 23:17). However, proponents insist, homosexuality as such is not thereby condemned, but only homosexuality associated with idolatry, as in the case of the shrine prostitute (1 Kings 14:24).

The Pauline condemnations were private opinions. Most New Testament passages against homosexuality come from the apostle Paul, who was only giving his private opinion (1 Cor. 7:25). In fact, Paul admitted, "I have no command from the Lord" (v. 25), and "I say this (I, not the Lord)" (v. 12). In this same book, only a chapter earlier, Paul gives his condemnation of homosexuals (1 Cot 6:9). Thus, Paul's opinion on these sexual matters is, by this own confession, not binding.

Paul also condemned long hair on men. According to homosexual proponents, much of what the apostle Paul taught was obviously culturally relative. For example, in 1 Corinthians the apostle also taught that "if a man has long hair, it is a disgrace to him" (11:14). But since this was obviously a culturally relative statement, there is no reason that Paul's statements against homosexuals should be considered to be absolute moral prohibitions.

First Corinthians 6:9 speaks only against offenses. Some homosexuals appeal to the fact that 1 Corinthians 6:9 speaks only against "homosexual offenders," not against homosexuality as such. That is, the passage only condemns offensive homosexual acts, but not homosexual activity per se. This being the case, Paul's apparent con�demnation turns out to be an implied approval of inoffensive homosexual acts.

Heterosexuality is unnatural for homosexuals. According to some homosexuals, when Paul spoke against what was "unnatural" in Romans 1:26, he was not declar�ing that homosexuality was morally wrong, but simply that heterosexual activity was unnatural for homosexuals. Thus, "unnatural" is used in a sociological rather than a biological sense. So it is argued that, rather than condemning homosexual practices, this passage in Romans actually approves of them for homosexuals. Each person should act according to their own sociological tendencies, whether these are heterosexual or homosexual.

Isaiah predicted homosexuals in the kingdom. Isaiah 56:3-5 declares that eu�nuchs will be brought into the kingdom of God. The Lord said, "To them I will give within my temple and its walls a memorial and a name better than sons and daughters; I will give them an everlasting name that will not be cut off" (v. 5). This is taken to mean that Isaiah predicted the day of acceptance of homosexu�als into God's kingdom, the fulfillment of which some homosexuals now claim is occurring.

David and Jonathan were homosexual. First Samuel 18-20 records the intense love David and Jonathan had for each other. Some see this passage as an indica�tion that they were homosexual, pointing out that it says Jonathan "loved" David "as himself" (18:3), that Jonathan stripped in David's presence (18:4), that they kissed each other (20:41), and that they "exceeded" (20:41 RSV footnote), a term taken to mean ejaculation. David's lack of successful relations with women is also taken to indicate his homosexual tendencies. Jonathan's love for David was said to be "more wonderful than that of women" (2 Sam. 1:26). All these factors considered together show, it is argued, that David and Jonathan were homosexual.

Other Arguments for Homosexuality

In addition to these arguments drawn from the Bible, a number of other reasons are offered in favor of homosexuality. They fall into the general category of social and moral reasons.

There should be no sexual constraints among consenting adults. Many insist that there should be no sexual prohibitions for consenting adults. While admitting that forced sex and sexual abuse of children are wrong, many homosexuals contend that it is a violation of their freedom to prohibit any free sexual expression. 
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sexual preferences? This is discrimination, and discrimination is morally and socially wrong.

Sexual tendencies are inherited. Many homosexuals argue that they cannot change their sex any more than they can change the color of their eyes. Sexual inclinations, they insist, are hereditary, not learned. Hence, a person should no more be condemned for being homosexual than for being short or having red hair. We simply cannot help being what we are by nature, so homosexuals cannot help being what they are.

Morals have changed since ancient times. Even if homosexual practices were condemned in ancient times, it is argued, there is no reason they should be condemned today. Premarital sex was also condemned in times past but is looked upon with favor today. Many other taboos, sexual and nonsexual, were frowned upon in former, more puritanical cultures. However, more recent and more enlightened cultures have rejected such restrictions. Likewise, attitudes must change concerning homosexuality as well.

Many other mammals are homosexual too. According to this argument, nature sanctions homosexual activity, for other mammals also practice it. And if homosexual acts are not uncommon among other animals, then there is no reason that they should be thought to be strange among the human species. Homo sapiens is not exempt from other natural behavioral patterns found among fellow mammals.

A Response to the Arguments for Homosexuality

In response to these arguments in favor of homosexual practices, several criticisms are noteworthy. Let us examine them in the order of the arguments just presented.

A Response to the Biblical Arguments

Each of the foregoing arguments taken from the Bible is based on a misunderstanding or misinterpretation of Scripture. Let us examine them in order.

The sin of Sodom was homosexuality. While it is true that the Hebrew word know Cvacia does not necessarily mean "to have sex with," nonetheless in the context of the text on Sodom and Gomorrah, it clearly has this meaning. This is evident for several reasons. Virtually every time this word "know" is used of the relation between a man and a woman in Genesis, it refers to sexual intercourse (see Gen. 4:1, 17, 25; 19:8; 24:16; 38:26). It means "to know sexually" in this very chapter when Lot refers to his two daughters not having "known" a man (19:8). The meaning of a word is discovered by the context in which it is used, and the context here is definitely sexual, as is indicated by the reference to the wickedness of the city (Gen. 18) and the fact that virgins are offered to appease their sexual passions (19:8). In this context, "know" cannot mean simply "get acquainted with" because it is equated with a "wicked thing" (v. 7). Why did Lot offer virgin daughters to appease them if their intent was not sexual? If the men had asked to "know" the virgin daughters, no one would have mistaken their sexual intentions.

The sin of Sodom was not merely inhospitality. The sin of Sodom was not merely selfishness, but also homosexuality. This is made plain by several facts. First, as just noted, the context of Genesis 19 reveals that their perversion was sexual. Furthermore, the selfishness mentioned in Ezekiel 16:49 does not exclude homosexuality. Actually, sexual sins are a form of selfishness, a satisfaction of fleshly desires. The very next verses of Ezekiel (vv. 50-51 RSV) indicate that their sins were sexual by calling them "abominations." This is the same word used to describe homosexual sins in Leviticus 18:22. Another indication that these were sexual perversions is manifest in the very origin and usage of the word "sodomy," which comes from "Sodom." When the sin of Sodom is noted elsewhere in Scripture it is a sexual perversion. Jude even calls their sin "sexual immorality" (v. 7).

The prohibition against homosexuality is moral, not merely ceremonial. Simply because the Mosaic prohibition against homosexuality is mentioned in Leviticus does not mean that it was part of the ceremonial law that has passed away. If this were so, then neither would rape, incest, and bestiality be morally wrong, since they are condemned in the same chapter with homosexual sins (Lev. 18:6-14, 22-23). Homosexual sins among Gentiles, who did not have the ceremonial law, were also condemned by God. It was for this very reason that God brought judgment on the Canaanites (18:1-3, 25). Even in the Levitical law for the Jews, there was a difference in punishment for violating the ceremonial law by eating pork or shrimp, which was a few days' isolation, and that for homosexuality, which was capital punishment (18:29). Jesus changed the dietary laws of the Old Testament (Mark 7:18; Acts 10:12-15), but the moral prohibitions against homosexuality are repeated in the New Testament (Rom. 1:26-27; 1 Cor. 6:9; 1 Tim. 1:10; Jude 7).

    Barrenness is not why homosexuality is evil. There is no indication in Scripture that homosexuality was considered sinful because no children result from it. In no place in the Bible is any such connection stated. If homosexuals were punished because they were barren, then why were they put to death (and thus could not have any children)? Heterosexual marriage would have been a more appropriate punishment! The same prohibition against homosexuality was not only for Jews but also for Gentiles (Lev. 18:24), whose blessings were not dependent on having heirs to inherit the land of Israel. If barrenness were a divine curse, then singleness would be sinful. But both Jesus (Matt. 19:11-12) and Paul (1 Cor. 7:8) hallowed singlehood by precept and practice.

Homosexuality is evil apart from idolatry. Homosexual practices are not con�demned in the Bible simply because they were connected with idolatry. This is made evident by several things. Condemnations of homosexuality are often made apart from reference to any explicit idolatrous practice (Lev. 18:22; Rom. 1:26-27). (Adultery was also considered immoral apart from female cult prostitutes.) When homosexuality is associated with idolatry (such as in temple/cult prostitution), it is not essentially connected. It is only a concomitant but not an equivalent sin. Sexual unfaithfulness is often used as an illustration of idolatry (e.g., Hos. 3:1; 4:12), but it has no necessary connection with it. Idolatry may lead to immoral�ity (Rom. 1:22-27), but they are different sins. Even the Ten Commandments distinguish between idolatry (first table of the law, Exod. 20:3-5) and sexual sins (second table, 20:14-17).

Paul's teaching is divinely authoritative. Paul's condemnation against homosexu�ality is divinely authoritative, even in 1 Corinthians. Actually, Paul's clearest con�demnation of homosexuality is in Romans 1, the divine authority of which is not challenged by any Christian accepting the inspiration of Scripture. Paul's apostolic credentials are firmly established in Scripture. He declared in Galatians that his revelations were "not something that man made up" but were "received ... by revelation from Jesus Christ" (1:11-12). To the Corinthians, Paul affirmed: "The things that mark an apostle—signs, wonders and miracles—were done among you" (2 Cor. 12:12). Even in 1 Corinthians, where Paul's authority is severely challenged by his critics, his divine authority is made evident in three ways. He begins the book by claiming that he has "words taught by the Spirit" (1 Cor. 2:13). He con�cludes the book by claiming, "What I am writing to you is the Lord's command" (14:37). Even in the disputed seventh chapter, where Paul is alleged to be giving his own uninspired opinion, he declares, "I too have the Spirit of God" (v. 40). Indeed, when he says "I, not the Lord; he does not mean his words are not from the Lord; this would contradict everything he says elsewhere. Rather, it means that Jesus did not speak directly to this matter while on earth. But Jesus promised his apostles that he would send the Holy Spirit to "guide you into all truth" ( John 16:13). And Paul's teaching in Corinthians was a fulfillment of that promise.

Homosexuality is an offense. When 1 Corinthians 6:9 speaks of "homosexual offenders," it means the offense of homosexuality, not an offensive act by a ho�mosexual as opposed to an inoffensive one. This is made plain by several factors. "Homosexual" qualifies 'offenders," not the reverse. It speaks against a homosexual kind of offense, not an offensive kind of homosexual.
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  Isaiah did not predict homosexuals in the kingdom.

physical. Jesus spoke of spiritual "eunuchs" who had given up the possibility of marriage for the sake of the kingdom of God (Matt. 19:11-12). This is a classic example of reading one's beliefs into the text (eisegesis), rather than reading the meaning out of the text (exegesis), the very thing homosexuals charge heterosexu�als with doing with Scripture.

David and Jonathan were not homosexuals. There is no indication in Scripture that David and Jonathan were homosexual. On the contrary, there is strong evi�dence that theywere not. David's attraction to Bathsheba (2 Sam. 11) reveals that his sexual orientation was heterosexual, not homosexual. In fact, judging by the number of wives he had, David seemed to have too much heterosexuality! David's "love" for Jonathan was not sexual (erotic) but friendship (philia) love. Third, Jonathan did not strip himself o fall his clothes in David's presence, but only of his armor and royal robe ( 1 Sam. 18:4). The "kiss" was a common cultural greeting for men in that day. Further, the kiss did not occur when Jonathan gave David his attire but came two and a half chapters later (20:41). Finally, the emotion they expressed was weeping (v. 41), not orgasm. The text says, "They kissed each other and wept together—but David wept the most" (20:41). Indeed, Jonathan's love for David was greater than that of a women, yet it was not sexual but social. Both had heterosexual marriages.

A Response to the Other Arguments for Homosexuality

In addition to the biblical arguments used to justify homosexuality, there are also moral, social, and civil ones. The responses here will be examined in the same order in which they were discussed.

Mutual adult consent does not make it right. The argument that whatever adults consent to do is morally justified—this argument is obviously wrong, since they can consent to do what is evil. Two adults may consent to rob a bank, kidnap a child, or kill the president. This does not make it right. Even if what they do is only to each other, that does not make it right. For example, consenting to help each other commit suicide would not make it right. Or consenting to mutilate each other's bodies would not justify it either. Mutual consent does not automatically justify an act. This argument wrongly assumes that the individual is the ultimate standard of what is right and wrong and that there are no limitations on human freedom except self-imposed ones. But this is contrary to the fact that we are creatures and not our own creator. And as creatures we have a moral obligation to our Creator, who has commanded us not to sexually abuse our bodies.

   The right of privacy is not the right to immorality. Our rights to privacy do not extend to unethical activity. For example, we have no right to privately rape or privately kill. Even the U.S. courts have ruled in the past that no one has the right to practice homosexual activity in private. Consistency demands that an immoral activity does not become moral by moving its location. If, for in�stance, it is wrong to have a public orgy, then it is also wrong to have a private one. Changing the location of an immoral act does not change its violation of a moral law. Yet the reverse is not true. For example, just because marital sex is good in private does not mean it is good in public. Finally, there is a difference between the morality of performing a private homosexual act and the difficulty of prohibiting it. Whatever the difficulty of enforcing the prohibitions against it, it is still morally wrong.

There are no homosexual rights. As such, homosexuals have rights as citizens but not as homosexuals. This is evident for several reasons. Homosexual acts are morally wrong, and there is no right to do a wrong. That is moral nonsense. Neither are there any civil rights to do a moral wrong. Homosexuality is morally wrong, and the civil law should not encourage what is morally wrong. Civil law should be based on moral law. Third, it is as meaningless to speak of homosexual rights as it is to speak of rapists' rights, child abusers' rights, or murderers' rights. Rapists have no civil (or moral) right to be rapists, and child molesters have no civil right to be child molesters. Likewise, there are no civil rights to perform homosexual acts. Homosexuality is a moral and civil wrong, and there is no civil right to do a civil wrong. Finally, homosexuals have rights as citizens but not as homosexuals. However, when the practice of homosexuality interferes with the rights of others (as in solicitation of children), then their rights as citizens can be abrogated (by prison).

Homosexual tendencies are not inherited. For several reasons, homosexual acts cannot be justified on the grounds that they are inherited. There is no undis�puted scientific evidence to support the contention that homosexual tenden�cies are genetic. It shows every evidence of being a learned behavior. People are recruited into the movement and taught to perform homosexual acts. Even if there were an inherited tendency toward a homosexual attitude, this would not justify homosexual acts. Some people seem to inherit a tendency toward violence, but this does not justify violent acts. Some people are said to have an inherited tendency toward alcohol abuse, but this does not justify drunkenness. The Bible declares that homosexuality is "unnatural" and comes about only when someone 'abandons" their natural inclinations (Rom. 1:26-27). The Bible teaches that we all inherit a tendency to sin (Ps. 51:5; Eph. 2:3), but we are still responsible for sinning.

Morality does not change. Basic moral principles do not change; what changes is our understanding of them and our performance of them. To affirm that moral laws themselves change is misinformed for many reasons. It confuses unchanging moral values with changing moral practices. That is, it confuses morals and mores. It confuses an absolute moral command with our relative comprehension of it. My understanding of love has changed over the past fifty years, but love has not changed. Claiming that morals can change confuses facts and values. The reason witches were once killed but no longer are is not because morality has changed but because we no longer believe that witches can kill people by their incantations. If they could, then they should still be punished as murderers. To the degree that moral principles reflect the nature of God, they cannot change, for God cannot change his basic moral character (Mal. 3:6; Heb. 6:18).

Animal behavior is not normative for humans. There are several objections to ap�pealing to animal behavior as a justification for homosexual activity. For the most part, homosexual acts among mammals are casual and temporary, not habitual and lifelong. Thus the appeal to animal behavior to justify a homosexual lifestyle is unfounded judging by the perversion and violence of some human homosexual acts, animals are receiving a bad deal in the comparison. Nothing like the human degradation among hard-core homosexuals is known in the animal kingdom. Animal behavior is not normative for human activity. One should not expect that the behavior of brute beasts is exemplary for human conduct. Animals are not relationally and morally responsible creatures. They act from instinct and, hence, are not ethically culpable for their actions. Humans, on the other hand, are created in God's image and are responsible to act in a godlike manner, not like animals.

The Arguments against Homosexuality

God loves alcoholics but hates alcoholism. Likewise, God loves homosexuals but hates homosexual perversity. The case against homosexual acts can be made in two ways: biblically and socially. The biblical arguments will be presented first.

Biblical Arguments against Homosexual Practices

There are many biblical arguments against homosexual practices, both implicit and explicit. The implicit argument is derived from the fact that God ordained heterosexual acts within the bonds of marriage, not homosexual activity. Since this will be treated in the next chapter, it will only be touched upon here.

God ordained heterosexuality, not homosexuality. God ordained heterosexual relationships when he created "male and female" and commanded them to have children (Gen. 1:27-28). Sex was given a family context from the very begin�ning. God said, "A man [male] will leave his father and mother and be united to his wife [female], and they will become one flesh" (2:24). Paul makes it clear that "one flesh" implies sexual intercourse (1 Cor. 6:15-17). The writer of Hebrews proclaims that "marriage should be honored by all, and the marriage bed kept pure, for God will judge the adulterer and all the sexually immoral" (Heb. 13:4). Indeed, the Ten Commandments declare: "You shall not commit adultery" and "You shall not covet your neighbor's wife" (Exod. 20:14, 17). These passages make it plain that God has ordained sex to be used between a male and female within the bonds of heterosexual marriage.

Canaan was condemned for a homosexual sin. Although the text does not ex�plicitly say so, it appears that Noah's son Ham engaged in a homosexual act with his drunken father. There are several indications in the Bible that this was the case. The phrase "saw his father's nakedness" (Gen. 9:22) is used elsewhere of
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Homosexuality is condemned in the book of Judges. One of the most grotesque and horrifying sins in the Old Testament was provoked by homosexuals. When a man from Gibeah invited a traveler into his home, "some of the wicked men of the city surrounded the house. Pounding on the door, they shouted to the old man who owned the house, 'Bring out the man who came to your house so we can have sex with him'" ( Judg. 19:22). The man urged the homosexual crowd: "Don't do such a disgraceful thing" (v. 24). In an attempt to appease them, he offered his virgin daughter and his guest's concubine to them. So the men "raped [the concubine] and abused her throughout the night, and at dawn they let her go" (v. 25). When her master found the concubine limp on the doorstep the next morning, he cut her in twelve pieces and sent one piece to each of the twelve tribes. Everyone who saw it said, "Such a thing has never been seen or done, not since the day the Israelites came up out of Egypt. Think about it! Consider it! Tell us what to do!" (v. 30). It is difficult to imagine a greater perversity growing out of homosexuality than this. But as horrible as the rape and consequent evil that followed, the Levite saw giving his concubine to them as a less "disgraceful thing" than homosexuality (v. 24).

The prophets condemned sodomy. Homosexual acts were condemned throughout the Old Testament. The prophetic writer of Kings (perhaps Jeremiah) speaks over and over of the evil of homosexuality. He wrote, "There were even male shrine prostitutes in the land; the people engaged in all the detestable practices of the nations the LORD had driven out before the Israelites" (1 Kings 14:24). Later, one of Asa's reforms was that "he expelled the male shrine prostitutes from the land" (15:12). Likewise, Jehoshaphat "rid the land of the rest of the male shrine pros�titutes who remained there even after the reign of his father Asa" (22:46). When the good king Josiah later invoked a revival, "he also tore down the quarters of the male shrine prostitutes, which were in the temple of the LOIUD" (2 Kings 23:7). The prophet Ezekiel spoke out against the sensual sins of Sodom, calling them "detestable things" (16:50). This is the same word used to describe homosexual acts in Leviticus (18:22-23).

Romans 1 condemns homosexuality among pagans. The most descriptive passage on homosexual acts in the Bible is recorded in Romans 1. Paul called it a sin for which 'the wrath of God is being revealed from heaven" (v. 18). The descriptions of the sin of homosexuality are virtually unrivaled anywhere in Scripture. It is called "sinful desires: "sexual impurity," "degrading," "a lie; "shameful lusts," "unnatural," "inflamed ...lust," "indecent: and a "perversion" (vv. 24-27). As a result of these kinds of wicked practices, God "gave them over to a depraved mind" (v. 28). They became "filled with every kind of wickedness, evil, greed and depravity" (v. 29).

The Scriptures vividly describe homosexual acts in these terms: "Even their women exchanged natural relations for unnatural ones. In the same way men also abandoned natural relations with women and were inflamed with lust for one an�other. Men committed indecent acts with other men, and received in themselves the due penalty for their perversion" (vv. 26-27). Noteworthy are the two words "exchanged" and "abandoned," both indicating that a free and sinful choice was  made to engage in such sinful acts. This refutes the claim that certain persons are born with homosexual tendencies they cannot avoid.

Paul observes that homosexual acts are "unnatural" (v. 26). They are contrary to the natural law that God has "written on their hearts" (2:15). Thus, the sin of homosexuality is not simply a violation of biblical ethics; it is also a violation of God's natural moral standard for all persons everywhere. For "all who sin apart from the law [of Moses] will also perish apart from the law, . . . since they show that the requirements of the law are written on their hearts" (2:12,15).

Homosexuals are not in God's kingdom. According to 1 Corinthians 6:9-10, "Neither the sexually immoral nor idolaters nor adulterers nor male prostitutes nor homosexual offenders . . . will inherit the kingdom of God." It is obvious that the reference here is to unbelievers, since Paul said to the believers at Corinth, "and that is what some of you were" (v. 11). In other words, no believer can be characterized by such a life. Although believers are capable of slipping into any sin, nonetheless no one who continually practices a homosexual lifestyle can be a believer. For "no one who is born of God will continue to sin, because God's seed remains in him; he cannot go on sinning, because he has been born of God" (1 John 3:9).

First Timothy condemns homosexuality. There is a passage in I Timothy that condemns homosexuality as well. Paul said the law was made "for murderers, for adulterers and perverts, for slave traders and liars and perjurers—and for whatever else is contrary to sound doctrine" (1 Tim. 1:9-10). The word "perverts" is a broader word for sexual sins other than "adultery." It includes homosexual acts and is even translated "sodomites" (NKJV) or "homosexuals" (NASB). The context in which it is used and the other sins with which it is listed demonstrate the severity of the sin of sodomy.

Jude calls homosexuality a perversion. Jude declares that God judged the angels who sinned, binding them in everlasting chains for the final judgment day. He adds, "In a similar way, Sodom and Gomorrah and the surrounding towns gave themselves up to sexual immorality and perversion. They serve as an example of those who suffer the punishment of eternal fire" (v. 7). "In the very same way, these dreamers pollute their own bodies, reject[ing] authority" (v. 8). This passage leaves little doubt about both the sexual nature of Sodom's sin and God's attitude toward the homosexual acts those people performed.

So from the beginning to the end of the Bible, the sin of Sodom is consistently and repeatedly condemned in the strongest terms. God both describes it in the strongest negative terms and judges it with the most emphatic ways. There is simply no basis for the claim that homosexuality is an acceptable "alternate lifestyle."

Other Arguments against Homosexuality

In addition to the repeated biblical condemnations of homosexual practices, there are strong moral and social indications of the wrongness of this deviant sexual practice. The most important of these follow.

Homosexuality is unnatural. Apart from any biblical statement, nature itself reveals that homosexuality is wrong. It is simply contrary to the natural use of one's sexuality. This is obvious for several reasons. No one was born of a homosexual union, and no one was born a homosexual. Certain persons became homosexuals somewhere along the line. Homosexual behavior is not a normal behavior. Only a small fraction of the population (about 2 to 4 percent) have this abnormal behavior. Fourth, ex-homosexuals testify that they were recruited to this lifestyle and have since left it for normal heterosexual relations and families. For these reasons it is clear that homosexuality is not a natural condition.

No society accords homosexuality equivalent status. No society, past or present, has ever accorded homosexuals an equivalent status with heterosexuals. I Many societies have frowned on it. Those that have accorded a place for homosexuals have done so only for a limited class and for a limited time. Although some American Indian tribes gave it a place, all in all the place was not desirable. The Mohaves, for example, interchanged the word for homosexual with the word for coward. This wisdom of the ages should not be regarded lightly, for this virtually universal attitude among societies is not without justification. Every rational society discriminates against socially undesirable elements. Socially deviant behavior is punished, criminals are put in prison, and so on. Rational discrimination is the only wise thing for a society to do, and as will be shown, homosexuality produces some socially undesirable behavior.

Homosexuality is socially undesirable. Homosexuality is associated with a whole cluster of socially undesirable characteristics. Psychological studies show that there is a disproportionately high degree of egocentricity, superciliousness, narcissism, masochism, and hostility associated with homosexuality. Hitler's storm troopers, for example, had a disproportionately high number of homosexuals. Child molestation cases involve three times as many homosexuals as the general population. Homosexual crimes, some against other homosexuals, are among the most violent committed. These undesirable characteristics are cause for social concern. They counter the claim that homosexual behavior is purely private and, therefore, of no concern to society in general.

  No society is sustained by homosexual practices. Society depends for its very existence on healthy and sustained heterosexual relations. Apart from healthy heterosexual relations, there would be no homosexuals. To put it another way, no one was ever born of a homosexual relationship. Heterosexuality is absolutely essential to the continuance of the race. Without it the whole race would become extinct in one generation, and in this sense homosexuality is a threat to the continuance of the human race. It will not suffice to argue that this will never happen since not everyone will practice it, for if it is an acceptable behavior for all, then all could practice it. And if all did practice it, then the race would self-destruct.

Homosexual practices are a threat to lives. One of the most powerful social argu�ments against homosexual practices is AIDS. There is no question that this deadly disease is spread by homosexual practices. Neither is there any doubt that it is spread from homosexuals to such nonhomosexuals as hemophiliacs, users of com�mon needles, medical workers, wives of bisexuals, and others. Predictions are that eventually millions of people will die as a direct or indirect result of homosexual practices that pass on this fatal virus. The disease has reached epidemic propor�tions. When the physical well-being of society is so threatened, it is necessary for society to protect itself against such life-threatening practices. No rational society would fail to defend itself against other activities that so endangered the lives of its citizens.

One study reveals that male homosexuals live on the average about thirtyyears less than do heterosexual males. Statistics on homosexual deaths show that the average male homosexual lives to about age 40, but the average male heterosexual lives to about 752Even chain-smoking is not that lethal. A widely accepted Hogg study shows a life-span reduction of from eight to twenty years.'

Some Objections Considered

Several objections have been leveled against the various arguments counter to homosexuality. These will be briefly considered now

These arguments produce homophobia. Some object that the case against ho�mosexuality produces an unnatural and unwarranted fear and generates a kind of hysteria against homosexuals, and that it is an overreaction based on emotions. However, this objection is not justified. The case against homosexuality is based not on emotions but on Scripture and facts and sound reasoning. There is a differ�ence between an appeal to emotions and an appeal based on emotions. Certainly, a strong warning to leave a burning building is an appeal to the emotions, but if the building is ablaze, no one should object, since it is an appeal based on facts. The arguments against the homosexuals' deviant behavior no more deserve to be called productive of homophobia than arguments against stealing should be called productive of kleptophobia. The real question is whether the behavior is morally and socially acceptable, not whether it produces legitimate fear of a socially damaging or dangerous practice.

It discriminates against homosexuals. There are two basic mistakes in this argu�ment. First, it fails to distinguish between homosexuals and homosexuality. Laws against drunk driving do not thereby discriminate against drinkers. One can be opposed to alcoholism without being opposed to alcoholics. We must distinguish between the person and the practice. It is only homosexual behavior that is ob�jectionable, not homosexuals as persons.

Second, this objection incorrectly assumes that all discrimination is wrong. It is a discrimination against discrimination. Actually, the word "discrimination" is a good word. All rational people discriminate. That is why we put skulls and cross�bones on poisons and warning labels on cigarette packages. We also discriminate against socially disruptive behavior by applying punishments and imprisonment. In this sense it is legitimate to discriminate against homosexual behavior. Not to discriminate against socially undesirable behavior is as unreasonable as claiming that child abusers or rapists should not be imprisoned, since this would be dis�criminating against them.

It lacks proper Christian love for all persons. This objection wrongly assumes that we cannot love the sinner and yet hate the sin. There is no reason we cannot love an alcoholic but hate alcoholism. Likewise, we can love homosexuals and hate homosexuality. Admittedly, not all Christians consistently practice this distinction. Many reject even their own children when they ''come out of the closet." This is a tragic mistake. It is both unchristian and unhelpful. It is unchristian because it is not in the spirit of Christ, who ministered to publicans and sinners. Nor can one hope to win them by rejecting them.

Yet if they are professing believers and members of a church, unrepentant prac�ticing homosexuals must be given church discipline (cf. 1 Cor. 5). However, we should still reach out in love as friends and relatives in order to help them. Total rejection of them as persons only drives them further into their sin. Love reaches out to people, even sinful ones; it does not reject them. Homosexuals need com�passion as persons, not condemnation.

Homosexuals are born that way. This argument backfires for several reasons. 

First, if homosexuals were also designed (born) as males or females, they why shouldn't they follow the design of their bodies instead of their desires, which go against God's design for their bodies? Failing to follow one's desires can be uncomfortable, but failing to follow the design for one's body can be fatal.'

Second, science has not demonstrated that there is a genetic source or bio�logical source for homosexual desires. At any rate, since homosexuals do not and cannot reproduce, there is no way for the genetic desires to be passed on to the next generation.

Third, even if scientists were to find a biological cause for homosexual desires, it still would not be grounds to accept or promote homosexuality. Even if we are born with certain sinful tendencies, this is no excuse for performing these perverse activities. The Bible is the final authority for our behavior (2 Tim. 3:16-17; 2 Pet. 2:5-6), and it clearly condemns homosexual practice:

God also gave them up to uncleanness, in the lusts of their hearts, to dishonor their bodies among themselves, who exchanged the truth of God for the lie, and worshiped and served the creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed forever. Amen. For this reason God gave them up to vile passions. For even their women exchanged the natural use for what is against nature. Likewise also the men, leaving the natural use of the woman, burned in their lust for one another, men with men committing what is shameful, and receiving in themselves the penalty of their error which was due; . . . who, knowing the righteous judgment of God, that those who practice such things are deserving of death, not only do the same but also approve of those who practice them. (Rom. 1:24-27, 32 NKJV, emphasis added)

Fourth, even apart from the Bible there is evidence against yielding to homo�sexual tendencies or practices. This is seen from the fact that homosexuals tend to die earlier, have higher cases of HIV and AIDS, colon and rectal cancer, and hepatitis. In fact, ''according to the Center for Disease Control, more than 82 percent of all known sexually-transmitted AIDS cases in 2006 were the result of male-to-male sexual contact. Moreover, gay and bisexual men account for more than 60 percent of all syphilis cases.

Finally, most people would not apply this homosexual reasoning to other areas of life. We know that rapists can fight their desires, as can murders and adulterers. And experience (by ex-gays) shows that this tendency can be fought too. Further, we should fight homosexual tendencies because, like other bad tendencies, the practices they prompt are harmful not only to individuals but also to society.

It is bigotry not to condone homosexuality. Bigotry is a prejudgment without any reasons or grounds for the objection. But this is not the case with homo�sexuality. Clearly there are good reasons for rejecting it. First, it is contrary to Scripture (see above sections). Second, it is harmful to natural marriage. Third, it is harmful to children. Fourth, it raises the cost of many insurance carriers because of the sicknesses many homosexuals have. Fifth, it is dangerous to the individuals themselves. Sixth, this argument presupposes a moral standard. But if homosexual activists are going to apply this moral standard against those who oppose homosexuality, why don't they use the same moral law against homo�sexual behavior?'

Christians need to be more tolerant and loving of homosexuality. First, tolerance assumes that something is wrong. We don't tolerate good; we happily accept it. Second, homosexuals want more than tolerance. They are looking for a full-fledged endorsement of their lifestyle. Third, it is an evil to accept or approve evil action that is going to harm and endanger the individuals themselves. Finally, homosexuals are not tolerant of the heterosexual lifestyle. This is evident from the facts that they are in favor of revising the definition of marriage and in favor of imposing same-sex marriage and all of its social effects upon people without their consent. Therefore, it is not a question of tolerance, but a question of allowing and promoting what is evil; and clearly Christians should not be tolerant of such a harmful lifestyle.

Christians are not supposed to judge others. Many homosexual activists and others, even within the church, claim that Christians should not condemn homosexuality because they are commanded not to judge (Matt. 7:1). But this view fails to recognize that Christ was condemning hypocritical judging, not the act of judging as such. This is evident since much of the Sermon on the Mount is intended to overcome the hypocritical righteousness of the Pharisees (cf. 5:20; 6:5). Second, the context of this passage clearly does not condemn all judging. This is clear from the fact that 7:5 says, "Hypocrite! First remove the plank from your own eye, and then you will see clearly to remove the speck from your brother's eye" (NKJV). From 7:3-4 Jesus was obviously condemning them not for judging, but for judging hypocritically. And in 7:5 he clearly says that after they have properly evaluated themselves, they can approach another person to remove the speck from their eye. Jesus certainly did not condemn all judging, but he calls for "righteous judgment" ( John 7:24 NKJV). Finally, if one is not supposed to judge, then why are homosexual activists and many others judging those who stand in opposition to homosexuality? Clearly the knife cuts both ways!

    Homosexuals cannot change. This claim simply is not true. There have been literally hundreds of thousands of homosexuals who have changed. This is confirmed by Dr. Robert Spitzer, who has demonstrated that they can change. Even if they feel as though they cannot change their sexual orientation, they can change. Even if they cannot change their sexual orientation, they can at least control their sexual behavior.

_______________________________________________

Scripture could scarcely be more emphatic. Homosexual practices are called un�natural, impure, shameful, indecent, perverse, and an abomination.

In addition to the powerful biblical exhortations against homosexuality, there are strong social arguments as well. Indeed, no society, past or present, has ever accorded equal status to homosexuals. It is not only psychologically and socially dangerous; it also has become an epidemic threat to the physical lives of millions of people. In view of this, it is necessary for rational societies to protect their citizens against the contaminating influences of such sexually deviant behavior. Nonetheless, as Christians we should love the sinner, even though we hate the sinner's sin. Thus we should reach out in love to win homosexuals to Christ, who loves them and has died for them.
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STOTT (ISSUES FACING CHRISTIANS TODAY, MARSHALL PICKERING)

Chapter 16: Homosexual Partnerships?



Because of the explosive nature of this topic, let me begin by describing the proper context for our thinking about it and by affirming a number of truths about my readers and myself which I am taking for granted as I write.



The Context for Discussion

First, we are all human beings. That is to say, there is no such phenomenon as "a homosexual". There are only people, human persons, made in the image and likeness of God, yet fallen, with all the glory and the tragedy which that paradox implies, including sexual potential and sexual problems. However strongly we may disapprove of homosexual practices, we have no liberty to dehumanize those who engage in them.

Secondly, we are all sexual beings. Our sexuality, according to both Scripture and experience, is basic to our humanness. Angels may be sexless; we humans are not. When God made humankind, he made us male and female. So to talk about sex is to touch a point close to the centre of our personality. Our very identity is being discussed, and perhaps either endorsed or threatened. So the subject demands an unusual degree of sensitivity.

Moreover, not only are we all sexual beings, but we all have a particular sexual orientation. The American zoologist Alfred C. Kinsey's famous investigation into human sexuality led him to place every human being somewhere on a spectrum from 0 (an exclusively heterosexual bias, attracted only to the opposite sex) to 6 (an exclusively homosexual bias, attracted only to the same sex, whether homosexual males or "lesbians", as homosexual females are usually called). In between these poles Dr Kinsey plotted varying degrees of bisexuality, referring to people whose sexual orientation is either dual or indeterminate or fluctuating. His researches led him to conclude that 4% of men (at least of white American men) are exclusively homosexual throughout their lives, that 10% are for up to three years, and that as many as 37% have some kind of homosexual experience between adolescence and old age. The percentage of homosexual women he found to be lower, although it rises to 4% between the ages of 20 and 35.1 The numbers are high enough to warrant Dr D. J. West's comment that "homosexuality is an extremely common condition. "2

Thirdly, we are all sinners, indeed (among other things) sexual sinners. The doctrine of total depravity asserts that every part of our human being has been tainted and twisted by sin, and that this includes our sexuality. Dr Merville Vincent, of the Department of Psychiatry at Harvard Medical School, was surely correct when he wrote in 1972: "In God's view I suspect we are all sexual deviants. I doubt if there is anyone who has not had a lustful thought that deviated from God's perfect ideal of sexuality."3 Nobody (with the sole exception of Jesus of Nazareth) has been sexually sinless. There is no question, therefore, of coming to this study with a horrid "holier-than-thou" attitude of moral superiority. Being all of us sinners, we stand under the judgment of God and we are in urgent need of the grace of God. Besides, sexual sins are not the only sins, nor even necessarily the most sinful; pride and hypocrisy are surely worse.

Fourthly, in addition to being human, sexual and sinful creatures, I take it that we are all Christians. At least the readers I have in mind in this chapter are not people who reject the lordship of Jesus Christ, but rather those who earnestly desire to submit to it, believe that he exercises it through Scripture, want to understand what light Scripture throws on this topic, and have a predisposition to seek God's grace to follow his will when it is known. Without this kind of commitment, it would be more difficult for us to find common ground. To be sure, God's standards are the same for everybody, but non-Christian people are less ready to accept them.

Having delineated the context for our discussion, I am ready to ask the question: are homosexual partnerships a Christian option? I phrase my question advisedly. It introduces us to three necessary distinctions.

First, at least since the Wolfenden Report of 1957 and the resultant Sexual Offences Act of 1967, we have learned to distinguish between sins and crimes. Adultery has always (according to God's law) been a sin, but in most countries it is not an offence punishable by the state. Rape, by contrast, is both a sin and a crime. What the Sexual Offences Act of 1967 did was to declare that a homosexual act performed between consenting adults over 21 in private should no longer be a criminal offence. "The Act did not in fact 'legalize' such behaviour," wrote Professor Sir Norman Anderson, "for it is still regarded by the law as immoral, and is devoid of any legal recognition; all the Act did was to remove the criminal sanction from such acts when performed in private between two consenting adults. "4

Secondly, we have grown accustomed to distinguish between a homosexual orientation or "inversion" (for which people are not responsible) and homosexual physical practices (for which they are). The importance of this distinction goes beyond the attribution of responsibility to the attribution of guilt. We may not blame people for what they are, though we may for what they do. And in every discussion about homosexuality we must be rigorous in differentiating between this "being" and "doing", that is, between a person's identity and activity, sexual preference and sexual practice, constitution and conduct.

But now we have to come to terms with a third distinction, namely between homosexual practices which are casual (and probably anonymous) acts of self-gratification and those which (it is claimed) are just as expressive of authentic human love as is heterosexual intercourse in marriage. No responsible homosexual person (whether Christian or not) is advocating promiscuous "one night stands", let alone violence or the corruption of young people and children. What some are arguing, however, especially in the so-called Lesbian and Gay Christian Movement, is that a heterosexual marriage and a homosexual partnership are "two equally valid alternatives",5 being equally tender, mature and faithful. In May 1989 Denmark became the first country to legalize homosexual marriages. The previous year Bishop John S. Spong of Newark, New Jersey, urged the Episcopal Church "to bless and affirm the love that binds two persons of the same gender into a life-giving relationship of mutual commitment".6

The question before us, then, does not relate to homosexual practices of a casual nature, but asks whether homosexual partnerships �

lifelong and loving — are a Christian option. Our concern is to subject

prevailing attitudes (whether total revulsion or equally uncritical endorsement) to biblical scrutiny. Is our sexual "preference" purely

a matter of personal "taste"? Or has God revealed his will regarding a norm? In particular, can the Bible be shown to sanction homosexual partnerships, or at least not to condemn them? What, in fact, does the Bible condemn?

The Biblical Prohibitions

The late Derrick Sherwin Bailey was the first Christian theologian to re-evaluate the traditional understanding of the biblical prohibitions. His famous book, of which all subsequent writers on this topic have had to take careful account, namely Homosexuality and the Western Christian Tradition, was published in 1955. Although many have not been able to accept his attempted reconstruction, in particular his reinterpretation of the sin of Sodom, there are other writers, less cautious in scholarly standards than he, who regard his argument as merely preliminary and build on his foundations a much more permissive position. It is essential to consider this debate.

There are four main biblical passages which refer (or appear to refer) to the homosexual question negatively: (1) the story of Sodom (Genesis 19:1-13), with which it is natural to associate the very similar story  of Gibeah (Judges 19); (2) the Levitical texts (Leviticus 18:22 and 20:13) which explicitly prohibit "lying with a man as one lies with a woman"; (3) the apostle Paul's portrayal of decadent pagan society in his day (Romans 1:18-32); and (4) two Pauline lists of sinners, each of which includes a reference to homosexual practices of some kind (1 Corinthians 6:9-10 and 1 Timothy 1:8-11).

(1) The Stories of Sodom and Gibeah

The Genesis narrative makes it clear that "the men of Sodom were wicked and were sinning greatly against the Lord" (13:13), and that "the outcry against Sodom and Gomorrah" was "so great and their sin so grievous" that God determined to investigate it (18:20-21), and in the end "overthrew those cities and the entire plain, including all those living in the cities" (19:25) by an act of judgment which was entirely consistent with the justice of "the Judge of all the earth" (18:25). There is no controversy about this background to the biblical story. The question is: what was the sin of the people of Sodom (and Gomorrah) which merited their obliteration?

The traditional Christian view has been that they were guilty of homosexual practices, which they attempted (unsuccessfully) to inflict on the two angels whom Lot was entertaining in his home. Hence the word "sodomy". But Sherwin Bailey challenged this interpretation on two main grounds. First, it is a gratuitous assumption (he argued) that the demand of the men of Sodom "Bring them out to us, so that we may know them" meant "so that we can have sex with them" (Niv). For the Hebrew word for "know" (yada`) occurs 943 times in the Old Testament, of which only ten occurrences refer to physical intercourse, and even then only to heterosexual intercourse. It would therefore be better to translate the phrase "so that we may get acquainted with them". We can then understand the men's violence as due to their anger that Lot had exceeded his rights as a resident alien, for he had welcomed two strangers into his home "whose intentions might be hostile and whose credentials — had not been examined" .7 In this case the sin of Sodom was to invade the privacy of Lot's home and flout the ancient rules of hospitality. Lot begged them to desist because, he said, the two men "have come under the protection of my roof" (verse 8).

Bailey's second argument was that the rest of the Old Testament nowhere suggests that the nature of Sodom's offence was homosexual. Instead, Isaiah implies that it was hypocrisy and social injustice,

Jeremiah adultery, deceit and general wickedness, and Ezekiel arrogance, greed and indifference to the poor.8 Then Jesus himself (though Bailey does not mention this) on three separate occasions alluded to the inhabitants of Sodom and Gomorrah, declaring that it would be "more bearable" for them on the day of judgment than for those who reject his gospel.9 Yet in all these references there is not even a whiff or rumour of homosexual malpractice! It is only when we reach the Palestinian pseudepigraphical writings of the second century BC that Sodom's sin is identified as unnatural sexual behaviour.10 And this finds a clear echo in the Letter of Jude, in which it is said that "Sodom and Gomorrah and the surrounding towns gave themselves up to sexual immorality and perversion" (verse 7), and in the works of Philo and Josephus, Jewish writers who were shocked by the homosexual practices of Greek society.

Sherwin Bailey handled the Gibeah story in the same way, for they are closely parallel. Another resident alien (this time an anonymous "old man") invites two strangers (not angels but a Levite and his concubine) into his home. Evil men surround the house and make the same demand as the Sodomites, that the visitor be brought out "so that we may know him". The owner of the house first begs them not to be so "vile" to his "guest", and then offers his daughter and the concubine to them instead. The sin of the men of Gibeah, it is again suggested, was not their proposal of homosexual intercourse but their violation of the laws of hospitality.

Although Bailey must have known that his reconstruction of both stories was at most tentative, he yet made the exaggerated claim that "there is not the least reason to believe, as a matter of either historical fact or of revealed truth, that the city of Sodom and its neighbours were destroyed because of their homosexual practices." Instead, the Christian tradition about "sodomy" was derived from late, apocryphal Jewish sources.

But Sherwin Bailey's case is not convincing for a number of reasons:

The adjectives "wicked ", "vile" and "disgraceful" (Genesis 18:7; Judges 19:23) do not seem appropriate to describe a breach of hospitality; (2) the offer of women instead "does look as if there is some sexual connotation to the episode";12 (3) although the verb yada` is used only ten times of sexual intercourse, Bailey omits to mention that six of these occurrences are in Genesis and one in the Sodom story itself (about Lot's daughters, who had not "known" a man, verse 8); (4) for those of us who take the New Testament documents seriously, Jude's unequivocal reference to the "sexual immorality and perversion" of Sodom and Gomorrah (verse 7) cannot be dismissed as merely an error copied from Jewish pseudepigrapha. To be sure, homosexual behaviour was not Sodom's only sin; but according to Scripture it was certainly one of its sins.

The Leviticus Texts

Both texts in Leviticus belong to the "Holiness Code" which is the heart of the book, and which challenges the people of God to follow his laws and not copy the practices either of Egypt (where they used to live) or of Canaan (to which he was bringing them). These practices included sexual relations within the prohibited degrees, a variety of sexual deviations, child sacrifice, idolatry and social injustice of different kinds. It is in this context that we must read the following two texts:

Do not lie with a man as one lies with a woman; that is detestable (18:22).

If a man lies with a man as one lies with a woman, both of them have done what is detestable. They must be put to death; their blood will be on their own heads (20:13).

"It is hardly open to doubt," wrote Bailey, "that both the laws in Leviticus relate to ordinary homosexual acts between men, and not to ritual or other acts performed in the name of religion. "13 Others, however, affirm the very point which Bailey denies. They rightly point out that the two texts are embedded in a context preoccupied largely with ritual cleanness, and Peter Coleman adds that the word translated "detestable" or "abomination" in both verses is associated with idolatry. "In English the word expresses disgust or disapproval, but in the Bible its predominant meaning is concerned with religious truth rather than morality or aesthetics."14 Are these prohibitions merely religious taboos, then? Are they connected with that other prohibition, "No Israelite man or woman is to become a temple prostitute" (Deuteronomy 23:17)? For certainly the Canaanitish fertility cult did include ritual prostitution, and therefore provided both male and female "sacred prostitutes" (even if there is no clear evidence that either engaged in homosexual intercourse). The evil kings of Israel and Judah were constantly introducing them into the religion of Yahweh, and the righteous kings were constantly expelling them.15 The homosexual lobby argues therefore that the Levitical texts prohibit religious practices which have long since ceased, and have no relevance to homosexual partnerships today.

Paul's Statements in Romans 1

Because of this, God gave them over to shameful lusts. Even their women exchanged natural relations for unnatural ones (verse 26). In the same way the men also abandoned natural relations with women and were inflamed with lust for one another. Men committed indecent acts with other men, and received in themselves the due penalty for their perversion (verse 27).

All are agreed that the apostle is describing idolatrous pagans in the Graeco-Roman world of his day. They had a certain knowledge of God through the created universe (verses 19 -20) and their own moral sense (verse 32), yet they suppressed the truth they knew in order to practise wickedness. Instead of giving to God the honour due to him, they turned to idols, confusing the Creator with his creatures.

In judgment upon them, "God gave them over" to their depraved mind and their decadent practices (verses 24, 26, 28), including "unnatural" sex. It seems at first sight to be a definite condemnation of homosexual behaviour. But two arguments are advanced on the other side: (1) although Paul knew nothing of the modern distinction between "inverts" (who have a homosexual disposition) and "perverts" (who, though heterosexually inclined, indulge in homosexual practices), nevertheless it is the latter he is condemning, not the former. This must be so, it is urged, because they are described as having "abandoned" natural relations with women, whereas no exclusively homosexual male would ever have had them. (2) Paul is evidently portraying the reckless, shameless, profligate, promiscuous behaviour of people whom God has judicially "given up"; what relevance has this to committed, loving homosexual partnerships? These two arguments can be rebutted, however, especially by the apostle's reference to "nature", that is, the created order, as I hope to show later.

(4) The Other Pauline Texts

Do you not know that the wicked will not inherit the kingdom of God? Do not be deceived: Neither the sexually immoral, nor idolaters nor adulterers nor male prostitutes (malakoi) nor homosexual offenders (arsenokoitai) nor thieves nor the greedy nor drunkards nor slanderers nor swindlers will inherit the kingdom of God (1 Corinthians 6:9-10).



We also know that law is made not for good men but for lawbreakers and rebels, the ungodly and sinful, the unholy and irreligious; for those who kill their fathers or mothers, for murderers, for adulterers and perverts (arsenokoitai), for slave traders and liars and perjurers — and for whatever else is contrary to the sound doctrine that conforms to the glorious gospel of the blessed God . . . (1 Timothy 1:9-10).

Here are two ugly lists of sins which Paul affirms to be incompatible in the first place with the Kingdom of God and in the second with either the law or the gospel. It will be observed that one group of offenders are called malakoi and the other (in both lists) arsenokoitai. What do these words mean? To begin with, it is extremely unfortunate that in the original Revised Standard Version translation of 1 Corinthians 6:9 they were combined and translated "homosexuals". Sherwin Bailey was right to protest, since the use of the word "inevitably suggests that the genuine invert, even though he be a man of irreproachable morals, is automatically branded as unrighteous and excluded from the Kingdom of God." Fortunately, the revisers heeded the protest, and the second edition (1973), though still  combining the words, rendered them "sexual perverts". The point is that all ten categories listed in 1 Corinthians 6:9-10 (with the possible exception of "the greedy") denote people who have offended by their actions — for example, idolaters, adulterers and thieves.



The two Greek words malakoi and arsenokoitai should not be combined, however, since they "have precise meanings. The first is literally 'soft to the touch' and metaphorically, among the Greeks, meant males (not necessarily boys) who played the passive role in homosexual intercourse. The second means literally 'male in a bed', and the Greeks used this expression to describe the one who took the active role."I7 The Jerusalem Bible follows James Moffatt in using the ugly words "catamites and sodomites", while among his conclusions Peter Coleman suggests that "probably Paul had commercial paederasty in mind between older men and post-pubertal boys, the most common pattern of homosexual behaviour in the classical world".18 If this is so, then once again it can be (and has been) argued that the Pauline condemnations are not relevant to homosexual adults who are both consenting and committed to one another. This is not, however, the conclusion which Peter Coleman himself draws. His summary is as follows: "Taken together, St Paul's writings repudiate homosexual behaviour as a vice of the Gentiles in Romans, as a bar to the Kingdom in Corinthians, and as an offence to be repudiated by the moral law in 1 Timothy. "19

Reviewing these biblical references to homosexual behaviour, which I have grouped, we have to agree that there are only four of them. Must we then conclude that the topic is marginal to the main thrust of the Bible? Must we further concede that they constitute a rather flimsy basis on which to take a firm stand against a homosexual lifestyle? Are those protagonists right who claim that the biblical prohibitions are "highly specific"2ฐ — against violations of hospitality (Sodom and Gibeah), against cultic taboos (Leviticus), against shameless orgies (Romans) and against male prostitution or the corruption of the young (1 Corinthians and 1 Timothy), and that none of these passages alludes to, let alone condemns, a loving partnership between genuine homosexual inverts? This is the conclusion reached, for example, by Letha Scanzoni and Virginia Mollenkott in their book Is The Homosexual My Neighbour? They write:

The Bible clearly condemns certain kinds of homosexual practice (. . . gang rape, idolatry and lustful promiscuity). However, it appears to be silent in certain other aspects of homosexuality -�both the "homosexual orientation" and "a committed love-relationship analogous to heterosexual monogamy".21

But no, plausible as it may sound, we cannot handle the biblical material in this way. The Christian rejection of homosexual practices does not rest on "a few isolated and obscure proof texts" (as is sometimes said), whose traditional explanation (it is further claimed) can be overthrown. And it is disturbing to me that those who write on this subject, and include in their treatment a section on the biblical teaching, all seem to deal with it in this way. For example, "Consideration of the Christian attitude to homosexual practices," wrote Sherwin Bailey, "inevitably begins with the story of the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah. "22 But this beginning is not at all "inevitable". In fact, it is positively mistaken. For the negative prohibitions of homosexual practices in Scripture make sense only in the light of its positive teaching in Genesis 1 and 2 about human sexuality and heterosexual marriage. Yet Sherwin Bailey's book contains no allusion to these chapters at all. And even Peter Coleman, whose Christian Attitudes to Homosexuality is probably the most comprehensive biblical, historical and moral survey which has yet been published, mentions them only in a passing reference to 1 Corinthians 6 where Paul quotes Genesis 2:24. Yet without the wholesome positive teaching of the Bible on sex and marriage, our perspective on the homosexual question is bound to be skewed.

Sex and Marriage in the Bible

The essential place to begin our investigation, it seems to me, is the institution of marriage in Genesis 2, although we have already looked at it in Chapters 13 and 14. Since members of the Lesbian and Gay Christian Movement deliberately draw a parallel between heterosexual marriages and homosexual partnerships, it is necessary to ask whether this parallel can be justified.

We have seen that in his providence God has given us two distinct accounts of creation. The first (Genesis 1) is general, and affirms the equality of the sexes, since both share in the image of God and the stewardship of the earth. The second (Genesis 2) is particular, and affirms the complementarily of the sexes, which constitutes the basis for heterosexual marriage. In this second account of creation three fundamental truths emerge.

First, the human need for companionship. "It is not good for the man to be alone" (verse 18). True, this assertion was later qualified when the apostle Paul (surely echoing Genesis) wrote: "It is good for a man not to marry" (1 Corinthians 7:1). That is to say, although marriage is the good institution of God, the call to singleness is also the good vocation of some. Nevertheless, as a general rule, "It is not good for the man to be alone." For God has created us social beings. Since he is love, and has made us in his own likeness, he has given us a capacity to love and be loved. He intends us to live in community, not in solitude. In particular, God continued, "I will make a helper suitable for him." Moreover, this "helper" or companion, whom God  pronounced "suitable for him", was also to be his sexual partner, with whom he was to become "one flesh", so that they might thereby both consummate their love and procreate their children.

Secondly, Genesis 2 reveals the divine provision to meet this human need. Having affirmed Adam's need for a partner, the search for a suitable one began. God first paraded the birds and beasts before him, and Adam proceeded to "name" them, to symbolize his taking them into his service. But (verse 20) "for Adam no suitable helper was found", who could live "alongside" or "opposite" him, who could be his complement, his counterpart, his companion, let alone his mate. So a special creation was necessary.

The debate about how literally we are intended to understand what follows (the divine surgery under a divine anaesthetic) must not prevent us from grasping the point. Something happened during Adam's deep sleep. A special work of divine creation took place. The sexes became differentiated. Out of the undifferentiated humanity of Adam, male and female emerged. And Adam awoke from his deep sleep to behold before him a reflection of himself, a complement to himself, indeed a very part of himself. Next, having created the woman out of the man, God himself brought her to him, much' as today the bride's father gives the bride away. And Adam broke spontaneously into history's first love poem saying that now at last there stood before him a creature of such beauty in herself and similarity to him that she appeared to be (as indeed she was) "made for him":

This is now bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh;

She shall be called "woman", for she was taken out of man.

There can be no doubting the emphasis of this story. According to Genesis 1 Eve, like Adam, was created in the image of God. But as to the manner of her creation, according to Genesis 2, she was made neither out of nothing (like the universe), nor out of "the dust of the ground" (like Adam, verse 7), but out of Adam.

The third great truth of Genesis 2 concerns the resulting institution of marriage. Adam's love poem is recorded in verse 23. The "therefore" or "for this reason" of verse 24 is the narrator's deduction:

For this reason a man will leave his father and mother, and be united to his wife, and they will become one flesh.

Even the inattentive reader will be struck by the three references to "flesh": "this is . . . flesh of my flesh . . . they will become one flesh". We may be certain that this is deliberate, not accidental. It teaches that heterosexual intercourse in marriage is more than a union; it is a kind of reunion. It is not a union of alien persons who do not belong to one another and cannot appropriately become one flesh. On the contrary, it is the union of two persons who originally were one, were then separated from each other, and now in the sexual encounter of marriage come together again.

It is surely this which explains the profound mystery of heterosexual intimacy, which poets and philosophers have celebrated in every culture. Heterosexual intercourse is much more than a union of bodies; it is a blending of complementary personalities through which, in the midst of prevailing alienation, the rich created oneness of human being is experienced again. And the complementarity of male and female sexual organs is only a symbol at the physical level of a much deeper spiritual complementarity.

In order to become one flesh, however, and experience this sacred mystery, certain preliminaries are necessary, which are constituent parts of marriage. "Therefore" (verse 24)

"a man" (the singular indicates that marriage is an exclusive union between two individuals)

"shall leave his father and mother" (a public social occasion is in view)

"and cleave to his wife" (marriage is a loving, cleaving commitment or covenant, which is heterosexual and permanent)

"and they will become one flesh" (for marriage must be consummated in sexual intercourse, which is a sign and seal of the marriage covenant, and over which no shadow of shame or embarrassment had yet been cast, verse 25)

Jesus himself later endorsed this teaching, He quoted Genesis 2:24, declared that such a lifelong union between a man and his wife was God's intention from the beginning, and added, "What God has joined together, let man not separate" (Mark 10:4-9).

Thus Scripture defines the marriage God instituted in terms of heterosexual monogamy. It is the union of one man with one woman, which must be publicly acknowledged (the leaving of parents), permanently sealed (he will "cleave to his wife") and physically consummated ("one flesh"). And Scripture envisages no other kind of marriage or sexual intercourse, for God provided no alternative. Christians should not therefore single out homosexual intercourse for special condemnation. The fact is that every kind of sexual relationship and activity which deviates from God's revealed intention is ipso facto displeasing to him and under his judgment. This includes polygamy and polyandry (which infringe the "one man — one woman" principle), clandestine unions (since these have involved no decisive public leaving of parents), casual encounters and temporary liaisons, adultery and many divorces (which are incompatible with "cleaving" and with Jesus' prohibition, "let man not separate"), and homosexual partnerships (which violate the statement that "a man" shall be joined to "his wife").

In sum, the only "one flesh" experience which God intends and Scripture contemplates is the sexual union of a man with his wife, whom he recognizes as "flesh of his flesh".

Contemporary Arguments Considered

Homosexual Christians are not, however, satisfied with this biblical teaching about human sexuality and the institution of heterosexual marriage. They bring forward a number of objections to it, in order to defend the legitimacy of homosexual partnerships.

(1) The argument about Scripture and culture

Traditionally, it has been assumed that the Bible condemns all homosexual acts. But are the biblical writers reliable guides in this matter? Were their horizons not bounded by their own experience and culture? The cultural argument usually takes one of two forms.

First, the biblical authors were addressing themselves to questions relevant to their own circumstances, and these were very different from ours. In the Sodom and Gibeah stories they were preoccupied either with conventions of hospitality in the Ancient Near East which are now obsolete or (if the sin was sexual at all) with the extremely unusual phenomenon of homosexual gang rape. In the Levitical laws the concern was with antiquated fertility rituals, while Paul was addressing himself to the particular sexual preferences of Greek paederasts. It is all so antiquarian. The biblical authors' imprisonment in their own cultures renders their teaching on this topic irrelevant.

The second and complementary culture problems is that the biblical writers were not addressing themselves to our questions. Thus the problem of Scripture is not only with its teaching but also with its silence. Paul (let alone the Old Testament authors) knew nothing of post-Freudian psychology. They had never heard of "the homosexual condition"; they knew only about certain practices. The difference between "inversion" and "perversion" would have been incomprehensible to them. The very notion that two men or two women could fall in love with each other and develop a deeply loving, stable relationship comparable to marriage simply never entered their heads. So then, just as slaves, blacks and women have been liberated, "gay liberation" is long overdue.

If the only biblical teaching on this topic were to be found in the prohibition texts, it might be difficult to answer these objections. But once those texts are seen in relation to the divine institution of marriage, we are in possession of a principle of divine revelation which� is universally applicable. It was applicable to the cultural situations of both the Ancient Near East and the first-century Graeco-Roman world, and it is equally applicable to modern sexual questions of which the ancients were quite ignorant. The reason for the biblical prohibitions is the same reason why modern loving homosexual partnerships must also be condemned, namely that they are incompatible with God's created order. And since that order (heterosexual monogamy) was established by creation, not culture, its validity is both permanent and universal. There can be no "liberation" from God's created norms; true liberation is found only in accepting them.

(2) The argument about creation and nature

I have sometimes read or heard this kind of statement: "I'm gay because God made me that way. So gay must be good. I cannot believe that God would create people homosexual and then deny them the right to sexual self-expression. I intend, therefore, to accept, and indeed celebrate, what I am by creation." Or again, "You may say that homosexual practice is against nature and normality; but it's not against my nature, nor is it in the slightest degree abnormal for me." Norman Pittenger was quite outspoken in his use of this argument a couple of decades ago. A homosexual person, he wrote, is "not an `abnormal' person with 'unnatural' desires and habits". On the contrary, "a heterosexually oriented person acts 'naturally' when he acts heterosexually, while a homosexually oriented person acts equally 'naturally' when he acts in accordance with his basic, inbuilt homosexual desire and drive. "23

Others argue that homosexual behaviour is "natural" (a) because in many primitive societies it is fairly acceptable, (b) because in some advanced civilizations (ancient Greece, for example) it was even idealized, and (c) because it is quite widespread in animals. Dr D. J. West, who reports this, goes on to quote Dr F. A. Beach, an expert on animal sexuality, who because of animal homosexual behaviour says that to describe human homosexual behaviour as "unnatural" is to "depart from strict accuracy" .24

But these arguments express an extremely subjective view of what is "natural" and "normal". We should not accept Norman Pittenger's statement that there are "no eternal standards of normality or naturalness" .25 Nor can we agree that animal behaviour sets standards for human behaviour! For God has established a norm for sex and marriage by creation. This was already recognized in the Old Testament era. Thus, sexual relations with an animal were forbidden, because "that is a perversion" (Leviticus 18:23), in other words a violation or confusion of nature, which indicates an "embryonic sense of natural law".26 The same verdict is passed on Sodom by the second century BC Testament of Naphtali: "As the sun and the stars do not change their order, so the tribe of Naphtali are to obey God rather than the disorderliness of idolatry. Recognizing in all created things the Lord who made them, they are not to become as Sodom which changed the order of nature. . . . "27

The same concept was clearly in Paul's mind in Romans 1. When he wrote of women who had "exchanged natural relations for unnatural ones", and of men who had "abandoned natural relations", he meant by "nature" (phusis) the natural order of things which God has established (as in 2:14, 27 and 11:24). What Paul was condemning, therefore, was not the perverted behaviour of heterosexual people who were acting against their nature, but any human behaviour which is against "Nature", that is, against God's created order. As C. K. Barrett puts it: "In the obscene pleasures to which he (sc. Paul) refers is to be seen precisely that perversion of the created order which may be expected when men put the creation in place of the Creator. "28 Similarly, Charles Cranfield writes that by "natural" and "unnatural" "Paul clearly means 'in accordance with the intention of the Creator' and 'contrary to the intention of the Creator', respectively." Again, "the decisive factor in Paul's use of it (sc. phusis, 'nature') is his biblical doctrine of creation. It denotes that order which is manifest in God's creation and which men have no excuse for failing to recognize and respect . "2'1

(3) The argument about quality of relationships

The Lesbian and Gay Christian Movement borrows from Scripture the truth that love is the greatest thing in the world (which it is) and from the "new morality" or "situation ethics" of the 1960s the notion that love is an adequate criterion by which to judge every relationship (which it is not). Yet this view is gaining ground today. The Friends' Report Towards a Quaker View of Sex (1963), for example, included the statements "one should no more deplore 'homosexuality' than lefthandedness"3ฐ and "surely it is the nature and quality of a relationship that matters".11 Similarly in 1979, the Methodist Church's Division of Social Responsibility, in its report A Christian Understanding of Human Sexuality, argued that "homosexual activities" are "not intrinsically wrong", since "the quality of any homosexual relationship is . . . to be assessed by the same basic criteria which have been applied to heterosexual relationships. For homosexual men and women, permanent relationships characterized by love can be an appropriate and Christian way of expressing their sexuality. "32 The same year (1979) an Anglican working party issued the report Homosexual Relationships: a contribution to discussion. It was more cautious, judicious and ambivalent than the Quaker and Methodist reports. Its authors did not feel able to repudiate centuries of Christian tradition, yet they "did not think it possible to deny" that in some circumstances individuals may "justifiably choose" a homosexual relationship in their search for companionship and sexual love "similar" to those found in marriage.33

In his Time for Consent Norman Pittenger lists what he sees to be the six characteristics of a truly loving relationship. They are (1)

commitment (the free self-giving of each to the other), (2) mutuality in giving and receiving (a sharing in which each finds his or her self in the other), (3) tenderness (no coercion or cruelty), (4) faithfulness (the intention of a lifelong relationship), (5) hopefulness (each serving the other's maturity), and (6) desire for union.34

If then a homosexual relationship, whether between two men or two women, is characterized by these qualities of love, surely (the argument runs) it must be affirmed as good and not rejected as evil? For it rescues people from loneliness, selfishness and promiscuity. It can be just as rich and responsible, as liberating and fulfilling, as a heterosexual marriage.

But the biblical Christian cannot accept the basic premise on which this case rests, namely that love is the only absolute, that besides it all moral law has been abolished, and that whatever seems to be compatible with love is ipso facto good, irrespective of all other considerations. This cannot be so. For love needs law to guide it. In emphasizing love for God and neighbour as the two great commandments, Jesus and his apostles did not discard all other commandments. On the contrary, Jesus said, "If you love me you will keep my commandments," and Paul wrote, "Love is the fulfilling (not the abrogating) of the law. "35

So then, although the loving quality of a relationship is an essential, it is not by itself a sufficient criterion to authenticate it. For example, if love were the only test of authenticity, there would be nothing against polygamy, for a polygamist could certainly enjoy a relationship with several wives which reflects all Dr Pittenger's six characteristics. Or let me give you a better illustration, drawn from my own pastoral experience. On several different occasions a married man has told me that he has fallen in love with another woman. When I have gently remonstrated with him, he has responded in words like these: "Yes, I agree, I already have a wife and family. But this new relationship is the real thing. We were made for each other. Our love for each other has a quality and depth we have never known before. It must be right." But no, I have had to say to him, it is not right. No man is justified in breaking his marriage covenant with his wife on the ground that the quality of his love for another woman is richer. Quality of love is not the only yardstick by which to measure what is good or right.

Similarly, I do not deny the claim that homosexual relationships can be loving (although a priori I do not see how they can attain the same richness as the heterosexual mutuality God has ordained.) But their love-quality is not sufficient to justify them. Indeed, I have to add that they are incompatible with true love because they Are incompatible with God's law. Love is concerned for the highest welfare of the beloved. And our highest human welfare is found in obedience to God's law and purpose, not in revolt against them.

Some leaders of the Lesbian and Gay Christian Movement appear to be following the logic of their own position, for they are saying that even monogamy could be abandoned in the interests of "love". Malcolm Macourt, for example, has written that the Gay Liberationist's vision is of "a wide variety of life patterns", each of which is "held in equal esteem in society". Among them he lists the following alternatives: monogamy and multiple partnerships; partnerships for life and partnerships for a period of mutual growth; same-sex partners and opposite sex partners; living in community and living in small family units.36 There seem to be no limits to what some people seek to justify in the name of love.

(4) The argument about acceptance and the gospel

"Surely," some people are saying, "it is the duty of heterosexual Christians to accept homosexual Christians. Paul told us to accept -�indeed welcome — onc. another. If God has welcomed somebody, who are we to pass judgment on him (Romans 14: lff)?" Norman Pittenger goes further and declares that those who reject homosexual people "have utterly failed to understand the Christian gospel". We do not receive the grace of God because we are good and confess our sins, he continues; it is the other way round. "It's always God's grace which comes first . . . his forgiveness awakens our repentance."37 He even quotes the hymn "Just as I am, without one plea", and adds: "the whole point of the Christian gospel is that God loves and accepts us just as we are".38

This is a very confused statement of the gospel, however. God does indeed accept us "just as we are", and we do not have to make ourselves good first, indeed we cannot. But his "acceptance" means that he fully and freely forgives all who repent and believe, not that he condones our continuance in sin. Again, it is true that we must accept one another, but only as fellow-penitents and fellow-pilgrims, not as fellow-sinners who are resolved to persist in our sinning. No acceptance, either by God or by the church, is promised to us if we harden our hearts against God's Word and will. Only judgment.

The AIDS Epidemic

Is AIDS, then, the judgment of God on practising homosexual men? This is what some evangelical Christians have confidently declared, and is the reason why I have included a section on AIDS in this particular chapter. Before we are in a position to decide, however, we need to know the basic facts.

AIDS (the Acquired Immune Deficiency Syndrome) was identified and described for the first time in 1981 in the United States. It is spread through HIV (the Human Immuno-deficiency Virus), which may then lie dormant and unsuspected in its human host for ten years or even longer. But eventually it will in most cases manifest itself by attacking and damaging the body's immune and nervous systems, and so making it defenceless against certain fatal diseases. The origin of this human virus is unknown, although the accepted wisdom is that it developed as the spontaneous mutation of a virus which had long infected African monkeys.

Many myths surround AIDS (specially in relation to its transmission and its extent), which need to be dispelled.

First, AIDS is not an easily caught infectious disease. The virus is transmitted only in body fluids, particularly in semen and blood. The commonest ways of getting it are through sexual intercourse with an infected partner and through an injection either of contaminated blood or with an unsterilized needle (the sharing of needles by drug addicts is a very dangerous practice). A child in the womb is also greatly at risk if the pregnant mother is HIV positive.

Secondly, AIDS is not a specifically "gay plague". It was given that inaccurate designation in the early 1980s because it first appeared in the male homosexual communities of San Francisco and New York. But the virus is transmitted by heterosexual as well as homosexual intercourse (overwhelmingly so in Africa, where homosexual behaviour is almost unknown), and AIDS sufferers include many women and babies as well as men. It is promiscuous sexual behaviour which spreads the disease most rapidly; whether this takes place with same-sex or opposite-sex partners is largely irrelevant. "The greater the numbers, the greater the risk", writes Dr Patrick Dixon, whose well-researched and compassionate book The Truth About AIDS I recommend. 39

Thirdly, AIDS is not a peculiarly western phenomenon. It seemed in the early eighties to be so, because American and European hospitals, possessing the necessary resources, were the first to diagnose it. But it is increasingly a world-wide disease. In East and Central Africa it has already reached epidemic proportions.

Fourthly, AIDS is not a problem which is going to be quickly solved. It is an incurable disease, with neither preventative vaccine nor therapeutic drug in sight. The drug known as AZT can prolong an AIDS victim's life by about a year, and alleviate suffering, but it has unpleasant side-effects and is a treatment, not a cure. Meanwhile, the statistics are growing at an alarming rate. Here are some figures given by Dr Dixon in 1987. "By 1991 there will be at least 145,000 people dying of full-blown AIDS in the USA, compared with only 26,000 in 1986.'1ฐ "In some parts of central Africa up to a fifth of all young women and their babies are now infected. Whole villages are being wiped out. A third of truck drivers running the main North/South routes are infected, and half the prostitutes in many towns. "41 "A recent television news report suggested that the toll in Africa could exceed 75 million people."42 It is predicted that in the UK by 1992 there could be 30,000 cases of AIDS and 17,000 deaths.

We have to recognize the difficulty which even the World Health Organization has in making accurate forecasts, because it is not known either how many people are infected with the virus, or what percentage of infected people will develop the disease. So the figures which are quoted may prove to be underestimates. But at the fifth international AIDS conference in Montreal in June 1989 Dr Jonathan Mann, director of WHO's Global Programme on AIDS, announced that it had now spread to 152 countries, and that during the 1990s the present figure of five million or more people who are believed to carry the virus is likely to triple to over fifteen million, while the number of actual AIDS sufferers may multiply ten times from the present estimated 600,000 to the appalling figure of six million.

Fifthly, AIDS cannot be avoided merely by the use of a condom, which is known to be an unreliable contraceptive. Dr Dixon sums the matter up succinctly: "Condoms do not make sex safe, they simply make it safer. Safe sex is sex between two partners who are not infected! This means a lifelong, faithful partnership between two people who were virgins and who now remain faithful to each other for life." Or, to quote the United States Catholic Conference, "abstinence outside of marriage and fidelity within marriage, as well as the avoidance of intravenous drug abuse, are the only morally correct and medically sure ways to prevent the spread of AIDS".44



A threefold Christian response to these sobering facts and figures would seem to be appropriate.

First, theological. Reverting to the question whether AIDS is a divine judgment on practising homosexual men, I think we have to answer "yes and no". "No" because Jesus warned us not to interpret calamities as God's specific judgments upon evil people (Luke 13:1--5). "No" also because AIDS victims include many women, especially faithful married women who have been infected by their unfaithful husbands, with a substantial minority of innocent haemophiliacs and children. But "yes" in the sense that Paul meant when he wrote: "Do not deceive yourselves; no-one makes a fool of God. A person will reap exactly what he sows" (Galatians 6:7 GNB). The fact that we reap what we sow, or that evil actions bring evil consequences, seems to have been written by God into the ordering of his moral world. Christians cannot regard it as an accident, for example, that promiscuity exposes people to venereal diseases, that heavy smoking can lead to lung cancer, excessive alcohol to liver disorders, and overeating (directly or indirectly) to heart conditions. Moreover, this cause-and-effect mechanism is viewed in Scripture as one of the ways in which God's "wrath", that is, his just judgment on evil, is revealed (Romans 1:18-32). Before the day of judgment arrives, Jesus taught, a process of judgment is already taking place (John 3:18-21; 5:24-29). AIDS may rightly be seen, then, as "part of God's judgment on society". "It is calling the bluff of the permissive society that there is any such thing as sexual liberation in promiscuity. "45

Our second Christian response must be pastoral. We do not deny that many people have contracted AIDS as a result of their own sexual promiscuity. But this provides us with no possible justification for shunning or neglecting them, any more than we would those who damage themselves through drunken driving or other forms of recklessness. As the American Roman Catholic bishops have put it, "stories of persons with AIDS must not become occasions for stereotyping or prejudice, for anger or recrimination, for rejection or isolation, for injustice or condemnation". Instead, "they provide us with an opportunity to walk with those who are suffering, to be compassionate towards those whom we might otherwise fear, to bring strength and courage both to those who face the prospect of dying as well as to their loved ones".46 "Don't judge me," an American AIDS patient called Jerome said. "I'm living under my own judgment. What I need is for you to walk with me."47 Local churches need specially to reach out to AIDS sufferers in their own fellowship and in their wider community. The Terrence Higgins Trust, named after the first person in Britain who is known to have died of AIDS (in 1982), teaches high standards of counselling and care, especially through the "buddy" service of volunteers which it has pioneered." At the same time, we may be thankful that both the origins of the hospice movement, and its extension from terminal cancer patients to AIDS victims, have been due largely to Christian initiatives."

Our third response must be educational. It is true that some people scorn this as a hopelessly inadequate reaction to the AIDS crisis, and propose instead the compulsory isolation of all virus carriers. But the Christian conscience shrinks from such a ruthless measure, even if it could be democratically accepted and successfully imposed. Mandatory regular screening is also advocated by some, and the arguments for and against were well developed by Dr David Cook in his 1989 London Lectures entitled lust Health.5ฐ But Christians are likely to prefer a thoroughgoing educational programme as the most human and Christian way to combat ignorance, prejudice, fear and promiscuous behaviour, and so turn back the AIDS tide. Certainly the current complacency and indifference, which are helping to spread the disease, can be overcome only by the relentless force of the facts. Dr Patrick Dixon, in his "Ten Point Plan for the Government", urges that they "get an army of health educators on the road", to visit and address all the country's schools and colleges, factories and shops, clubs and pubs." In such a preventive educational programme the churches should have a major role. Is it not the failure of the churches to teach and exemplify God's standards of sexual morality which, more than anything else, is to blame for the current crisis?52 We must not fail again, but rather challenge society to sexual self-control and faithfulness, and point to Jesus as the source of forgiveness and power. Several Christian groups have been set up to alert the churches to their responsibilities, to provide educational resources and to encourage support groups.53

Above all, "the AIDS crisis challenges us profoundly to be the Church in deed and in truth: to be the Church as a healing community". Indeed, because of our tendency to self-righteousness, "the healing community itself will need to be healed by the forgiveness of Christ ".54

If homosexual practice must be regarded, in the light of the whole biblical revelation, not as a variant within the wide range of accepted normality, but as a deviation from God's norm; and if we should therefore call homosexually oriented people to abstain from homosexual practices and partnerships, what advice and help can we give to encourage them to respond to this call? I would like to take Paul's triad of faith, hope and love, and apply it to homosexually oriented people.

(1) The Christian call to faith

Faith is the human response to divine revelation; it is believing God's Word.

First, faith accepts God's standards. The only alternative to heterosexual marriage is sexual abstinence. I think I know the implications of this. Nothing has helped me to understand the pain of homosexual celibacy more than Alex Davidson's moving book The Returns of Love. He writes of "this incessant tension between law and lust", "this monster that lurks in the depths", this "burning torment".55

The secular world says: "Sex is essential to human fulfilment. To expect homosexual people to abstain from homosexual practice is to condemn them to frustration and to drive them to neurosis, despair and even suicide. It's outrageous to ask anybody to deny himself what to him is a normal and natural mode of sexual expression. It's `inhuman and inhumane'.56 Indeed, it's positively cruel."

But no, the teaching of the Word of God is different. Sexual experience is not essential to human fulfilment. To be sure, it is a good gift of God. But it is not given to all, and it is not indispensable to humanness. People were saying in Paul's day that it was. Their slogan was "Food for the stomach and the stomach for food; sex for the body and the body for sex" (1 Corinthians 6:13). But this is a lie of the devil. Jesus Christ was single, yet perfect in his humanity. Besides, God's commands are good and not grievous. The yoke of Christ brings rest, not turmoil; conflict comes only to those who resist it.

So ultimately it is a crisis of faith: whom shall we believe? God or the world? Shall we submit to the lordship of Jesus, or succumb to the pressures of prevailing culture? The true "orientation" of Christians is not what we are by constitution (hormones), but what we are by choice (heart, mind and will).

Secondly, faith accepts God's grace. Abstinence is not only good, if God calls us to celibacy; it is also possible. Many deny it, however. "You know the imperious strength of our sex drive," they say. "To ask us to control ourselves is just not on." It is "so near to an impossibility", writes Norman Pittenger, "that it's hardly worth talking about ".57

Really? What then are we to make of Paul's statement following his warning to the Corinthians that male prostitutes and homosexual offenders will not inherit God's Kingdom? "And that is what some of you were," he cries. "But you were washed, you were sanctified, you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus Christ and by the Spirit of our God" (1 Corinthians 6:11). And what shall we say to the millions of heterosexual people who are single? To be sure, all unmarried people experience the pain of struggle and loneliness. But how can we call ourselves Christians and declare that chastity is impossible? It is made harder by the sexual obsession of contemporary society. And we make it harder for ourselves if we listen to the world's plausible arguments, or lapse into self-pity, or feed our imagination with pornographic material and so inhabit a fantasy world in which Christ is not Lord, or ignore his command about plucking out our eyes and cutting off our hands and feet, that is, being ruthless with the avenues of temptation. But, whatever our "thorn in the flesh" may be, Christ comes to us as he came to Paul and says: "My grace is sufficient for you, for my power is made perfect in weakness" (2 Corinthians 12:9). To deny this is to portray Christians as the helpless victims of the world, the flesh and the devil, and to contradict the gospel of God's grace.

(2) The Christian call to hope

I have said nothing so far about "healing" for homosexual people, understood not now as self-mastery but as the reversal of their sexual bias. Our expectation of this possibility will depend largely on our understanding of the aetiology of the homosexual condition, and no final agreement on this has yet been reached. "Research into the causes of homosexuality," writes D. J. West, "has left a lot of mysteries unsolved."58 In his view, however, "children are not born with the sex instinct specifically directed to one sex or the other. Exclusive preference for the opposite sex is an acquired trait. . . . "59

Most agree that, lacking heterosexual outlets, and under cultural pressures, a large percentage of people would (or at least could) behave homosexually — for example, in prison. Indeed, although there may be a genetic factor or component, the condition is more "learned" than "inherited". Some attribute it to traumatic childhood experiences, such as the withdrawal of the mother's love, inhibiting sexual growth.6ฐ So, if it is learned, can it not be unlearned?

The possibility of change by the grace and power of God depends also on the strength of the person's resolve, which itself depends on other factors. Those whose sexuality is indeterminate may well change under strong influence and with strong motivation. But many researchers conclude that constitutional homosexuality is irreversible. "No known method of treatment or punishment," writes D. J. West, "offers hope of making any substantial reduction in the vast army of adults practising homosexuality"; it would be "more realistic to find room for them in society". He pleads for "tolerance", though not for "encouragement", of homosexual behaviour.61 Other psychologists go further and declare that homosexuality is no longer to be regarded as a pathological condition; it is therefore to be accepted, not cured. In 1973 the trustees of the American Psychiatric Association (under pressure) removed homosexuality from the category of mental illness.

Are not these views, however, the despairing opinions of the secular mind? Christians know that the homosexual condition, being a deviation from God's norm, is not a sign of created order but of fallen disorder. How, then, can we acquiesce in it or declare it incurable? We cannot. The only question is when and how we are to expect the divine deliverance and restoration to take place. The fact is that, though Christian claims of homosexual "healings" are made, either through regeneration or through a subsequent work of the Holy Spirit, it is not easy to substantiate them. Martin Hallett, who before his conversion was active in the gay scene, has written a very honest account of his experience of what he calls "Christ's way out of homosexuality". He is candid about his continuing vulnerability, his need for safeguards, his yearning for love and his occasional bouts of emotional turmoil. I am glad he entitled his autobiographical sketch I am Learning to Love in the present tense, and sub-titled it "a personal journey to wholeness in Christ". His final paragraph begins: "I have learnt; I am learning; I will learn to love God, other people and myself. This healing process will only be complete when I am with Jesus. "62

True Freedom Trust have published a pamphlet entitled Testimonies. In it homosexual Christian men and women bear witness to what Christ has done for them. They have found a new identity in him, and have a new sense of personal fulfilment as children of God. They have been delivered from guilt, shame and fear by God's forgiving acceptance, and have been set free from thraldom to their former homosexual activity by the indwelling power of the Holy Spirit. But they have not been delivered from their homosexual orientation, and therefore some inner pain continues alongside their new joy and peace. Here are two examples: "My prayers were not answered in the way I had hoped for, but the Lord greatly blessed me in giving me two Christian friends who lovingly accepted me for what I was." "After I was prayed over with the laying on of hands a spirit of perversion left me. I praise God for the deliverance I found that afternoon. . . . I can testify to over three years of freedom from homosexual activity. But I have not changed into a heterosexual in that time." Similar testimonies are given by ex-gay ministries in the United States. About 50 of them belong to the coalition called Exodus International.63 Tim Stafford in the 18th August 1989 edition of Christianity Today describes his investigation into several of them. His conclusion was one of "cautious optimism". 'What ex-gays were claiming was "not a quick 180-degree reversal of their sexual desires" but rather "a gradual reversal in their spiritual understanding of themselves as men and women in relationship to God". And this new self-understanding was "helping them to relearn distorted patterns of thinking and relating. They presented themselves as people in process . . . "

Is there really, then, no hope of a substantial change of orientation? Dr Elizabeth Moberly believes there is. She has been led by her researches to the view that "a homosexual orientation does not depend on a genetic pre-disposition, hormonal imbalance, or abnormal learning process, but on difficulties in the parent-child relationships, especially in the earlier years of life". The "underlying principle," she continues, is "that the homosexual — whether man or woman — has suffered from some deficit in the relationship with the parent of the same sex; and that there is a corresponding drive to make good this deficit through the medium of same-sex or 'homosexual' relationships. "64 The deficit and the drive go together. The reparative drive for same-sex love is not itself pathological, but "quite the opposite — it is the attempt to resolve and heal the pathology". "The homosexual condition does not involve abnormal needs, but normal needs that have, abnormally, been left unmet in the ordinary process of growth." Homosexuality "is essentially a state of incomplete development" or of unmet needs.65 So the proper solution is "the meeting of same-sex needs without sexual activity", for to eroticize growth deficits is to confuse emotional needs with physiological desires!' How, then, can these needs be met? The needs are legitimate, but what are the legitimate means of meeting them? Dr Moberly's answer is that "substitute relationships for parental care are in God's redemptive plan, just as parental relationships are in his creative plan".67 What is needed is deep, loving, lasting, same-sex but non-sexual relationships, especially in the church. "Love," she concludes, "both in prayer and in relationships, is the basic therapy. . . . Love is the basic problem, the great need, and the only true solution. If we are willing to seek and to mediate the healing and redeeming love of Christ, then healing for the homosexual will become a great and glorious reality.""

Even then, however, complete healing of body, mind and spirit will not take place in this life. Some degree of deficit or disorder remains in each of us. But not for ever! For the Christian's horizons are not bounded by this world. Jesus is coming again; our bodies are going to be redeemed; sin, pain and death are going to be abolished; and both we and the universe are going to be transformed. Then we shall be finally liberated from everything which defiles or distorts our personality. And this Christian assurance helps us to bear whatever our present pain may be. For pain there is, in the midst of peace. "We know that the whole creation has been groaning as in the pains of childbirth right up to the present time. Not only so, but we ourselves, who have the firstfruits of the Spirit, groan inwardly as we wait eagerly for our adoption as sons, the redemption of our bodies" (Romans 8:22f). Thus our groans express the birthpangs of the new age. We are convinced that "our present sufferings are not worth comparing with the glory that will be revealed in us" (Romans 8:18). This confident hope sustains us.

Alex Davidson derives comfort in the midst of his homosexuality from his Christian hope. "Isn't it one of the most wretched things about this condition," he writes, "that when you look ahead, the same impossible road seems to continue indefinitely? You're driven to rebellion when you think of there being no point in it and to despair when you think of there being no limit to it. That's why I find a comfort, when I feel desperate, or rebellious, or both, to remind myself of God's promise that one day it will be finished. . . . "69

(3) The Christian call to love

At present we are living "in between times", between the grace which we grasp by faith and the glory which we anticipate in hope. Between them lies love.

Yet love is just what the church has generally failed to show to homosexual people. Jim Cotter complains bitterly about being treated as "objects of scorn and insult, of fear, prejudice and oppression"." Norman Pittenger describes the "vituperative" correspondence he has received, in which homosexuals are dismissed even by professing Christians as "filthy creatures", "disgusting perverts", "damnable sinners" and the like.71 Pierre Berton, a social commentator, writes that "a very good case can be made out that the homosexual is the modern equivalent of the leper".72 Rictor Norton is yet more shrill: "The church's record regarding homosexuals is an atrocity from beginning to end: it is not for us to seek forgiveness, but for the church to make atonement. "73

The attitude of personal hostility towards homosexuals is nowadays termed "homophobia".74 It is a mixture of irrational fear, hatred and even revulsion. It overlooks the fact that the great majority of homosexual people are not responsible for their condition (though they are, of course, for their conduct). Since they are not deliberate perverts, they deserve our understanding and compassion (though many find this patronizing), not our rejection. No wonder Richard Lovelace calls for "a double repentance", namely "that gay Christians renounce the active lifestyle" and that "straight Christians renounce homophobia".75 Dr David Atkinson is right to add: "We are not at liberty to urge the Christian homosexual to celibacy and to a spreading of his relationships, unless support for the former and opportunities for the latter are available in genuine love. "76 I rather think that the very existence of the Lesbian and Gay Christian Movement, not to mention the so-called "Evangelical Fellowship" within it, is a vote of censure on the church.

At the heart of the homosexual condition is a deep loneliness, the natural human hunger for mutual love, a search for identity, and a longing for completeness. If homosexual people cannot find these things in the local "church family", we have no business to go on using that expression. The alternative is not between the warm physical relationship of homosexual intercourse and the pain of isolation in the cold. There is a third option, namely a Christian environment of love, understanding, acceptance and support. I do not think there is any need to encourage homosexual people to disclose their sexual orientation to everybody; this is neither necessary nor helpful. But they do need at least one confidante to whom they can unburden themselves, who will not despise or reject them, but will support them with friendship and prayer; probably some professional, private and confidential pastoral counsel; possibly in addition the support of a professionally supervised therapy group; and (like all single people) many warm and affectionate friendships with people of both sexes. Same-sex friendships, like those in the Bible between Ruth and Naomi, David and Jonathan, and Paul and Timothy, are to be encouraged. There is no hint that any of these was homosexual in the erotic sense, yet they were evidently affectionate and (at least in the case of David and Jonathan) even demonstrative.77 Of course sensible safeguards will be important. But in African and Asian cultures it is common to see two men walking down the street hand in hand, without embarrassment. It is sad that our western culture inhibits the development of rich same-sex friendships by engendering the fear of being ridiculed or rejected as a "queer".

These relationships, both same-sex and opposite-sex, need to be developed within the family of God which, though universal, has its local manifestations. He intends each local church to be a warm, accepting and supportive community. By "accepting" I do not mean "acquiescing"; similarly, by a rejection of "homophobia" I do not mean a rejection of a proper Christian disapproval of homosexual behaviour. No, true love is not incompatible with the maintenance of moral standards. There is, therefore, a place for church discipline in the case of members who refuse to repent and wilfully persist in homosexual relationships. But it must be exercised in a spirit of humility and gentleness (Galatians 6:1f); we must be careful not to discriminate between men and women, or between homosexual and heterosexual offences; and necessary discipline in the case of a public scandal is not to be confused with a witch-hunt.

Perplexing and painful as the homosexual Christian's dilemma is, Jesus Christ offers him or her (indeed, all of us) faith, hope and love — the faith to accept both his standards and his grace to maintain them, the hope to look beyond present suffering to future glory, and the love to care for and support one another. "But the greatest of these is love" (1 Corinthians 13:13).
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The term 'homosexuality' was coined in the late 19th century by a German psychologist, Karoly Maria Benkert. Although the term is new, discussions about sexuality in general, and same-sex attraction in particular, have occasioned philosophical discussion ranging from Plato's Symposium to contemporary queer theory. Since the history of cultural understandings of same-sex attraction is relevant to the philosophical issues raised by those understandings, it is necessary to review briefly some of the social history of homosexuality. Arising out of this history, at least in the West, is the idea of natural law and some interpretations of that law as forbidding homosexual sex. References to natural law still play an important role in contemporary debates about homosexuality in religion, politics, and even courtrooms. Finally, perhaps the most significant recent social change involving homosexuality is the emergence of the gay liberation movement in the West. In philosophical circles this movement is, in part, represented through a rather diverse group of thinkers who are grouped under the label of queer theory. A central issue raised by queer theory, which will be discussed below, is whether homosexuality, and hence also heterosexuality and bisexuality, is socially constructed or purely driven by biological forces.
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1. History



As has been frequently noted, the ancient Greeks did not have terms or concepts that correspond to the contemporary dichotomy of 'heterosexual' and 'homosexual'. There is a wealth of material from ancient Greece pertinent to issues of sexuality, ranging from dialogues of Plato, such as the Symposium, to plays by Aristophanes, and Greek artwork and vases. What follows is a brief description of ancient Greek attitudes, but it is important to recognize that there was regional variation. For example, in parts of Ionia there were general strictures against same-sex eros, while in Elis and Boiotia (e.g., Thebes), it was approved of and even celebrated (cf. Dover, 1989; Halperin, 1990).



Probably the most frequent assumption of sexual orientation is that persons can respond erotically to beauty in either sex. Diogenes Laeurtius, for example, wrote of Alcibiades, the Athenian general and politician of the 5th century B.C., "in his adolescence he drew away the husbands from their wives, and as a young man the wives from their husbands." (Quoted in Greenberg, 1988, 144) Some persons were noted for their exclusive interests in persons of one gender. For example, Alexander the Great and the founder of Stoicism, Zeno of Citium, were known for their exclusive interest in boys and other men. Such persons, however, are generally portrayed as the exception. Furthermore, the issue of what gender one is attracted to is seen as an issue of taste or preference, rather than as a moral issue. A character in Plutarch's Erotikos (Dialogue on Love) argues that "the noble lover of beauty engages in love wherever he sees excellence and splendid natural endowment without regard for any difference in physiological detail." (Ibid., 146) Gender just becomes irrelevant "detail" and instead the excellence in character and beauty is what is most important.



Even though the gender that one was erotically attracted to (at any specific time, given the assumption that persons will likely be attracted to persons of both sexes) was not important, other issues were salient, such as whether one exercised moderation. Status concerns were also of the highest importance. Given that only free men had full status, women and male slaves were not problematic sexual partners. Sex between freemen, however, was problematic for status. The central distinction in ancient Greek sexual relations was between taking an active or insertive role, versus a passive or penetrated one. The passive role was acceptable only for inferiors, such as women, slaves, or male youths who were not yet citizens. Hence the cultural ideal of a same-sex relationship was between an older man, probably in his 20's or 30's, known as the erastes, and a boy whose beard had not yet begun to grow, the eromenos or paidika. In this relationship there was courtship ritual, involving gifts (such as a rooster), and other norms. The erastes had to show that he had nobler interests in the boy, rather than a purely sexual concern. The boy was not to submit too easily, and if pursued by more than one man, was to show discretion and pick the more noble one. There is also evidence that penetration was often avoided by having the erastes face his beloved and place his penis between the thighs of the eromenos, which is known as intercrural sex. The relationship was to be temporary and should end upon the boy reaching adulthood (Dover, 1989). To continue in a submissive role even while one should be an equal citizen was considered troubling, although there certainly were many adult male same-sex relationships that were noted and not strongly stigmatized. While the passive role was thus seen as problematic, to be attracted to men was often taken as a sign of masculinity. Greek gods, such as Zeus, had stories of same-sex exploits attributed to them, as did other key figures in Greek myth and literature, such as Achilles and Hercules. Plato, in the Symposium, argues for an army to be comprised of same-sex lovers. Thebes did form such a regiment, the Sacred Band of Thebes, formed of 500 soldiers. They were renowned in the ancient world for their valor in battle.



Ancient Rome had many parallels in its understanding of same-sex attraction, and sexual issues more generally, to ancient Greece. This is especially true under the Republic. Yet under the Empire, Roman society slowly became more negative in its views towards sexuality, probably due to social and economic turmoil, even before Christianity became influential.



Exactly what attitude the New Testament has towards sexuality in general, and same-sex attraction in particular, is a matter of sharp debate. John Boswell argues, in his fascinating Christianity, Social Tolerance, and Homosexuality, that many passages taken today as condemnations of homosexuality are more concerned with prostitution, or where same-sex acts are described as "unnatural" the meaning is more akin to 'out of the ordinary' rather than as immoral (Boswell, 1980, ch.4; see also Boswell, 1994). Yet others have criticized, sometimes persuasively, Boswell's scholarship (see Greenberg, 1988, ch.5). What is clear, however, is that while condemnation of same-sex attraction is marginal to the Gospels and only an intermittent focus in the rest of the New Testament, early Christian church fathers were much more outspoken. In their writings there is a horror at any sort of sex, but in a few generations these views eased, in part due no doubt to practical concerns of recruiting converts. By the fourth and fifth centuries the mainstream Christian view allowed for procreative sex.



This viewpoint, that procreative sex within marriage is allowed, while every other expression of sexuality is sinful, can be found, for example, in St. Augustine. This understanding leads to a concern with the gender of one's partner that is not found in previous Greek or Roman views, and it clearly forbids homosexual acts. Soon this attitude, especially towards homosexual sex, came to be reflected in Roman Law. In Justinian's Code, promulgated in 529, persons who engaged in homosexual sex were to be executed, although those who were repentant could be spared. Historians agree that the late Roman Empire saw a rise in intolerance towards sexuality, although there were again important regional variations.



With the decline of the Roman Empire, and its replacement by various barbarian kingdoms, a general tolerance (with the sole exception of Visigothic Spain) of homosexual acts prevailed. As one prominent scholar puts it, "European secular law contained few measures against homosexuality until the middle of the thirteenth century." (Greenberg, 1988, 260) Even while some Christian theologians continued to denounce nonprocreative sexuality, including same-sex acts, a genre of homophilic literature, especially among the clergy, developed in the eleventh and twelfth centuries (Boswell, 1980, chapters 8 and 9).



The latter part of the twelfth through the fourteenth centuries, however, saw a sharp rise in intolerance towards homosexual sex, alongside persecution of Jews, Muslims, heretics, and others. While the causes of this are somewhat unclear, it is likely that increased class conflict alongside the Gregorian reform movement in the Catholic Church were two important factors. The Church itself started to appeal to a conception of "nature" as the standard of morality, and drew it in such a way so as to forbid homosexual sex (as well as extramarital sex, nonprocreative sex within marriage, and often masturbation). For example, the first ecumenical council to condemn homosexual sex, Lateran III of 1179, stated that "Whoever shall be found to have committed that incontinence which is against nature" shall be punished, the severity of which depended upon whether the transgressor was a cleric or layperson (quoted in Boswell, 1980, 277). This appeal to natural law (discussed below) became very influential in the Western tradition. An important point to note, however, is that the key category here is the 'sodomite,' which differs from the contemporary idea of 'homosexual'. A sodomite was understood as act-defined, rather than as a type of person. Someone who had desires to engage in sodomy, yet did not act upon them, was not a sodomite. Also, persons who engaged in heterosexual sodomy were also sodomites. There are reports of persons being burned to death or beheaded for sodomy with a spouse (Greenberg, 1988, 277). Finally, a person who had engaged in sodomy, yet who had repented of his sin and vowed to never do it again, was no longer a sodomite. The gender of one's partner is again not of decisive importance, although some medieval theologians single out same-sex sodomy as the worst type of sexual crime.



For the next several centuries in Europe, the laws against homosexual sex were severe in their penalties. Enforcement, however, was episodic. In some regions, decades would pass without any prosecutions. Yet the Dutch, in the 1730's, mounted a harsh anti-sodomy campaign (alongside an anti-Gypsy pogrom), even using torture to obtain confessions. As many as one hundred men and boys were executed and denied burial (Greenberg, 1988, 313-4). Also, the degree to which sodomy and same-sex attraction were accepted varied by class, with the middle class taking the narrowest view, while the aristocracy and nobility often accepted public expressions of alternative sexualities. At times, even with the risk of severe punishment, same-sex oriented subcultures would flourish in cities, sometimes only to be suppressed by the authorities. In the 19th century there was a significant reduction in the legal penalties for sodomy. The Napoleonic code decriminalized sodomy, and with Napoleon's conquests that Code spread. Furthermore, in many countries where homosexual sex remained a crime, the general movement at this time away from the death penalty usually meant that sodomy was removed from the list of capital offenses.



In the 18th and 19th centuries an overtly theological framework no longer dominated the discourse about same-sex attraction. Instead, secular arguments and interpretations became increasingly common. Probably the most important secular domain for discussions of homosexuality was in medicine, including psychology. This discourse, in turn, linked up with considerations about the state and its need for a growing population, good soldiers, and intact families marked by clearly defined gender roles. Doctors were called in by courts to examine sex crime defendants (Foucault, 1980; Greenberg, 1988). At the same time, the dramatic increase in school attendance rates and the average length of time spent in school, reduced transgenerational contact, and hence also the frequency of transgenerational sex. Same-sex relations between persons of roughly the same age became the norm.



Clearly the rise in the prestige of medicine resulted in part from the increasing ability of science to account for natural phenomena on the basis of mechanistic causation. The application of this viewpoint to humans led to accounts of sexuality as innate or biologically driven. The voluntarism of the medieval understanding of sodomy, that sodomites chose sin, gave way to the modern notion of homosexuality as a deep, unchosen characteristic of persons, regardless of whether they act upon that orientation. The idea of a 'latent sodomite' would not have made sense, yet under this new view it does make sense to speak of a person as a 'latent homosexual.' Instead of specific acts defining a person, as in the medieval view, an entire physical and mental makeup, usually portrayed as somehow defective or pathological, is ascribed to the modern category of 'homosexual.' Although there are historical precursors to these ideas (e.g., Aristotle gave a physiological explanation of passive homosexuality), medicine gave them greater public exposure and credibility (Greenberg, 1988, ch.15). The effects of these ideas cut in conflicting ways. Since homosexuality is, by this view, not chosen, it makes less sense to criminalize it. Persons are not choosing evil acts. Yet persons may be expressing a diseased or pathological mental state, and hence medical intervention for a cure is appropriate. Hence doctors, especially psychiatrists, campaigned for the repeal or reduction of criminal penalties for consensual homosexual sodomy, yet intervened to "rehabilitate" homosexuals. They also sought to develop techniques to prevent children from becoming homosexual, for example by arguing that childhood masturbation caused homosexuality, hence it must be closely guarded against.



In the 20th century sexual roles were redefined once again. For a variety of reasons, premarital intercourse slowly became more common and eventually acceptable. With the decline of prohibitions against sex for the sake of pleasure even outside of marriage, it became more difficult to argue against gay sex. These trends were especially strong in the 1960's, and it was in this context that the gay liberation movement took off. Although gay and lesbian rights groups had been around for decades, the low-key approach of the Mattachine Society (named after a medieval secret society) and the Daughters of Bilitis had not gained much ground. This changed in the early morning hours of June 28, 1969, when the patrons of the Stonewall Inn, a gay bar in Greenwich Village, rioted after a police raid. In the aftermath of that event, gay and lesbian groups began to organize around the country. Gay Democratic clubs were created in every major city, and one fourth of all college campuses had gay and lesbian groups (Shilts, 1993, ch.28). Large gay urban communities in cities from coast to coast became the norm. The American Psychiatric Association removed homosexuality from its official listing of mental disorders. The increased visibility of gays and lesbians has become a permanent feature of American life despite the two critical setbacks of the AIDS epidemic and an anti-gay backlash (see Berman, 1993, for a good survey). The post-Stonewall era has also seen marked changes in Western Europe, where the repeal of anti-sodomy laws and legal equality for gays and lesbians has become common.



2. Historiographical Debates



Broader currents in society have influenced the ways in which scholars and activists have approached research into sexuality and same-sex attraction. Some early 20th century researchers and equality advocates, seeking to vindicate same-sex relations in societies that disparaged and criminalized it, put forward lists of famous historical figures attracted to persons of the same sex. Such lists implied a common historical entity underlying sexual attraction, whether one called it 'inversion' or 'homosexuality.' This approach (or perhaps closely related family of approaches) is commonly called essentialism. Historians and researchers sympathetic to the gay liberation movement of the late 1960s and 1970s produced a number of books that implicitly relied on an essentialist approach. In the 1970s and 1980s John Boswell raised it to a new level of methodological and historical sophistication, although his position shifted over time to one of virtual agnosticism between essentialists and their critics. Crompton's work (2003) is a notable contemporary example of an essentialist methodology.



Essentialists claim that categories of sexual attraction are observed rather than created. For example, while ancient Greece did not have terms that correspond to the heterosexual/homosexual division, persons did note men who were only attracted to person of a specific sex. Through history and across cultures there are consistent features, albeit with meaningful variety over time and space, in sexual attraction to the point that it makes sense of speak of specific sexual orientations. According to this view, homosexuality is a specific, natural kind rather than a cultural or historical product. Essentialists allow that there are cultural differences in how homosexuality is expressed and interpreted, but they emphasize that this does not prevent it from being a universal category of human sexual expression.



In contrast, in the 1970s and since a number of researchers, often influenced by Mary McIntosh or Michel Foucault, argued that class relations, the human sciences, and other historically constructed forces create sexual categories and the personal identities associated with them. For advocates of this view, such as David Halperin, how sex is organized in a given cultural and historical setting is irreducibly particular (Halperin, 2002). The emphasis on the social creation of sexual experience and expression led to the labeling of the viewpoint as social constructionism, although more recently several of its proponents have preferred the term 'historicism.' Thus homosexuality, as a specific sexual construction, is best understood as a solely modern, Western concept and role. Prior to the development of this construction, persons were not really 'homosexual' even when they were only attracted to persons of the same sex. The differences between, say, ancient Greece, with its emphasis on pederasty, role in the sex act, and social status, and the contemporary Western role of 'gay' or 'homosexual' are simply too great to collapse into one category.



In a manner closely related to the claims of queer theory, discussed below, social constructionists argue that specific social constructs produce sexual ways of being. There is no given mode of sexuality that is independent of culture; even the concept and experience of sexual orientation itself are products of history. For advocates of this view, the range of historical sexual diversity, and the fluidity of human possibility, is simply too varied to be adequately captured by any specific conceptual scheme.



There is a significant political dimension to this seemingly abstract historiographical debate. Social constructionists argue that essentialism is the weaker position politically for at least two reasons. First, by accepting a basic heterosexual/homosexual organizing dichotomy, essentialism wrongly concedes that heterosexuality is the norm and that homosexuality is, strictly speaking, abnormal and the basis for a permanent minority. Second, social constructionists argue that an important goal of historical investigations should be to put into question contemporary organizing schemas about sexuality. The acceptance of the contemporary heterosexual/homosexual dichotomy is conservative, perhaps even reactionary, and forecloses the exploration of new possibilities. (There are related queer theory criticisms of the essentialist position, discussed below.) In contrast, essentialists argue that a historicist approach forecloses the very possibility of a 'gay history.' Instead, the field of investigation becomes other social forces and how they 'produce' a distinct form or forms of sexuality. Only an essentialist approach can maintain the project of gay history, and minority histories in general, as a force for liberation.



3. Natural Law



Today natural law theory offers the most common intellectual defense for differential treatment of gays and lesbians, and as such it merits attention. The development of natural law is a long and very complicated story, but a reasonable place to begin is with the dialogues of Plato, for this is where some of the central ideas are first articulated, and, significantly enough, are immediately applied to the sexual domain. For the Sophists, the human world is a realm of convention and change, rather than of unchanging moral truth. Plato, in contrast, argued that unchanging truths underpin the flux of the material world. Reality, including eternal moral truths, is a matter of phusis. Even though there is clearly a great degree of variety in conventions from one city to another (something ancient Greeks became increasingly aware of), there is still an unwritten standard, or law, that humans should live under.



In the Laws, Plato applies the idea of a fixed, natural law to sex, and takes a much harsher line than he does in the Symposium or the Phraedrus. In Book One he writes about how opposite-sex sex acts cause pleasure by nature, while same-sex sexuality is "unnatural" (636c). In Book Eight, the Athenian speaker considers how to have legislation banning homosexual acts, masturbation, and illegitimate procreative sex widely accepted. He then states that this law is according to nature (838-839d). Probably the best way of understanding Plato's discussion here is in the context of his overall concerns with the appetitive part of the soul and how best to control it. Plato clearly sees same-sex passions as especially strong, and hence particularly problematic, although in the Symposium that erotic attraction could be the catalyst for a life of philosophy, rather than base sensuality (Cf. Dover, 1989, 153-170; Nussbaum, 1999, esp. chapter 12).



Other figures played important roles in the development of natural law theory. Aristotle, with his emphasis upon reason as the distinctive human function, and the Stoics, with their emphasis upon human beings as a part of the natural order of the cosmos, both helped to shape the natural law perspective which says that "True law is right reason in agreement with nature," as Cicero put it. Aristotle, in his approach, did allow for change to occur according to nature, and therefore the way that natural law is embodied could itself change with time, which was an idea Aquinas later incorporated into his own natural law theory. Aristotle did not write extensively about sexual issues, since he was less concerned with the appetites than Plato. Probably the best reconstruction of his views places him in mainstream Greek society as outlined above; the main issue is that of active versus a passive role, with only the latter problematic for those who either are or will become citizens. Zeno, the founder of Stoicism, was, according to his contemporaries, only attracted to men, and his thought had no prohibitions against same-sex sexuality. In contrast, Cicero, a later Stoic, was dismissive about sexuality in general, with some harsher remarks towards same-sex pursuits (Cicero, 1966, 407-415).



The most influential formulation of natural law theory was made by Thomas Aquinas in the thirteenth century. Integrating an Aristotelian approach with Christian theology, Aquinas emphasized the centrality of certain human goods, including marriage and procreation. While Aquinas did not write much about same-sex sexual relations, he did write at length about various sex acts as sins. For Aquinas, sexuality that was within the bounds of marriage and which helped to further what he saw as the distinctive goods of marriage, mainly love, companionship, and legitimate offspring, was permissible, and even good. Aquinas did not argue that procreation was a necessary part of moral or just sex; married couples could enjoy sex without the motive of having children, and sex in marriages where one or both partners is sterile (perhaps because the woman is postmenopausal) is also potentially just (given a motive of expressing love). So far Aquinas' view actually need not rule out homosexual sex. For example, a Thomist could embrace same-sex marriage, and then apply the same reasoning, simply seeing the couple as a reproductively sterile, yet still fully loving and companionate union.



Aquinas, in a significant move, adds a requirement that for any given sex act to be moral it must be of a generative kind. The only way that this can be achieved is via vaginal intercourse. That is, since only the emission of semen in a vagina can result in natural reproduction, only sex acts of that type are generative, even if a given sex act does not lead to reproduction, and even if it is impossible due to infertility. The consequence of this addition is to rule out the possibility, of course, that homosexual sex could ever be moral (even if done within a loving marriage), in addition to forbidding any non-vaginal sex for opposite-sex married couples. What is the justification for this important addition? This question is made all the more pressing in that Aquinas does allow that how broad moral rules apply to individuals may vary considerably, since the nature of persons also varies to some extent. That is, since Aquinas allows that individual natures vary, one could simply argue that one is, by nature, emotionally and physically attracted to persons of one's own gender, and hence to pursue same-sex relationships is 'natural' (Sullivan, 1995). Unfortunately, Aquinas does not spell out a justification for this generative requirement.



More recent natural law theorists, however, have tried a couple different lines of defense for Aquinas' 'generative type' requirement. The first is that sex acts that involve either homosexuality, heterosexual sodomy, or which use contraception, frustrate the purpose of the sex organs, which is reproductive. This argument, often called the 'perverted faculty argument', is perhaps implicit in Aquinas. It has, however, come in for sharp attack (see Weitham, 1997), and the best recent defenders of a Thomistic natural law approach are attempting to move beyond it (e.g., George, 1999, dismisses the argument). If their arguments fail, of course, they must allow that some homosexual sex acts are morally permissible (even positively good), although they would still have resources with which to argue against casual gay (and straight) sex.



Although the specifics of the second sort of argument offered by various contemporary natural law theorists vary, the common elements are strong (Finnis, 1994; George, 1999). As Thomists, their argument rests largely upon an account of human goods. The two most important for the argument against homosexual sex (though not against homosexuality as an orientation which is not acted upon, and hence in this they follow official Catholic doctrine; see George, 1999, ch.15) are personal integration and marriage. Personal integration, in this view, is the idea that humans, as agents, need to have integration between their intentions as agents and their embodied selves. Thus, to use one's or another's body as a mere means to one's own pleasure, as they argue happens with masturbation, causes 'dis-integration' of the self. That is, one's intention then is just to use a body (one's own or another's) as a mere means to the end of pleasure, and this detracts from personal integration. Yet one could easily reply that two persons of the same sex engaging in sexual union does not necessarily imply any sort of 'use' of the other as a mere means to one's own pleasure. Hence, natural law theorists respond that sexual union in the context of the realization of marriage as an important human good is the only permissible expression of sexuality. Yet this argument requires drawing how marriage is an important good in a very particular way, since it puts procreation at the center of marriage as its "natural fulfillment" (George, 1999, 168). Natural law theorists, if they want to support their objection to homosexual sex, have to emphasize procreation. If, for example, they were to place love and mutual support for human flourishing at the center, it is clear that many same-sex couples would meet this standard. Hence their sexual acts would be morally just.



There are, however, several objections that are made against this account of marriage as a central human good. One is that by placing procreation as the 'natural fulfillment' of marriage, sterile marriages are thereby denigrated. Sex in an opposite-sex marriage where the partners know that one or both of them are sterile is not done for procreation. Yet surely it is not wrong. Why, then, is homosexual sex in the same context (a long-term companionate union) wrong (Macedo, 1995)? The natural law rejoinder is that while vaginal intercourse is a potentially procreative sex act, considered in itself (though admitting the possibility that it may be impossible for a particular couple), oral and anal sex acts are never potentially procreative, whether heterosexual or homosexual (George, 1999). But is this biological distinction also morally relevant, and in the manner that natural law theorists assume? Natural law theorists, in their discussions of these issues, seem to waver. On the one hand, they want to defend an ideal of marriage as a loving union wherein two persons are committed to their mutual flourishing, and where sex is a complement to that ideal. Yet that opens the possibility of permissible gay sex, or heterosexual sodomy, both of which they want to oppose. So they then defend an account of sexuality which seems crudely reductive, emphasizing procreation to the point where literally a male orgasm anywhere except in the vagina of one's loving spouse is impermissible. Then, when accused of being reductive, they move back to the broader ideal of marriage.



Natural law theory, at present, has made significant concessions to mainstream liberal thought. In contrast certainly to its medieval formulation, most contemporary natural law theorists argue for limited governmental power, and do not believe that the state has an interest in attempting to prevent all moral wrongdoing. Still, they do argue against homosexuality, and against legal protections for gays and lesbians in terms of employment and housing, even to the point of serving as expert witnesses in court cases or helping in the writing of amicus curae briefs. They also argue against same sex marriage (Bradley, 2001; George, 2001).



4. Queer Theory and the Social Construction of Sexuality



With the rise of the gay liberation movement in the post-Stonewall era, overtly gay and lesbian perspectives began to be put forward in politics, philosophy and literary theory. Initially these often were overtly linked to feminist analyses of patriarchy (e.g., Rich, 1980) or other, earlier approaches to theory. Yet in the late 1980's and early 1990's queer theory was developed, although there are obviously important antecedents which make it difficult to date it precisely. There are a number of ways in which queer theory differed from earlier gay liberation theory, but an important initial difference can be gotten at by examining the reasons for opting for the term 'queer' as opposed to 'gay and lesbian.' Some versions of, for example, lesbian theory portrayed the essence of lesbian identity and sexuality in very specific terms: non-hierarchical, consensual, and, specifically in terms of sexuality, as not necessarily focused upon genitalia (e.g., Faderman, 1985). Lesbians arguing from this framework, for example, could very well criticize natural law theorists as inscribing into the very "law of nature" an essentially masculine sexuality, focused upon the genitals, penetration, and the status of the male orgasm (natural law theorists rarely mention female orgasms).



This approach, based upon characterizations of 'lesbian' and 'gay' identity and sexuality, however, suffered from three difficulties. First, it appeared even though the goal was to critique a heterosexist regime for its exclusion and marginalization of those whose sexuality is different, any specific or "essentialist" account of gay or lesbian sexuality had the same effect. Sticking with the example used above, of a specific conceptualization of lesbian identity, it denigrates women who are sexually and emotionally attracted to other women, yet who do not fit the description. Sado-masochists and butch/fem lesbians arguably do not fit this ideal of 'equality' offered. A second problem was that by placing such an emphasis upon the gender of one's sexual partner(s), other possible important sources of identity are marginalized, such as race and ethnicity. What is of utmost importance, for example, for a black lesbian is her lesbianism, rather than her race. Many gays and lesbians of color attacked this approach, accusing it of re-inscribing an essentially white identity into the heart of gay or lesbian identity (Jagose, 1996).



The third and final problem for the gay liberationist approach was that it often took this category of 'identity' itself as unproblematic and unhistorical. Such a view, however, largely because of arguments developed within poststructuralism, seemed increasingly untenable. The key figure in the attack upon identity as ahistorical is Michel Foucault. In a series of works he set out to analyze the history of sexuality from ancient Greece to the modern era (1980, 1985, 1986). Although the project was tragically cut short by his death in 1984, from complications arising from AIDS, Foucault articulated how profoundly understandings of sexuality can vary across time and space, and his arguments have proven very influential in gay and lesbian theorizing in general, and queer theory in particular (Spargo, 1999; Stychin, 2005).



One of the reasons for the historical review above is that it helps to give some background for understanding the claim that sexuality is socially constructed, rather than given by nature. Moreover, in order to not prejudge the issue of social constructionism versus essentialism, I avoided applying the term 'homosexual' to the ancient or medieval eras. In ancient Greece the gender of one's partner(s) was not important, but instead whether one took the active or passive role. In the medieval view, a 'sodomite' was a person who succumbed to temptation and engaged in certain non-procreative sex acts. Although the gender of the partner was more important than in the ancient view, the broader theological framework placed the emphasis upon a sin versus refraining-from-sin dichotomy. With the rise of the notion of 'homosexuality' in the modern era, a person is placed into a specific category even if one does not act upon those inclinations. What is the common, natural sexuality expressed across these three very different cultures? The social constructionist answer is that there is no 'natural' sexuality; all sexual understandings are constructed within and mediated by cultural understandings. The examples can be pushed much further by incorporating anthropological data outside of the Western tradition (Halperin, 1990; Greenberg, 1988). Yet even within the narrower context offered here, the differences between them are striking. The assumption in ancient Greece was that men (less is known about women) can respond erotically to either sex, and the vast majority of men who engaged in same-sex relationships were also married (or would later become married). Yet the contemporary understanding of homosexuality divides the sexual domain in two, heterosexual and homosexual, and most heterosexuals cannot respond erotically to their own sex.



In saying that sexuality is a social construct, these theorists are not saying that these understandings are not real. Since persons are also constructs of their culture (in this view), we are made into those categories. Hence today persons of course understand themselves as straight or gay (or perhaps bisexual), and it is very difficult to step outside of these categories, even once one comes to seem them as the historical constructs they are.



Gay and lesbian theory was thus faced with three significant problems, all of which involved difficulties with the notion of 'identity.' Queer theory thus arose in large part as an attempt to overcome them. How queer theory does so can be seen by looking at the term 'queer' itself. In contrast to gay or lesbian, 'queer,' it is argued, does not refer to an essence, whether of a sexual nature or not. Instead it is purely relational, standing as an undefined term that gets its meaning precisely by being that which is outside of the norm, however that norm itself may be defined. As one of the most articulate queer theorists puts it: "Queer is ... whatever is at odds with the normal, the legitimate, the dominant. There is nothing in particular to which it necessarily refers. It is an identity without an essence" (Halperin, 1995, 62, original emphasis). By lacking any essence, queer does not marginalize those whose sexuality is outside of any gay or lesbian norm, such as sado-masochists. Since specific conceptualizations of sexuality are avoided, and hence not put at the center of any definition of queer, it allows more freedom for self-identification for, say, black lesbians to identify as much or more with their race (or any other trait, such as involvement in an S & M subculture) than with lesbianism. Finally, it incorporates the insights of poststructuralism about the difficulties in ascribing any essence or non-historical aspect to identity.



This central move by queer theorists, the claim that the categories through which identity is understood are all social constructs rather than given to us by nature, opens up a number of analytical possibilities. For example, queer theorists examine how fundamental notions of gender and sex which seem so natural and self-evident to persons in the modern West are in fact constructed and reinforced through everyday actions, and that this occurs in ways that privilege heterosexuality (Butler, 1990, 1993). Also examined are medical categories which are themselves socially constructed (Fausto-Sterling, 2000, is an erudite example of this, although she is not ultimately a queer theorist). Others examine how language and especially divisions between what is said and what is not said, corresponding to the dichotomy between 'closeted' and 'out,' especially in regards to the modern division of heterosexual/homosexual, structure much of modern thought. That is, it is argued that when we look at dichotomies such as natural/artificial, or masculine/feminine, we find in the background an implicit reliance upon a very recent, and arbitrary, understanding of the sexual world as split into two species (Sedgwick, 1990). The fluidity of categories created through queer theory even opens the possibility of new sorts of histories that examine previously silent types of affections and relationships (Carter, 2005).



Another critical perspective opened up by a queer approach, although certainly implicit in those just referred to, is especially important. Since most anti-gay and lesbian arguments rely upon the alleged naturalness of heterosexuality, queer theorists attempt to show how these categories are themselves deeply social constructs. An example helps to illustrate the approach. In an essay against gay marriage, chosen because it is very representative, James Q. Wilson (1996) contends that gay men have a "great tendency" to be promiscuous. In contrast, he puts forward loving, monogamous marriage as the natural condition of heterosexuality. Heterosexuality, in his argument, is an odd combination of something completely natural yet simultaneously endangered. One is born straight, yet this natural condition can be subverted by such things as the presence of gay couples, gay teachers, or even excessive talk about homosexuality. Wilson's argument requires a radical disjunction between heterosexuality and homosexuality. If gayness is radically different, it is legitimate to suppress it. Wilson has the courage to be forthright about this element of his argument; he comes out against "the political imposition of tolerance" towards gays and lesbians (Wilson, 1996, 35).



It is a common move in queer theory to bracket, at least temporarily, issues of truth and falsity (Halperin, 1995). Instead, the analysis focuses on the social function of discourse. Questions of who counts as an expert and why, and concerns about the effects of the expert's discourse are given equal status to questions of the verity of what is said. This approach reveals that hidden underneath Wilson's (and other anti-gay) work is an important epistemological move. Since heterosexuality is the natural condition, it is a place that is spoken from but not inquired into. In contrast, homosexuality is the aberration and hence it needs to be studied but it is not an authoritative place from which one can speak. By virtue of this heterosexual privilege, Wilson is allowed the voice of the impartial, fair-minded expert. Yet, as the history section above shows, there are striking discontinuities in understandings of sexuality, and this is true to the point that, according to queer theorists, we should not think of sexuality as having any particular nature at all. Through undoing our infatuation with any specific conception of sexuality, the queer theorist opens space for marginalized forms.



Queer theory, however, has been criticized in a myriad of ways (Jagose, 1996). One set of criticisms comes from theorists who are sympathetic to gay liberation conceived as a project of radical social change. An initial criticism is that precisely because 'queer' does not refer to any specific sexual status or gender object choice, for example Halperin (1995) allows that straight persons may be 'queer,' it robs gays and lesbians of the distinctiveness of what makes them marginal. It desexualizes identity, when the issue is precisely about a sexual identity (Jagose, 1996). A related criticism is that queer theory, since it refuses any essence or reference to standard ideas of normality, cannot make crucial distinctions. For example, queer theorists usually argue that one of the advantages of the term 'queer' is that it thereby includes transsexuals, sado-masochists, and other marginalized sexualities. How far does this extend? Is transgenerational sex (e.g., pedophilia) permissible? Are there any limits upon the forms of acceptable sado-masochism or fetishism? While some queer theorists specifically disallow pedophilia, it is an open question whether the theory has the resources to support such a distinction. Furthermore, some queer theorists overtly refuse to rule out pedophiles as 'queer' (Halperin, 1995, 62) Another criticism is that queer theory, in part because it typically has recourse to a very technical jargon, is written by a narrow elite for that narrow elite. It is therefore class biased and also, in practice, only really referred to at universities and colleges (Malinowitz, 1993).



Queer theory is also criticized by those who reject the desirability of radical social change. For example, centrist and conservative gays and lesbians have criticized a queer approach by arguing that it will be "disastrously counter-productive" (Bawer, 1996, xii). If 'queer' keeps its connotation of something perverse and at odds with mainstream society, which is precisely what most queer theorists want, it would seem to only validate the attacks upon gays and lesbians made by conservatives. Sullivan (1996) also criticizes queer theorists for relying upon Foucault's account of power, which he argues does not allow for meaningful resistance. It seems likely, however, that Sullivan's understanding of Foucault's notions of power and resistance are misguided.



5. Conclusion



The debates about homosexuality, in part because they often involve public policy and legal issues, tend to be sharply polarized. Those most concerned with homosexuality, positively or negatively, are also those most engaged, with natural law theorists arguing for gays and lesbians having a reduced legal status, and queer theorists engaged in critique and deconstruction of what they see as a heterosexist regime. Yet the two do not talk much to one another, but rather ignore or talk past one another. There are some theorists in the middle. For example, Michael Sandel takes an Aristotelian approach from which he argues that gay and lesbian relationships can realize the same goods that heterosexual relationships do (Sandel, 1995). He largely shares the account of important human goods that natural law theorists have, yet in his evaluation of the worth of same-sex relationships, he is clearly sympathetic to gay and lesbian concerns. Similarly, Bruce Bawer (1993) and Andrew Sullivan (1995) have written eloquent defenses of full legal equality for gays and lesbians, including marriage rights. Yet neither argue for any systematic reform of broader American culture or politics. In this they are essentially conservative. Therefore, rather unsurprisingly, these centrists are attacked from both sides. Sullivan, for example, has been criticized at length both by queer theorists (e.g., Phelan, 2001) and natural law theorists (e.g., George, 1999).



Yet as the foregoing also clearly shows, the policy and legal debates surrounding homosexuality involve fundamental issues of morality and justice. Perhaps most centrally of all, they cut to issues of personal identity and self-definition. Hence there is another, and even deeper, set of reasons for the polarization that marks these debates.

_____________________________________________



FROM CHRISTIAN ETHICS IN A POSTMODERN WORLD by James P. Eckman:



The doctrine of the autonomous self, mentioned in Chapter 6, with its panacea for rights and liberties, has resulted in a redefining of human sexuality in western civilization. That which only a few de cades ago was unthinkable, gradually became debatable and is now becoming acceptable. The desire to legitimize the homosexual lifestyle is clearly part of a strategy to make it acceptable. It is working. In politics, business, television and other entertainment, and the arts, the homosexual lifestyle is commonly presented as an alternate way of life. How should we think about this? As part of the "culture wars" ravaging sociery, is this an issue of moral authority? This book argues yes. Our goal is to focus on what God has said about the issue and then construct a strategy to impact culture on this matter.

The Bible and Human Sexuality

When discussing homosexuality, evangelicals usually point to the Levitical code, to Sodom and Gomorrah, or to Paul's statements in the New Testament. I believe this is an error. The proper place to begin thinking about this issue is Genesis 2. After giving clear instructions to Adam about his stewardship of the Garden, God concludes it is not good that Adam is alone (v. 18). To prove this to Adam, God brings all the animals before him to name (v. 19,20). Although this establishes his authority over the animals, it also served as an object lesson for Adam. He was the only creature of God truly alone. So, God creates the woman as his complement, his helper (v. 21-23).

Moses then offers a theological commentary on what God did with Adam and Eve (v. 24,25). First, God established the paradigm for marriage. The man is to leave his family with the conscious under standing that he is establishing a new family unit. Second, that means "to cleave" (like glue) to his wife. Third, in doing the separating from family and the unqualified commitment to his wife, he and his wife will "become one flesh." This concept does symbolize the sexual intercourse that physically unites the two human beings, but it also symbolizes the merging of two personalities, male and female, into a complementary whole. Their personalities, their idiosyncracies, and their uniqueness all remain; they do not cease. Instead, these two totally different human beings merge into a perfect complement where both-now together-serve God in their integrity'

In verse 25, Moses further comments that this couple is "naked" and not "ashamed." They were so totally centered on the other that they did not think of self; only of one another. We can properly infer

that their sexual oneness was characterized by no shame or discomfort either. Their physical love was beautiful and fulfilling; no selfish or carnal lust was present. The wonder of romantic love was perfectly present in this first marriage.

Theologically, what do we learn from this passage? How does this passage establish the model for a proper understanding of human sexuality and marriage? Allow me to suggest several lessons:

When Jesus and Paul deal with questions of marriage or human sexuality, they always refer back to this creation ordinance of Genesis 2:18-25 (Matt.19:1-12; Mark 10:1-12; 1 Cor. 7:10,11). What is stated in these verses transcends culture and time. They constitute God's ideal for sexuality and marriage.

Marriage is to be monogamous and heterosexual. From this passage it is impossible to justify polygamy or homosexuality. It is the standard, the ideal, for all marriages. Therefore, one simply cannot justify "same-sex" marriages. This is not an option for humans. With this standard established for marriage in the creation ordinance, the other scriptural passages dealing with human sexuality are all measured against Genesis 2. Each details that fornication, adultery, or homosexuality is an aberration, a radical departure from God's clear standard. Genesis 19:1-11 is the story of Sodom, which God utterly destroyed with fire. Homosexual commentators see the sin of the men as a violation of the Ancient Near Eastern hospitality codes. But verse 5 and Lot's response in verse 8 demonstrate unequivocally that homosexual relations is what was on the minds of these men. It is a deliberate departure from God's clear revelation in Genesis 2.

In Leviticus 18:22,29 and 20:13, homosexual commentators often argue that we set aside most other parts of the Levitical law so why emphasize this one so adamantly. Although Jesus' finished work on Calvary's cross did render inoperative much of the Levitical law and practices (the argument of Hebrews), issues of human sexuality transcend the law because of the creation ordinance of God in Genesis 2. What God says in Leviticus 18 and 20 is tied clearly to His standard established at creation. Homosexuality is ethically wrong.

Paul's argument in Romans 1:26,27, about the debased sexual practices cited in the verses hangs on his use of the word "natural." Homosexual commentators argue that Paul is condemning unfaithfulness in the homosexual relationship, not homosexuality itself. However, "natural" and "unnatural" can only be understood as departure or adherence to some standard that determines what natural and unnatural is. That standard can only be the standard established in God's creation ordinance in Genesis 2.

To motivate the Corinthians out of their spiritual lethargy and complacency, Paul lists in 1 Corinthians 6:9 the various categories of sinners God will keep out of His kingdom. His goal is that they will examine themselves. Among those listed are "effeminate" and "homosexuals." Paul Feinberg argues that these two Greek words focus on both the active and the passive partner in the homosexual relationship. The emphasis of the passage is not on unfaithfulness to the homosexual partner, as the homosexual commentators contend, but on the very homosexual act itself.2

In 1 Timothy 1:10, Paul also condemns homosexuality as contrary to "sound teaching." The issue is not unfaithfulness to a homosexual partner. The issue is engaging in something that violates God's clearly revealed standard. In this case, "sound teaching" is God's revelation in His creation ordinance; just as "liars," "kidnappers," "perjurers," and others would violate His standards revealed elsewhere (the Ten Commandments, for example).

In summary, the Bible resoundingly condemns the homosexual lifestyle as contrary to the ethical standard God establishes in His creation ordinance of marriage. Without some benchmark to settle the

ethical debate on human sexuality, there will be continually heated confrontations within the culture. God's Word provides that benchmark; the human response of obedience is the only acceptable option.



Causation-Genetic or Environmental?

There is a great debate ensuing among psychologists and scholars over the causation of homosexuality. Is it genetically determined
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or is it environmental? Those in the gay community argue passionately that being gay is genetically determined. Those who are in the religious gay community say that this is God's gift; claiming each is created by God and there is nothing anyone can do. Simon LaVay, himself a homosexual, has done tests on cadavers who were homosexual and has found that the pituitary gland of these homosexual men is larger than non-homosexual men. Jeffrey Satinover presents compelling evidence that questions LaVay's research and the research and data of all claims that homosexuality is a genetic issue.'

Satinover's conclusions seem to show rather conclusively that homosexuality is a learned way of life produced by circumstances in life which result in the choice of homosexuality. This is not a very

popular position today, especially in many universities and even among those of the American Psychiatric Association, which used to see homosexuality as a pathology in need of treatment. Satinover shows that the reason this organization altered its position was not due to science but to politics.'

At this point in time, there is no consensus on settling this question. Satinover's book is a powerful indictment of the politically correct agenda driving so many professional organizations, as well as the na

tional gay movement itself. It seeks legitimacy and even "fudging" evidence and research is a way to achieve it. Other serious researchers, some of whom are evangelical Christians, still argue for some kind of genetic role in the causation of homosexuality.5 One important point to remember is that even if there is a genetic role in homosexualiry's causation, the Bible still condemns it and God's power is sufficient to overcome it, no matter what its cause.

Homosexuality and the Church

Over the last decades, the homosexual issue has deeply impacted the church of Jesus Christ. A brief review of some of the salient issues demonstrates how complex the issue has become for Christianity. Let me review a few developments:

The Metropolitan Community Church movement is spreading throughout the United States. Claiming to be evangelical, this "denomination" reads and teaches from the Bible and defends the homosexual lifestyle as completely biblical. I summarized some of its views on the human sexuality passages earlier in this chapter. A similar group is Evangelicals Concerned, centered in New York City.

Most mainline denominations are struggling over the issue of whether to ordain practicing homosexuals into the ministry. It is totally divisive in many of these denominations, even
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possibly splitting some, if it is not resolved. Others are struggling with the matter of same-sex marriages. Should denominational pastors perform such ceremonies? Denominations like the United Methodist Church are deeply divided over this question.

• Two evangelicals," Letha Scanzoni and Virginia Mollenkott, in 1978 published a book that shook the evangelical world, Is the Homosexual My Neighbor?, to which they answered yes!'

The issues of homosexuality are massive, having tentacles which reach wide. But the bottom-line issue remains what has God said. This chapter has argued that the creation ordinance of God leaves no

room for the homosexual lifestyle. It is a sin and must be faced as such.

Confronting and Discipling the Homosexual

In 1985, Don Baker published a book, Beyond Rejection, which chronicles the story of Jerry, who struggled with homosexuality from his childhood, through seminary, and into marriage. It provides a

needed window into the extreme difficulties of this struggle and yet the hope provided by Jesus Christ. Based on the balance brought by this book, let me suggest several action points for dealing with the reality of homosexuality in our culture:

• Remember that to the homosexual subculture, evangelicals are the enemy! Because the Bible speaks so clearly on this issue and evangelicals reflect that truth, there is no room for compromise or discussion. Patience, love, and compassion are needed as relationships are developed.

Remember that homosexuality is a sin. That is the point of the earlier part of this chapter. But it is not the "worst" sin. God's grace is completely sufficient to deal with this bondage but, although scandalous, it is not singularly worse than others.

Unconditional love is an absolute requirement in ministry to those in bondage to this sin. Compassion, empathy, patience, and commitment for the long haul are necessary prerequisites. The reality is that many will fall back into the lifestyle, even after conversion to Jesus Christ. That is why organizations like Exodus International are so critical. A readymade support group of encouragers and accountability are central to this organization's ministry.

Repentance must always be the goal. There must be the complete break with the past and with the lifestyle. There is no compromise or middle ground available. Here again, Exodus International is so central to ministering to the homosexual.'

There is no sign that the homosexual issue will subside in the culture war raging in western civilization. Somehow the church of Jesus Christ must be able with one hand to declare that this lifestyle

is morally and ethically wrong, while with the other reaching out the hand of love, acceptance, and compassion. Only God, working through His Spirit to enable the Church, can accomplish this most difficult and seemingly impossible task.

For Further Discussion

1. What does the author mean by the creation ordinance on human sexuality? How do the following passages relate to it:

• Genesis 19:1-11

• Leviticus 18:22,29; 20:13 • Romans 1:26,27

• 1 Corinthians 6:9-11 • 1 Timothy 1:10 2.	Summarize the debate between genetic vs. environmental causes of homosexuality. Which do you find most compelling?

3. Summarize how this ethical issue impacts the church. Investigate your own church's official position, especially if you come from a mainline denominational church.

4. What attitude should Christians have toward homosexuals? If one of your children believed he or she is a homosexual, how would you respond? How should this issue be handled?

5.	Does this issue suggest anything about the importance of both male and female role models for children from an early age?









Homosexuality



ANDERSON

Some who provide pastoral care to persons who have acquired the deadly disease AIDS (acquired immune deficiency syndrome) harbor the thought that this disease may be a punishment of God if it is contracted, as in most cases, through sexual contact, particularly homosexual relations. If homosexuality is viewed as sinful, and if AIDS is a disease contracted primarily by homosexuals, then the one who has contracted the disease may be experiencing God's judgment against sin, according to this way of thinking.



Those who give care to persons with AIDS may have theological or moral convictions that prevent them from intervening if they believe that God's judgment has fallen upon the person. Yet there are no theological grounds for assuming that disease and sin are connected in this kind of cause-and-effect relation. God has shown himself to be the covenant partner of human beings and is aligned with persons, not with nature (which includes diseases) against persons. In the few cases in the Old Testament where God appears to have brought judgment through a plague or a disease, there is often a gracious divine intervention that frees the person from the consequence of sin through forgiveness, even though some, like David's son (2 Sam 12) and those who perished in the plague (Ex 32), lose their lives. The New Testament cites virtually no case of a disease being given by God as a judgment against sin (though some experienced sickness and even death through disorder at the Lord's Table [1 Cor 11:29-30] and some were struck dead, like Ananias and Sapphira [Acts 51). Jesus, on the contrary, acts to dispel the notion that sin causes disease (cf. Jn 9), and he acts in every case to make an intervention between the disease and the person.



A theological ethic of moral advocacy as an extension of God's grace and forgiveness calls for intervention in every case, even if one should suppose that a disease or other condition is a consequence of sin. The offer of grace need not be dependent on a determination of whether the person is experiencing the consequence of sin.



Grace is itself God's moral intervention between the person and the consequence of sin, even if that consequence is viewed as divine judgment.



If intervention is considered an extension of God's grace so that forgiveness is realized as the moral good, we can have courage to offer forgiveness on God's own terms and not merely out of human instincts of pity or compassion.



But, some would respond, forgiveness cannot rightly be offered until there is repentance and restitution on the part of the one who has wronged God. This kind of thinking runs contrary to the moral quality of forgiveness itself. For if forgiveness were offered only upon the performance of an act of contrition, the God's grace would be contingent on a human moral act. Actually divine forgiveness is itself the ultimate moral act that enables the human act of repentance and restitution to take place. Forgiveness as an extension of God's grace does not depend on some prior form of meeting the demands of the moral law; it is the source of the moral good that produces faith and repentance. The judgment of God thus takes place in the context of God's forgiveness. For his forgiveness is his intervention by which he risks his own moral good again for the sake of restoring humans to their moral and spiritual good.









ANDERSON

But What About the Ordination of Homosexuals? 

The question always arises at this point: If the church can accept women as pastors and bless the remarriage of divorced persons through the praxis of the Spirit, can it not also accept the homosexual person, bless homosexual unions and ordain homosexuals to ministry where the same Spirit is evident? Many churches have done just that, setting aside the biblical passages that appear to forbid this sexual practice as irrelevant in our present understanding of same-sex relationships. At the same time, it should also be noted that many churches refuse to ordain women to pastoral ministry and refuse to bless the remarriage of divorced persons on biblical grounds. For these churches the refusal to affirm positively homosexual relationships is consistent with their understanding of biblical teaching.



The position advanced in this chapter, however, is that eschatological preference is grounded in the praxis of the Holy Spirit in such a way that God's original purpose for humanity be realized. This means that the church must recognize and affirm the work of the Spirit in the present time in anticipation of the reconciliation of the world to God as promised through Jesus Christ.



The issue of homosexuality is one that requires a book in itself, and many are available. It would take us far beyond the purpose of this chapter to review this literature and to discuss the exegetical issues involved. Later, in chapter fourteen, I will discuss the issue of homosexuality at greater length. For now I only intend to use this issue to illustrate my use of the concept of a biblical antecedent.



While it might seem logical to assume that acceptance of women as pastors and blessing the remarriage of divorced persons establishes a precedent, we must remember that it is not precedent that permits the church to move with the freedom of the Spirit but a biblical antecedent. Where the church has recognized the role of women in ministry, it has a biblical antecedent for affirming this as the praxis of the Spirit. Where the church has blessed the remarriage of divorced persons in recognition of the renewing work of the grace of God, it has a biblical antecedent for this ministry grounded in marriage itself as part of God's created order. Some who argue that even as the first-century church struggled over the issue of including the Gentiles and finally accepted them, so the church today must accept homosexuals. The issue is not the same, however, for in the case of the Gentiles, there is a biblical antecedent in the promise to Abraham, a point Paul clearly made in his argument to the Galatian church (Gal 3:8).



What can we say about the issue of homosexuality in this regard? Even if one should dismiss all of the biblical texts that appear to forbid homosexuality (in both the Old and New Testaments) as not relevant for our present understanding of samesex relationships, we are left with absolute silence from the Bible in this regard. Those who argue for the validity of homosexual relations as fully equivalent to heterosexual relations do, in fact, argue from silence with regard to a biblical view of sexuality.



I have carefully laid the foundation for eschatological preference and the praxis of the Spirit in the need for a biblical antecedent, even without a clear precedent in the biblical tradition. The Bible, however, is not silent regarding human sexuality and the image of God. "So God created humankind in his image, in the image of God he created them; male and female he created them" (Gen 1:27).











_______________________________________



According to Calvin's 2008 Statement on Homosexuality and Community Life, homosexual orientation is not inherently sinful, but sexual behavior belongs within the bounds of heterosexual marriage.

http://www.christianitytoday.com/ct/2013/january-february/hope-for-gay-undergrad.html?utm_source=ctweekly-html&utm_medium=Newsletter&utm_term=7527352&utm_content=149872809&utm_campaign=2013&start=3







CAN MAKE INTO CASE STUDY… (re. What you require for salvation)





The leader of the country's largest "ex-gay" Christian organization recently told the New York Times that REPARATIVE THERAPY is ineffective and could be harmful to patients.



Alan Chambers, 40, the president of Exodus International, told the Times that almost every "ex-gay" person he has met still has an attraction to people of the same sex -- himself included. He also told the newspaper that Exodus is going to stop supporting reparative therapy, which is a controversial type of therapy that can supposedly "cure" homosexuality.



Chambers, who is married to a woman and has two children, said that gay men and women could still be saved by Christ and go to heaven.



"I believe that any sexual expression outside of heterosexual, monogamous marriage is sinful according to the Bible," Chambers said. "But we've been asking people with same-sex attractions to overcome something in a way that we don't ask of anyone else," he said.



Those who support the ex-gay movement have slammed Chambers for his recent statements, including Gregg Quinlan, a conservative lobbyist and president of Parents and Friends of Ex-Gays & Gays.



"I think Mr. Chambers is tired of his own personal struggles, so he's making excuses for them by making sweeping generalizations about others," Quinlan said.



Robert Spitzer, a prominent member of the ex-gay movement, also retracted his views on reparative therapy in April. Spitzer, a psychiatrist who published a controversial study in 2001 that claimed gay men and women could change their sexual orientation through psychotherapy, retracted his findings.



"In retrospect, I have to admit I think the critiques are largely correct," Spitzer said. "The findings can be considered evidence for what those who have undergone ex-gay therapy say about it, but nothing more." He added that the therapy "can be quite harmful."



In November 2011, it was reported that Exodus International was suffering from financial problems and held a secret meeting about fundraising where members of the group discussed "how to keep Exodus International from social and financial oblivion." Then in May, the organization cancelled its "Love Won Out" conference because of a lack of interest and funds. Exodus' newsletter stated that there are not as many people interested in the group as the last conference the organization held barely brought in 400 people.



"It is with great disappointment that we are notifying you today that the Love Won Out Conference scheduled for May 19th at Legacy Church in Albuquerque, N.M., has been cancelled," Exodus' senior director of events David Fountain said in an email, which was sent out to planned attendees.



Although many believe Chambers' statements marks the fall or a large change of Exodus, Think Progress reported that the announcement is media hype.



"If Exodus is no longer going to offer reparative therapy, what is it going to offer? At the bottom of the NYT piece, Chambers says that 'many Christians with homosexual urges may have to strive for lives of celibacy.' NPR admits toward the end of its story that 'Chambers compares same-sex attraction to adultery or pride,' believes that 'homosexual acts are a sin because the Bible calls for heterosexual marriage' and says that 'gay Christians must either be celibate, or if they want to marry, it must be with someone of the opposite sex,'" the article reads. "Their desire to not do harm is admirable - and with this change, they may in fact do less harm - but that doesn't change the fact that anything short of sexual orientation affirmation is still harmful."





Despite Chambers' intentions, it seems as though more and more people are recognizing reparative therapy as bogus and harmful. In April, a California Senate committee advanced a bill that would protect minors from having to undergo the treatment. Although the legislation does not directly ban the therapy, it does prohibit anyone under the age of 18 from receiving sexual orientation change efforts." The law also requires patients to sign an "informed consent form," which has a disclaimer.





____________________________________









Exodus International's Alan Chambers Accused of Antinomian Theology



While media outlets made much of Exodus shift on reparative therapy for gay Christians, theologians parsed president's understanding of salvation.

Christianity Today 14th July 2012



Exodus International president Alan Chambers has, in the past week, explained the Orlando-based ministry's recent U-turn on reparative therapy to everyone from The New York Times to NPR to MSNBC's Hardball.



And while the organization's stance remains acceptable to most evangelicals, some scholars fear that Chambers's theological convictions---sprinkled throughout those interviews---have not.



"It's not that he is simply not saying the warnings [against homosexual activity] in Scripture. I could live with that," Pittsburgh Theological Seminary professor Robert Gagnon said of Chambers's recent comments. "It's that he is saying the exact opposite of what Scripture clearly teaches ... . He's preaching an anti-gospel."



The theological heresy in question is antinomianism. The term was coined by Martin Luther to refer to those who believe that since faith is sufficient for salvation, Christians are not obligated to keep God's moral law.



Gagnon, author of The Bible and Homosexual Practice and a plenary speaker at Exodus's 2009 Freedom Conference, said that a June interview in The Atlantic shows that Chambers's views have veered. "Some of us choose very different lives than others," Chambers said of gay Christians in same-sex marriages. "But whatever we choose, it doesn't remove our relationship with God."



When asked to clarify whether or not that meant "a person living a gay lifestyle won't go to hell, as long as he or she accepts Jesus Christ as personal savior," he replied, "My personal belief is ... while behavior matters, those things don't interrupt someone's relationship with Christ." In the course of the interview, Chambers made it clear that he believes that homosexual acts are sinful.



A 35-page response written by Gagnon called into question not only Chambers's soteriology, but also his ability to continue his 11-plus years of leading Exodus, which boasts some 260 affiliates domestically and internationally.



According to Gagnon, Chambers's statements unwittingly affirm that active homosexuals need only make an "intellectual assent" or "pray a prayer" to guard against eternal punishment, instead of stipulating the importance of repentance and change.



"I am not saying [Chambers] has to---in a sort of callous, unloving way---shout from the rooftops, 'You are going to hell,'" said Gagnon. "But he does need to make clear that there are these warnings [against homosexual behavior] in Scripture. It would be unloving and ungracious for him to assure people of things that Scripture does not."



Echoing the criticisms of "cheap grace" popularized by the late German theologian Dietrich Bonhoeffer, Gagnon said that Chambers's remarks "provide assurance to people that all is well when they live a life not led by the power of the Holy Spirit, but are led by the controlling influence of sin."



"In reality, all is not well," he said. "[Chambers] unintentionally deceives people into extending this philosophy of 'cheap grace' in their life, which puts them at risk of not inheriting the kingdom [of God]."



Defending his public remarks, Chambers told Christianity Today, "If someone tells me that they have a saving relationship with Jesus Christ---in the way I understand it and have experienced it---they still know Jesus regardless of what types of behavior they've chosen to be involved in."



"I don't know how anyone could call grace cheap when it cost Jesus everything," said Chambers. "I find it disheartening that we [evangelicals] are so inconsistent and over-focused on one group of people over another. We aren't talking about this in any other subculture of people except this one [the LGBTQ community]." 



Chambers says he isn't advocating that gay Christians simply "lie down and give up." The 40-year-old ex-gay husband and father of two maintains that celibacy is a gay Christian's most biblical option. But he prefers encouraging people to "seek Christ" over "shaming them into a particular set of patterns of behavior."



"Our focus should never be on how good we do, but on how good God is," Chambers said. "When we are focused on the truth of his word and the grace that he embodied, I don't think your life can help but be changed."



Some critics traced their concerns over Chambers's soteriology to his home church, Grace Church Orlando. Senior pastor Clark Whitten, who serves as Exodus's chairman and recently published Pure Grace, could not be reached in time for comment. But he explains on the church's website that only God can judge those "who say they are Christian yet continue in their sin," so "the best thing we can do for that person is to keep loving them and telling them about our awesome King who died for them."



Russell Moore, dean of the School of Theology at Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, finds Chambers's motives commendable but his doctrine problematic.



"I can only imagine the sort of situation he finds himself in---trying to speak in a winsome sort of way to people who feel hated by evangelicals," said Moore. "I just think that he has uploaded some really bad, reactionary tendencies from popular evangelicalism."



"There is something going on in evangelicalism where everyone is always reacting against whatever error they encountered in childhood," said Moore. "A lot of people who grew up in legalist, performance-based churches are over-reacting with an antinomian, repentance-lacking gospel."



"The problem biblically is: legalism sends people to hell and antinomianism sends people to hell," he said. "Reacting against a hellish-legalism with a hellish-antinomianism is still sending people to hell."



Unfazed by the accusations of theological error, Chambers addressed his detractors with some pointed words.



"It's disappointing to see Christians drive personal agendas at the expense of other human beings," he said. "We've received a tremendous response from men and women who are desperate for grace." 





________________________



HAPPY, CLAPPY, AND OUT OF THE CLOSET: EVANGELICALS WHO SAY BEING GAY IS OK

Born-again Christianity has become synonymous with social conservatism. But a growing number of adherents don’t see it that way

JEROME TAYLOR    THURSDAY 03 JANUARY 2013   THE INDEPENDENT (Newspaper)



Jeremy Marks used to believe you could make a gay man straight through prayer. Despite knowing he was himself gay, as a committed evangelical Christian he was utterly convinced that homosexuality was wrong in all circumstances.



In the late 1980s he set up a group which he hoped would “heal” homosexual men and women on their way to becoming straight. Then something remarkable happened. He began to change his mind.



“However much support we gave people it didn’t result in a change in their orientation at all,” the 60-year-old explains. “Once support was withdrawn they just felt high and dry, worse than before. Many lost their faith altogether. The only ones that did well accepted they were gay, found a partner and accepted it was right. It made me begin to realise that what I was doing was wrong, not them.”



The ongoing theological debates surrounding women bishops and same sex marriages has often been framed as one where liberal Christians are battling against a rising tide of highly organised evangelical zealots. Evangelicalism, the fastest growing form of Christianity in Britain today, is often seen as a byword for social conservatism.



Yet evangelicals are by no means a unified group. And there are even signs that a small number are finally beginning to shift of the crucial question of same sex relationships.



To many the word evangelical summons up images of Bible Belt America. Mega churches run by charismatic firebrand preachers, backed by Christian rock bands and zealous congregants who speak in tongues.  They’re not exactly known for being welcoming to gays.



Much of the most vehement opposition to female leadership in the church and same sex marriage legislation comes from the conservative sections of evangelical Christianity. They are groups whose dogmatic adherence to scripture allows them to justify the kind of bigotry that – like slavery and segregation – most of Britain has long ago deemed unconscionable.



But slowly and quietly a revolution is taking place. A growing number of prominent evangelical theologians and pastors are beginning to speak in favour not just of tolerating gay men and woman, but preaching that they should be welcomed and recognised as good moral Christians. In Britain today, behind closed doors, a handful of evangelical churches are quietly welcoming gay congregants in a way that might have been unthinkable even ten years ago.



James Holland, a 45-year-old openly gay IT consultant, attends an evangelical church in London. “They’re very coy about it and they don’t want to advertise it,” he explains, requesting that The Independent does not publish the church’s name for fear of the backlash it could cause.  For Mr Holland, being able to worship as an openly gay man in an evangelical church without judgement or castigation is deeply important to him. “Evangelicalism in in my background,” he says. “It’s my people and my culture. That’s who I want to be with and how I want to worship.”



Much of this theological change has begun in the United States, where evangelists like as Tony Campolo, his wife Peggy and the up-and-coming urban preacher Jay Bakker have gone back to the scriptures to argue for a theological embrace of homosexuality. Less liberal but equally radical preachers such as Brian McClaren have decried “fundasexuality” – a term McClaren coined to illustrate the way evangelicals seem to be obsessed with sexuality to the point where they often treat homosexuals with little of the compassion that Christ reserved for the oppressed, the marginalised and – crucially – those he disagreed with.



In a recent book that has caused little shockwaves to ripple through evangelical communities Bakker, a straight, divorced and heavily tattooed preacher whose congregation meet in a New York bar, says homosexuality – in loving, committed and monogamous relationships – cannot be sinful.



“The simple fact is that Old Testament references in Leviticus do treat homosexuality as a sin…a capital offence even,” he writes. “But  before you say ‘I told you so’ consider this: eating shellfish, cutting your sideburns and getting tattoos were equally prohibited by ancient religious law. The truth is that the Bible endorses all sorts of attitudes and behaviours that we find unacceptable (and illegal) today and decries others that we recognise as no big deal.”



In Britain the prime mover in promoting pro-gay evangelicalism is Accepting Evangelicals, a group that was started by the Anglican priest Benny Hazlehurst.



Like Jeremy Marks, Reverend Hazlehurst spent much of his life fervently convinced that homosexuality was wrong. And his conversion is no less dramatic. Sitting in a caf้ in Dorchester, where he now works as a prison chaplain, he charts his dramatic volte face.



Born into a relatively liberal high Anglican family, he became evangelical in his teens and decided to enter the church. Throughout theological college and his early working life he remained convinced that the scriptures insisted all forms of homosexuality were sinful. The discovery that friends and colleagues were gay confused him. He could see so much of the good they did, but every time he returned to the Bible – principally two verses in Leviticus and four verses in the New Testament  - he saw what he felt was a clear cut theological position.



Over time he began to describe himself as an affirming evangelical – someone who tolerates and welcomes homosexuals but nonetheless believes scripture clearly forbids same sex relationships. Then in early 2003 he had a revelation – one that came from the depths of personal tragedy.



One April morning his wife Mel was struck down by an articulated lorry while cycling near their home in South London. She survived but for months it looked like Mel would remain in a coma and even when she looked like she might just pull through she was hit by an infection. Rev Hazlehurst’s faith was shaken and, he says, he might have lost it altogether were in not for one man: the now Dean of St Albans Jeffrey John.



At that exact time Jeffrey John – one of the few senior Anglicans to be open about being in a same sex-relationship – was made the Bishop of Reading. The reaction from the conservative evangelicals was swift and brutal. John was vilified and condemned as a sinner who could not possibly be a leader. Some even threatened to split the Anglican Church in two if his appointment was continued. Eventually the Archbishop of Canterbury Rowan Williams pushed for Jeffrey John to back down and he reluctantly resigned his post.



“Two months after the accident it looked like Mel was dying and I was in pieces,” Rev Hazlehurst explained. “Jeffrey was there for me at that time, even though that was exactly the same time he couldn’t go home at night because of all the press camped out on his lawn and he was being torn apart by one half the Church.”



He added: “It felt like to me that the fruit of his life was so profound and he was being Christ to me in such a profound way that I needed to go back to the Bible and re-examine what it said. It didn’t feel right that God said this person was being sinful. And when I went back the blinkers were gone, I suddenly saw things in a new way.”



Reinterpreting the Bible to allow for same sex relationships is crucial for evangelicals because they place such a profound importance on scriptural purity. What pastors like Bakker and Hazlehurst believe is that the Bible’s references to homosexuality have to be seen in the context of when they were written.



The Old Testament, for example, tends to condemn homosexuality as a  form of cultic or temple prostitution while Paul’s writings in the New Testament on same sex relationships are aimed at a Roman audience, one which encouraged same sex relationships outside of marriage for largely pleasurable reasons.



“There is nothing in the Bible which condemns consensual, loving, committed gay relationships,” concludes Rev Hazlehurst.



Conservative evangelicals naturally balk at this sort of scriptural revisionism but it has happened before. Two decades ago is was very difficult to find evangelical congregations who accepted the idea of women in leadership roles within their churches. Now it is just a minority of evangelical churches who still hold that view, precisely because the pieces of scripture that were once used to forbid female leadership have been reinterpreted.



Rewind another 200 years and a similar thing happened with slavery. It was primarily evangelicals like William Wilberforce and John Wesley who preached that although sections of scripture could be used to defend slavery, the overriding message of that Christ came down to set captive free – a key sermon recorded by Luke – trumped any justification for the continuation of what was clearly an abhorrent and un-Christlike practice.



The picture is still far from rosy and many gay Christians who wish to worship with evangelical congregations often find themselves leaving. The number of senior church leaders who speak from a pro-gay stance, meanwhile, can be counted on two hands whilst the major evangelical umbrella bodies do not represent affirming or accepting followers.



“It’s still the vast majority view among evangelicals that you can’t be gay and Christian,” says Mr Marks, who has only recently retired from Courage, the group he founded back in the 1980s which moved from “healing” homosexuals to supporting them unconditionally at a pastoral level. “There are only a handful of evangelical churches I now know of who are supportive of same sex partnerships – most would only say so quietly. But there are a great many Christian at a grassroots level – not the leadership – who are fully accepting of homosexual relationships. The old logic Adam and Eve, not Adam and Steve is breaking down in people’s minds.”



Where pro-gay evangelicals draw hope for the future is among younger congregants, who tend to be much less implacably opposed to same sex partnerships than their elders or church leaders. Last year the Evangelical Alliance, the biggest group in the UK representing evangelical churches, polled thousands of people who attended New Wine and Spring Harvest, the two largest evangelical festivals. When asked whether “Homosexual actions are always wrong” a surprising 27 percent disagreed with 16 percent actively disagreeing and 11 percent saying they weren’t sure.



“There’s a long way to go but the hardest work has been done,” concludes Mr Marks. “There’s a younger generation of evangelicals growing up now who don’t have an issue with same sex relationships and can’t understand why others do. And Church leaders are beginning to realise that if they don’t soften their attitude soon, their churches will become irrelevant.”



___________________________



The Shape of Practical Theology p 271-282

Homosexuality



…the distinction between homosexual orientation and homosexual acts, as understood today, appears to have been unknown or at least of little concern to the Hebrew people. Indeed, the concept of a psychological or biological predisposition to homoerotic relations appears to be a modern one quite foreign to a biblical worldview.



Two modern theologians, Emil Brunner and Karl Barth, represent two approaches to the theological question of the relation of human sexuality to the image of God.



Brunner separates the statement concerning the divine image from the statement concerning male and female. This interpretation allows for the divine image constitutive of human personhood to be located primarily in the person as a spiritual and moral being without regard to biological sexual differentiation. Barth, on the other hand, links human sexual differentiation at the biological level with the divine image including both.



These two ways of relating sexuality to the image of God will account for differing views regarding the relation of homosexuality to personhood. Those who hold that sexual differentiation is not an essential aspect of the divine image will tend to view the moral issue of homosexuality as grounded solely in the quality of the personal encounter. Others, who hold that sexual differentiation is an essential aspect of the divine image, believe that sexual orientation as well as sexual practice is part of the intrinsic order of human personhood.



The genetic issue. Some have claimed that recent research shows that at least some homosexual orientation is caused by genetic factors or by psychopathological factors outside of the individual's control, though conclusions drawn remain somewhat inconclusive.



It is not within the scope of this chapter to assess the validity of such scientific claims. At the same time, the moral issue remains, particularly for theologians and pastors who are now confronted with persons who argue that sexual orientation is not a matter of "choice" but is rooted to some degree in genetic predisposition. If sexual orientation is not a matter of individual choice in every instance, then how can one pass moral judgment on the sexual practice of homosexuals whose only "sexual preference" can be toward members of the same sex? For those whose theological assumption corresponds to Brunner, the argument that condemnation of homosexuality is unfair, discriminatory and a violation of human rights is quite compelling. Same-sex relations, many theologians assert, can have the same moral content and be as expressive of the divine image as heterosexual ones. Heterosexual relations may also fail to express the image of God where the personal aspect is absent or diminished. This has been argued from the Roman Catholic" as well as the Protestant perspective." The situation is quite different, however, if one argues that biblical teaching upholds heterosexual relations as God's designed and preferred order for human sexual orientation as well as practice, as figure 16.2 depicts. Is it unfair and a violation of human rights to expect all persons to conform to this ideal, especially when some claim that their sexual orientation was determined by factors over which they had no control? The answer depends on how we have determined what is "right" and "fair." In a broken world, moral issues are often laden with such complexity and tinged with personal pain that application of abstract moral criteria can offend concrete moral sensibilities. No one has a choice with regard to being born, and certainly not with regard to the physical, emotional and social conditions and context in which one is expected to enter life. Some regard life itself as unfair and reject it.



Pastoral Considerations There is, as Cahill has said, an element of the tragic in the sexual arena of life, where persons struggle to find meaning and value in contexts that are less than ideal and fall outside of what society considers normative.34 Theological assumptions concerning human sexuality, grounded in biblical revelation, must include an acknowledgment of the brokenness and tragic aspects of the human sexual experience as well as of the divine intention regarding it.



Running right through the center of human sexuality is the element of the tragic.



When the beauty and promise of human love and intimacy are linked with the capacity for sexual desire and fulfillment, no experience will prove completely adequate and completely fulfilling. Whatever one's sexual orientation and practice, be it homosexual or heterosexual, the element of the tragic will always be present. The tragic can involve as little as the temporary frustration of sexual desire when there is no partner available or willing to share it. It can also mean the choice to live in a relationship where sexual relations are impossible for physiological, psychological or moral reasons.



Redemption from the tragic does not guarantee perfect fulfillment of every capacity or desire. It does offer grace to bear with what must be borne and to sublimate self-gratification in one area to self-fulfillment in another. Every human being is a sexual being and will experience some degree of the tragic in this area.



If a person considers himself or herself to have been born with a same-sex orientation, does that mean moral freedom to practice same-sex relations? Many would answer yes. But if morality (and sin) is not determined by the freedom of individual choice but by conformity to God's revealed design and purpose for humanity, then a different answer must be given. The choice for abstinence where sexual practice would violate the moral structure of life as created and commanded by God is tinged by the tragic, regardless of one's sexual preference—but it can be a "good" choice.



Genetic or hormonal predisposition toward sexual orientation, like other factors one inherits from one's parents and psychosocial environment, determine certain options in our lives but do not remove from us the responsibility to make good choices in living under these conditions.



Richard Hays quotes a letter from his friend Gary, a Christian homosexual who chose abstinence out of obedience to Scripture prior to his death in 1990: "Are homosexuals to be excluded from the community of faith? Certainly not. But anyone who joins such a community should know that it is a place of transformation, of discipline, of learning and not merely a place to be comforted or indulged."3' So how may the church respond to persons with homosexual orientation who seek to belong and live within a community of faith? There is ample scriptural authority for establishing both God's preference for human relationships and God's presence with persons struggling to fulfill God's purpose for them through a labyrinth of confusion, failure and brokenness. The Old Testament is replete with God's expressed preferences for his people but also contains a multitude of examples of God's presence as One who graciously forgives, restores and empowers within the limits and constraints of consequences and conventions.



In using the word preference I intend to suggest not that God merely "chooses" for us what is good in an arbitrary way, but that his preference is designed into the very structure of our existence as personal beings. This is what some would call the ideal or perfect will of God for our lives. Failing to achieve this ideal in one's life does not rule out God's gracious presence. Persons with homosexual orientation can receive the Spirit of Christ and become part of Christ's body through forgiveness and mercy the same as those with heterosexual orientation.



The church as the body of Jesus Christ expresses both divine preference and divine presence in the lives of its members. All members of the body of Christ fall short of God's preference, including Christians who are homosexuals. The church must be as inclusive as Christ's outreach into human society and as clear-headed as Christ's vision of the created purpose for humans who bear the image of God.



The later Pastoral Epistles set forth specific qualifications for those who hold offices of bishop, elder and deacon (1 Tim 3:1-13; Tit 1:5-9). The inference one can draw from these passages is that those set apart for ministry have no claim on the office by virtue of membership in the body. Instead they are recognized as gifted and called by the Spirit of God to the office for the purpose of upholding sound doctrine and exemplifying spiritual maturity, self-discipline, marital integrity, domestic peace and a good reputation among those who are "outsiders." Discerning who should be set aside for the teaching office entails both wisdom and discernment on the part of the church, taking into account many criteria, including maturity, domestic stability, personal integrity and spiritual giftedness. Might not these criteria include sexual orientation as well as sexual practice measured by the responsibility to uphold both divine preference as well as divine presence? Where the church has determined on biblical grounds that homosexual practice is inconsistent with God's preference for human sexual relations, church members with a homosexual orientation may be required to abstain from such practice as a condition for ordination. Such a church cannot do otherwise and retain its integrity.
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If a cross dresser joins your church?



Miss International Queen 2012 winner Kevin Balot from the Philippines discusses growing up in a Catholic country and how Filipino lesbians, gays, bisexual and transgender (LGBT) people are now actively participating in the political process in his homeland. Video by Toto Lozano and Prapasri Vasuhirun.    Published Bangkok Post: 08/11/2012  
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Gender Identity Disorder

http://www.webmd.com/sex/gender-identity-disorder



Gender -- being male or female -- is a basic element that helps make up an individual's personality and sense of self. Gender identity disorder is a condition in which a male or female feels a strong identification with the opposite sex.



A person with this disorder often experiences great discomfort regarding his or her actual anatomic gender. People with gender identity disorder may act and present themselves as members of the opposite sex and may express a desire to alter their bodies. The disorder affects an individual's self-image, and can impact the person's mannerisms, behavior, and dress. Individuals who are committed to altering their physical appearance through cosmetics, hormones and, in some cases, surgery are known as transsexuals.





What Causes Gender Identity Disorder?



The exact cause of gender identity disorder is not known, but several theories exist. These theories suggest that the disorder may be caused by genetic (chromosomal) abnormalities, hormone imbalances during fetal and childhood development, defects in normal human bonding and child rearing, or a combination of these factors.



How Common Is Gender Identity Disorder?



Gender identity disorder is a rare disorder that affects children and adults. It can be evident in early childhood. In fact, most people recognize that they have a gender identity problem before they reach adolescence. The disorder occurs more often in males than in females.



What Are the Symptoms of Gender Identity Disorder?



Children with gender identity disorder often display the following symptoms:

Expressed desire to be the opposite sex (including passing oneself off as the opposite sex and calling oneself by an opposite sex name).

Disgust with their own genitals (Boys may pretend not to have a penis. Girls may fear growing breasts and menstruating and may refuse to sit when urinating. They also may bind their breasts to make them less noticeable.) Belief that they will grow up to become the opposite sex.

Rejection by their peer groups.

Dressing and behaving in a manner typical of the opposite sex (for example, a female wearing boy's underwear).

Withdrawal from social interaction and activity.

Feelings of isolation, depression, and anxiety.



Adults with gender identity disorder often display the following symptoms:

Desire to live as a person of the opposite sex.

Desire to be rid of their own genitals.

Dressing and behaving in a manner typical of the opposite sex.

Withdrawal from social interaction and activity.

Feelings of isolation, depression, and anxiety.



How Is Gender Identity Disorder Diagnosed?



Gender identity disorder typically is diagnosed by a trained mental health professional (psychiatrist or psychologist). A thorough medical history and psychological exam are performed to rule out other possible causes for the symptoms, such as depression, anxiety, or psychosis. Gender identity disorder is diagnosed when the evaluation confirms the persistent desire to be the opposite sex.



How Is Gender Identity Disorder Treated?



Individual and family counseling usually is recommended to treat children with gender identity disorder. Counseling focuses on treating the associated problems of depression and anxiety and on improving self-esteem. Therapy also aims at helping the individual function as well as possible within his or her biological gender.



Counseling is recommended for adults, as is involvement in a support group. Some transsexual adults request hormone and surgical treatments to suppress their biological sex characteristics and to achieve those of the opposite sex. The surgical alteration of a person's sex is called gender reassignment surgery (sometimes referred to as a "sex change" operation). Because this surgery is major and irreversible, candidates for surgery must undergo an extensive evaluation and transition period.



What Are the Complications of Gender Identity Disorder?



If not addressed, the disorder can cause a poor self-image, social isolation, and emotional distress. Untreated, the disorder can also cause severe depression and anxiety, and can interfere with an individual's ability to function, leading to problems in school or work, or with developing relationships.





____________________________________________



You can't change your sex

Sydney Bockner

(Investigator 88, 2003 January)

http://ed5015.tripod.com/SkepticsSexChange88.htm



Sex cannot be changed by surgical operations. The term "sex change operation" is misleading.



Cosmetic surgery can alter the appearance of the genitalia, hormones can enlarge the male breasts and change hair distribution. Make-up artists can alter a male face into a pouting female one. These have changed your sex, haven't they? Actually, no they haven't. The only things that have changed are your name, title, appearance and dress. Even without surgery it may be difficult at times to differentiate male from female, with both sexes wearing their hair long and dressed in similar attire. Looking up their genes is one way of distinguishing their sex.



In the first place it is genes which determine our sex. We humans have 23 pairs of chromosomes -- one from the mother's ovum and one from the father's sperm in all our body cells. Genes (made of DNA) lie strung along our 23 pairs of chromosomes.



Chromosome-pairs numbers 1 to 22 are microscopically identical, but chromosome pair number 23 the so called sex chromosomes are different. In the female number 23 has two paired large X chromosomes (so called because they resemble the letter X). In the male number 23 has one X chromosome paired with one small Y chromosome. It is this variation that determines sex differentiation (Diamond 1997). The ovum produces X chromosomes only, while the sperm produces both X and Y varieties.



Other factors are involved -- for example the steroid hormones and other hormones and enzymes, which play an important role in the later maturation of sex.



Clearly, no amount of surgery can change the 100 million million body cells to alter the chromosome combinations that determine our sex. So a sex change is impossible.



What may change is a person adopting the sex role of the opposite sex. There may be a psychological change, with the conscious, voluntary adoption of the demeanour of the opposite sex. This may degenerate into high (or is it low?) comedy, as recently reported in the British press, when a six foot two inch sergeant in the Parachute Regiment appeared on parade in high heels and a frock.



Persons desiring a "sex change" operation -- more accurately -- changing their gender role (Money 1955) have since the 1950s been classified transsexuals. Before this, and the advent of hormone therapy and modern surgical techniques they were all regarded as transvestites (persons who cross dressed). The term transsexual is used to mean a person having the characteristics of one sex and the supposed psychological characteristics of the other.



Hoenig (1982) defined transsexuals as "persons born without physical abnormality in their genital organs, who are assigned to the opposite sex and reared in that sex. And yet in spite of all this, and often in the face of fierce resistance by parents and others, they develop usually from the earliest age, a paradoxical gender identity which is permanent and unchangeable. Most transsexuals pursue their aim of physical change with fanatical fervour, and the idea appears to dominate their entire existence".



Roberto (1983) states that transsexuals believe that they are members of the opposite sex, dressing and appearing in the opposite gender role. They perceive themselves as heterosexual, although their sex partners are anatomically identical. They have repugnance of their own genitals, and wish to transform them. There is a history of cross genital activities and a persistent desire for sex conversion surgery.



Transsexualism is three times more common in males than in females (Eklund et al, 1988, Hoenig & Kenna 1994). The World Health Organisation classifies trans-sexualism as a psychiatric disorder (W.H.O. 1978).



Gender reassignment surgery is a cosmetic procedure, in some cases allowing alternative sexual practise. Although the level of sexual interest is often low, sexual orientation is homosexual, but considered heterosexual by the subject (Garden & Rothery 1992).



Gender reassignment surgery in the male consists of castration and neovagina construction. In the female the surgery encompasses excision of breasts, uterus and ovaries, and may include construction of an artificial penis. Patients are also given hormonal treatment both before and after surgery. Women find it easier to assume and be accepted as male than it is for males to adopt the female role. Women do not seem to have much trouble living a masculine life, and it appears to be more readily accepted by society than it is for males (Snaith 1990). Further, the operations of mastectomy, hysterectomy and ovariectomy are commonly performed for other conditions and have no associated taboos.



Mate-Kole et al (1990) at the special clinic at Charing Cross Hospital in London found that the outcome of gender reassignment surgery was generally favourable. Successfully treated transsexuals are mostly self-supporting, and not a drain on society compared with unhappy people with unresolved gender problems. Though gender reassignment should remain an option, according to workers in this field the pitfalls are many, including loss of family and friends, of work and of esteem by others.



Furthermore the end results may be worse than the former state. The outcome in male to female surgery was 50% satisfied, and female to male was 80% satisfied (Snaith 1990,1993,1994). Postoperative psychiatric support is advisable, but many refuse this help at rehabilitation into their new gender role (Kuiper et al 1988).



Occasionally nature makes mistakes. Rarely a male may have an extra Y chromosome forming XYY and resulting in 47 instead of 46 chromosomes in his body cells. This is associated with the psychiatric abnormality of aggressive personality disorder, (Bartlett 1968).



These males are also unusually tall, and have a significantly higher incidence of homosexuality (Daly 1969). The XYY pattern has also been found occasionally in transsexuals (Taneja et al 1992). Very rarely faulty chromosomal distribution results in abnormal genital anatomy as in hermaphroditism (Money 1955). However, these rare mutations should not influence our skepticism about sex change -- which is impossible. 





_____________________________________________



CASE STUDY   Joan or John?

Christian Ethics: This Year’s Dilemma

Every year at the conclusion of my Survey of Christian Ethics class at Southern Seminary, I give my students a final ethical situation to answer for their final examination. They are graded not on their conclusion, but on how they arrived there. They answer, and then we discuss it communally as a class. 

THE QUESTION

This question takes place sometime in the future, in your ministry.

Joan is a fifty year-old woman who has been visiting your church for a little over a year. She sits on the third row from the back, and usually exits during the closing hymn, often with tears in her eyes. Joan approaches you after the service on Sunday to tell you that she wants to follow Jesus as her Lord.

You ask Joan a series of diagnostic questions about her faith, and it is clear she understands the gospel. She still seems distressed though. When you ask if she’s repented of her sin, she starts to cry and grit her teeth.

“I don’t know,” she says. “I don’t know how...I don’t know where to start...Can I meet with you privately?”

You, Joan, and a godly Titus 2-type women’s ministry leader in your church meet in your of�fice right away, and Joan tells you her story.

She wasn’t born Joan. She was born John. From early on in John’s life, though, he felt as though he was “a woman trapped in a man’s body.” Joan says, “I don’t mean to repeat that old shopworn clich?, but it really is what I felt like.”

Joan tells you that when she was twenty she began the process of “transitioning” from life as a man to life as a woman. She underwent extensive hormone therapy, followed by exten�sive plastic surgery—including so-called “gender reassignment surgery.” She has lived for the past thirty years—physically and socially—as a woman.

“I want to do whatever it takes to follow Jesus,” Joan tells you. “I want to repent...I just, I don’t know how to do it.

“I am surgically now a woman. I’ve taken hormones that give me the appearance and physi�cal makeup of a woman,” she says. “Even if I were to put on a suit and tie right now, I’d just look like a woman with a suit and tie. Not to mention the fact that, well, I am physically... a woman.

“To complicate matters further,” Joan says through tears, “I adopted my daughter, Clarissa, when she was eight months old and she’s ten years old now. She doesn’t know about my past life as...as a man. She just knows me as her Mom.

“I know the sex change surgery was wrong. I know that my life is twisted. I’m willing to do whatever Jesus would have me to do to make it right,” she says. “But what would Jesus have me to do?

Joan asks you, “Am I too messed up to repent and be saved? If not, what does it mean for me to repent and live my life as a follower of Jesus? What is right for me to do?”

Show me, step-by-step, what you would say to Joan. Show me what you would tell her to do, short-term and long-term, and show me why in terms of a Christian ethic. Use Scripture, Christian theology, and wisdom to demonstrate not just your final decisions, but how you arrived at them.

You may use any resource that would be available to you in a real life pastoral situation. This includes Holy Scripture, books, articles, and the seeking of outside counsel from others.

Furthermore, show me how you would lead the rest of your congregation to think through and act in this situation with the mind of Christ.



Did Jesus Die for Joan?

Put a bit more succinctly, Joan was born John, but has lived as Joan for thirty years. She has a daughter. She now is convicted of sin and wants to follow Christ. She’ll do whatever Jesus would have her to do, but she needs some direction from you, her pastor.



Now, before you start posting complaints, let me say that I’m using the name “Joan” and the female pronouns here simply as a literary device, to postpone the debate a bit as to whether this person is really male or female.



In class, I let my students bat around and debate one another about how this situation should best be handled, and then I weighed in. Here’s what I think is at stake in this situa�tion, and how a Christian ought to look at it.



The first issue is the gospel. Christ Jesus came to save sinners. The Lord Jesus offered up his life as a sacrifice for this person (this isn’t an extent of the atonement debate, so save that one for later), and his bloody cross and empty tomb are enough to reconcile any sinner, in�cluding this one, to God. The pastor should abandon any sense of revulsion because Joan’s situation is “weird” or “perverted.” All sin is weird and perverted. The fact that any of it (especially our own) seems “normal” to us is part of what we need the gospel for.



The second issue is repentance. Repentance is necessary for salvation, as is articulated in the gospel message throughout the Scripture (Mark 1:15; Acts 3:19, 17:30). I think the account of our Lord’s interaction with the rich young ruler (Luke 18:18-29) is in order here, as well as his confrontation by the Syro-Phoenocian woman (Mark 7:24-30). In both cases, Jesus probed in order to bring forth, in the first case, a visible lack of repentance, or, in the sec�ond, a visible manifestation of faith. The message Joan has heard is the same message every Christian has heard, “Come, follow me.” The pastor wishes to know, as he would with any sinner, whether she’s counted the cost of doing so.

At the same time, the pastor ought to know there is no simple solution here. Whatever Joan does will leave havoc in its wake. Her daughter will either grow up with a “mother” who has deceived her all life long about the most basic aspect of who she is, and what their relation�ship is, or she will go through the trauma of discovering her Mom is actually her Dad.



My counsel would be, after discerning that Joan is truly trusting in Christ (and it certainly appears that she is), to make sure she understands that part of the sin she’s walking away from is a root-level rebellion against the Creator. God’s creation is good, and he does not create generic persons but “male and female,” in his own image (Gen 1:27). In seeking to “become” a woman, John has established himself as a god, determining the very structure of his createdness. Part of the freedom that comes in Christ is his recognition that he is a creature, not a god, not a machine, not a freak.



This means that the pastor should, in his role as an undershepherd of Christ, start speaking to Joan as “John,” and identifying him as “him.” This will seem strange and discordant to Joan. Of course it will. What is going on in this person’s life, however, is what goes on in every Christian’s life. We’ve put on a “new man,” crucifying the old way (Eph 4:21-24). We are a “new creation” with the past done away with (2 Cor 5:17). We have a “new name” (Rev 2:17) that seems strange and mystifying, with an extended family we have to learn to love and walk with. Joan is not going to “feel” like John, and that’s okay. But the pastor must start ministering to him by helping him identify what peace looks like, what the destination is to which he’s headed. And that’s as a man.



Furthermore, the pastor cannot deceive his congregation. He doesn’t need to elaborate on every aspect of this person’s past (any more than he would with any other repentant sin�ner). But the church baptizes, not an individual, and the church must know the person being baptized. To baptize one created a man as “my sister in Christ” (whatever the baptismal formula used) isn’t doing justice to a God who speaks the truth.



But that’s only the start of the ethical and pastoral dilemmas erupting here. 



Should the Surgery Be Reversed?

To respond to the question as to whether “Joan” should go reverse her so-called “gender reassignment” surgery, my answer is no. First of all, no surgery can reassign gender. The surgery mangled John, and sought to create an illusion of a biological reality that isn’t there. There is no way that this surgery can be “reversed,” only another cosmetic illusion created on top of the old one.



Additional surgery would only compound the problem. He should see himself as the equiva�lent of a biblical eunuch, someone wounded physically by his past sin, but awaiting whole�ness in the resurrection from the dead.



He should, though, stop taking the female hormones, allowing his body to revert to its (rela�tively) natural state.

The issue for John is honesty, it seems to me. This means that he should present himself as what he is, a man created by God as such. This means he should identify himself as a man, and should start dressing in male clothing. This is going to be very, very difficult for him, and he will need his pastors and congregation to bear with him through all the stumbles and backsteps that will come along with this.



The most difficult aspect of this new honesty, however, is not what restroom John uses or the name on his driver’s license. It is how he presents himself to a young daughter who has only known him as “Mom.”



What About the Daughter?

The issue of how to deal with Clarissa is, admittedly, the most difficult part of this puzzle. A friend said including the daughter in the narrative was the “evil genius” part of the whole thing. For my students at Southern Seminary, the daughter was the most heart-wrenching part of the whole question, and those who had difficulty typically had difficulty at this point. I’m glad that such is the case. The compassion for this daughter, having her entire spectrum of reality turned over, is a mark of a Christian, and certainly a necessary trait for a sheep-herder of God’s flock.



First, let me say that I’m aware that “Joan” becoming “John” will wreak havoc on her daughter’s life and psyche. I think such havoc will be unleashed either way, and that honesty at this point is less destructive than continuing the illusion. The question, at this point, is not whether the daughter will have a normal life or a traumatic one. The question is whether the people of Christ will be with her through the trauma. I would counsel Joan to tell her daughter at an appropriate (but not unduly delayed) time.



This will be difficult, and John will need his pastor there, along with many godly women from the congregation who are willing to spend hours with this young girl. John should tell her that years before she was born, he was confused, and felt like he was a girl instead of a boy, and that he had spent the last thirty years trying to be a girl. He should tell his daughter, though, that something had changed, he was born again in Christ Jesus, and that means that he gets a new start. He should tell her that he loves her just the same, and that he’ll always be here, but he wants her to know that Jesus is putting his life back together, as a man.



This will be confusing and disruptive, but, with the wise counsel of his congregation and its pastors, John can visibly demonstrate before his daughter what regeneration and sanctifica�tion actually looks like: slow, painful, but, in the end, worth it for the sake of the gospel.



How Should the Church Respond?

So, if John follows through at this point, what’s the expectation of the church, and the re�sponsibility of the congregation, for change in the life of a man who once thought himself a woman?



In saying that I don’t think Joan can continue to live as a “woman,” I am not saying that re�generation will mean that he suddenly “feels” like a man. John is telling you the truth when he says that he has felt all of his growing-up life like a woman trapped in a man’s body. He will probably not suddenly turn into a lumberjack. He will probably grapple with this issue for the rest of his life.



I was saved from, among many other things, covetousness. Coveting seems natural to me. Not coveting is unnatural to me. There’s not a day that goes by in which coveting isn’t the easier, more natural thing for me. But I fight against covetousness because God is conform�ing me into the image of Christ (Rom 8:29; 2 Cor 3:18). He does this through suffering, through discipline, and through the warlike struggle of the Spirit against the flesh, the new creation against the satanic powers (Rom 5:3-5; Heb 12:5-11; 2 Cor 2:11). Your testimony is the same, if you’re in Christ, with any number of sinful patterns and weak points in your life. The same will be true for John. Don’t give up on him if he has setbacks, and don’t give up on him if he still “feels” like a woman for the rest of his life. Keep pointing him to the gospel, and to the faith that hears and acts.



John’s presence in your congregation will probably mean that some Pharisaism will emerge. Some people will find John “freakish.” Some of the men will be revolted by the whole idea, and will think they are asserting their masculinity by mocking or marginalizing him (even if just in subtle, eye-rolling sorts of ways). The responsibility of the pastor is to lead his people away from this destructiveness. John’s life in the congregation can be a visible signal of the mercies of God. This means the church should, immediately upon receiving John as a repentant sinner, announce that his sin (not in part but the whole!) is nailed to the cross of Christ, buried with Jesus, and obliterated by his resurrection power. This means any ongoing gossip or judgment of John’s sin or John’s past is itself violence against the gospel, as well as divisiveness in the congregation, and will be disciplined as such.



The shepherds must lead your people to receive John, as they were received by Christ (Rom 15:5-7). The pastors and leaders of the church can help people to see how they can help bear their brother’s burdens (Gal 6:2).



This means, first of all, that women in the congregation will be needed to help show his daughter what it means to be a godly woman. Some of them will want to take her into their homes and lives, being mothers and grandmothers in Christ for her (Titus 2:3-5). This also means that the men in the congregation should make a concerted effort to disciple John, re�ceiving him into their circle of friendship, and showing him what it means to follow Christ, and what it means to be a man. For some of them, it will be awkward. So what? It seems awkward for the Lord Jesus to spend time with drunkards, prostitutes, and Gentiles like us, but he did it, and does it even now.



Why Does it Matter?

Since I posted the question about John/Joan, I’ve had two kinds of responses. Some Chris�tians have said things along the lines of, “I’m glad I’m not in your ethics class! That question is hard!” Others though have said, “You know, that very situation happened in my church.”



We’re going to have more and more so-called “transgendered” persons in American society, as the culture around us changes. A woman in my congregation told me the other day she was asked when giving blood, “What gender were you at birth?”



Now, we could always bemoan this, and talk about how American culture is slouching to�ward Gomorrah. We should hope, if there are transgendered persons in the cities and towns and villages around us, that we will see them in our church pews. And we should pray, fever�ishly, that they will hear the gospel we’re preaching as good news for them.

This doesn’t mean that we create a new “transgendered” Sunday school class. That’s not good news at all; anymore than a “coveters” Sunday school class would be good for me! A gospel church, though, is a church that says whatever you’re running from or running to, Je�sus offers you life. As long as you’re alive, it is not too late for you to find new life in Christ. Jesus loves sinners, and we do too.



You see, the scenario about “Joan” isn’t really all that hypothetical. Chances are in your town right now, there are people in that situation. Why don’t they show up in our churches? Is it because they doubt if our gospel is really addressed to them? Is it because we doubt it too?



If Joan comes to your church this Sunday and hears the gospel, if “she” decides to throw away everything “she” knows and follow Christ, will your church be there to love him, and to show him how to stop pretending and to fight his way toward what he was created to be? Maybe it would take a Joan at the altar call to make us question whether we really believe what we say and what we sing. Is there really power, wonder-working power, in the blood of the Lamb? Is our gospel really good news for prodigal sons, even for sons so lost they once thought they were daughters?



____________________________________________





�HUMAN RIGHTS
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many children mostly around the age of 5 to 10 sell flowers and Thai style toys to tourists. They have learned to speak Japanese, English, and some French (where most of the tourists speak those languages).



I thought it was amazing how hard they were trying to get money. Their eyes were glittering like if they didn't sell their products, then they won't get food for themselves. Some even walk right in front of cars just to get their attention to sell their product. 



_____________________________________________________



STOTT (Issues Facing Christians Today, Marshall Pickering)

CHAPTER 8: Human Rights

"Whoever wishes to live a quiet life," Leon Trotsky is said to have remarked, "should not have been born in the twentieth century." In this at least he was right.

Human Rights Violations

This century has been characterized both by violence and by violations of human rights.' In the two World Wars approximately 60 million people were killed. Six million Jews were exterminated in the "holocaust" of Hitler's concentration camps and gas chambers. Millions of dissidents were also liquidated by Stalin in his Siberian labour camps. According to Solzhenitsyn 65 million Russians were killed by their own leaders after 1923. Although in 1977 Mr Brezhnev introduced a new liberty-promising Constitution for the Soviet Union, dissent continued to be silenced, and by 1984 there were still 10,000 named people in prison for their religious beliefs. The whole world is now rejoicing over the changes which Mr Gorbachev has brought. By the end of 1989, according to Keston College, fewer than 100 of these people remained in prison. Idi Amin's reign of terror from 1971 to 1979 cost the lives of between half and three quarters of a million Ugandans, and under President Milton Obote at least 200,000 of his tribal enemies were murdered in the Loweru Triangle. The ruthless killings by the Khmer Rouge between 1975 and 1979 under their leader Pol Pot, carried out under the sick illusion of "purifying" and "transforming Cambodian society, constituted nothing less than genocide; for three million Cambodians died by execution, disease or starvation, which was almost half the country's population. And in 1989 the killing began again.

Latin America remains a continent of widespread repression and revolution. In Argentina, during the tyrannical regime which began in 1976, at least 11,000 people "disappeared", victims of the military machine, in addition to the thousands who are known to have been killed or exiled. By 1976 Uruguay had the highest known ratio of political prisoners to population: one out of every 500 citizens is believed to have been arrested or imprisoned. In Peru in 1988 and 1989. thousand,, wexe disappearing and dying at the hands of both government and insurgency troops. In Chile human rights leaders have a well-documented list of about 5,000 cases of the murder, torture and disappearance of political suspects at the hands of General Pinochet's agents since 1973. The case of Charles Horman has shocked everybody who has read the book or seen the film. He was one of two Americans (whose attachment to Chile's socialist experiment seems to have been more sentimental than ideological) who disappeared during the right-wing coup led by General Pinochet which toppled Salvador Allende's Marxist regime in 1973. Ed Horman, the father, sued the State Department officers from Henry Kissinger down to the Santiago Embassy officials for complicity in his son's death, and withdrew the suit only in 1981 while the government was still stone-walling in the name of "national security". His attorney, Thomas Hauser, published The Execution of Charles Horman, sub-titled "An American Sacrifice", which implicated the US Administration and drew an immediate three-page rebuttal from the State Department. Then Costa-Gavras, the Greek-born film director who had made Z (the documentary about the regime of the Greek Colonels), interviewed the Hormans and Hauser, researched among Chilean exiles, and shot the moving film Missing in Mexico City during 1981. In it we watch Ed Horman, an honest Christian scientist, searching for his missing son in the streets, the stadium, the hospitals and finally the morgue. But the evident hypocrisy of American Embassy officials changes him from incredulity through disillusion and cynicism to the final conviction that the USA was involved not only in his son's "execution" but in the coup itself. The film ends with the factual statement that Charles' body, though its return to the States was promised at once, was not in fact sent back until months later, by which time no post mortem could establish the cause of death.

In Ethiopia between 1983 and 1985 more than a million died, while approximately three million became displaced persons. In South Africa the apparatus of apartheid continues forcibly to segregate blacks in the "Homelands" arbitrarily designated for them. In addition to this inhuman government policy, about 25,000 people were detained between the introduction of the State of Emergency in June 1986 and the end of 1987.2 According to Amnesty International, between 1963 and 1988 over 100 people died while in detention or police custody, mostly in mysterious circumstances, of whom the best known was Steve Biko, the leader of the "Black Consciousness" movement, who died in 1977. Donald Woods' book Biko (1978), which includes the verbatim text of the inquest, and Sir Richard Attenborough's film Cry Freedom, which is based on it, have convinced millions of the blatant injustices surrounding his (and others') detention and death.

In 1989 we witnessed the unbelievably brutal suppression of the spontaneous democracy movement in China, in which the People's Liberation Army massacred their own unarmed compatriots. In such a list of atrocities we run the risk of selective indignation, as if human rights violations are being perpetrated only by those wicked Stalinists, those South African racists, or those Latin American oligarchies or military juntas (sometimes, it is claimed, with North American collusion). We British need, therefore, to remember with shame that in 1978 the European Court of Human Rights in Strasbourg ruled that the interrogation methods used briefly in 1971 on fourteen IRA terrorist suspects by the Royal Ulster Constabulary violated Article 3 of the European Convention on Human Rights. Although the Court cleared Britain of Irish government charges that these techniques amounted to "torture", it nevertheless described them as "inhuman and degrading treatment". The British government accepted the Court's ruling, set up a review committee, and implemented the committee's recommendations.

There are many other ways in which human beings are being oppressed. The United Nations Commission on Human Rights receives about 20,000 complaints every year. There has been, and in some cases still is, the unjust treatment of minorities, for example, of Asians in East Africa, Indians in Brazil, Aborigines in Australia, untouchables in India, Kurds in Turkey, Iran and Iraq, Jews in the Soviet Union, Palestinians in Israel, Native Americans in Canada and the United States, Inuit (Eskimos) in Canada, and, perhaps one should add, Roman Catholics in Northern Ireland. There is the plight of refugees, hostages and the victims of terrorists, and the human degradation caused by illiteracy, racism, poverty, hunger and disease.

And there is the new problem in the West created by the invasion of privacy and the storage of information by computer banks. Worse than all these, however, is the continuing use of torture, in spite of its universal condemnation. Dr Emilio Castro has written correctly: "Torture kills the human in the torturer and crushes the personality of the one tortured.3

Concern for Human Rights

Alongside the violation of human rights, even while abuses and outrages have increased, there seems to have been a corresponding growth in the recognition of rights and in concern for their safeguarding. In a sense this is not new. Being self-conscious creatures, human beings have doubtless thought about themselves and their identity, their duties and their rights, from the beginning. So the concept has had a very long history. Plato and Aristotle wrestled with the notions of freedom and justice, while Thomas Aquinas and other medieval theologians Christianized the thought of the Greeks in terms of "natural rights". Britain looks back gratefully to Magna Carta,�������Alongside the violation of human rights, even while abuses and outrages have increased, there seems to have been a corresponding growth in the recognition of rights and in concern for their safeguarding. In a sense this is not new. Being self-conscious creatures, human beings have doubtless thought about themselves and their identity, their duties and their rights, from the beginning. So the concept has had a very long history. Plato and Aristotle wrestled with the notions of freedom and justice, while Thomas Aquinas and other medieval theologians Christianized the thought of the Greeks in terms of "natural rights". Britain looks back gratefully to Magna Carta,which King John was induced to sign in 1215, and which King Henry III reissued ten years later. Among its provisions were the guarantees of freedom for the church and of fair trial by one's peers. Another milestone in British history was the Bill of Rights (1688-9), which made the crown subject to parliament.

America and France look back to their revolutions towards the end of the eighteenth century as the time when constitutional rights were secured for their citizens. The American Declaration of Independence (1776), drafted by Thomas Jefferson, affirmed as "self-evident" that "all men are created equal" and that they "are endowed by their Creator with certain inalienable rights", especially the rights to "life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness". Similar language was used in France's Declaration of the Rights of Man and of Citizens, which was promulgated by its National Assembly in 1789. It speaks of man's "natural, imprescriptible and unalienable rights" or "the natural, inalienable and sacred rights of man". This Declaration was eloquently defended by Thomas Paine in his celebrated book The Rights of Man (1791). I shall quote from it presently.

Yet it was World War II, with the horrors of Hitler's savagery and of Japan's brutality, which brought human rights to the top of the world's agenda. In June 1941 President Roosevelt made his famous "State of the Union" speech, in which he looked forward to the emergence of "a world founded upon four essential freedoms" �freedom of speech and expression, the freedom of every person to worship God in his own way, freedom from want, and freedom from fear — after each of which he added the words "everywhere in the world".4

The United Nations organization was established in 1945. The preamble to its charter reads: "We, the people of the United Nations," are determined "to reaffirm faith in fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human person, the equal rights of men and women and of nations large and small. . . ." Article 1 speaks of international co-operation "in promoting and encouraging respect for human rights and for fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language or religion". Article 55 goes further and says that the United Nations shall promote "universal respect for, and observance of, human rights and fundamental freedoms for all without distinction as to race, sex, language or religion".

The following year the United Nations established the Human Rights Commission, under the chairmanship of President Roosevelt's widow, Eleanor, charged with the task of preparing a Universal Declaration of Human Rights as the first element in the international Bill of Rights which it had been commissioned to produce. Its preamble affirms that "recognition of the inherent dignity, of the equal and inalienable rights, of all members of the human family, is the foundation of freedom, justice and peace in the world." Article 1 declares that "all human beings are born free and equal in dignity and rights." Article 2 adds that "everyone is entitled to all the rights and freedoms set forth in the Declaration, without distinction of any kind, such as race, colour, sex, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth or other status." The first part of the Declaration covers political and civil rights, and the second part economic, social and cultural rights. It was adopted by the UN General Assembly in Paris on 10th December 1948, though not all nations ratified it.

Writing of the late 1940s, while the draft Declaration was being prepared, the late Dr Charles H. Malik, who belonged to the Christian community of Lebanon, and was later to become President of the UN General Assembly, wrote:

We believed that nothing was more needful in a world that had just emerged from a most devastating war — devastating not only physically, economically, politically, but above all morally, spiritually, humanly — than to recapture and reaffirm the full integrity of man. We loved man and thought him to be wonderful, and we wanted him to be fully himself, enjoying his inherent dignity and freedom, and yet as we looked around, we found only caricatures of humanity — men deprived of their material needs, oppressed by the ideas with which they interpreted themselves and the world, distorted by the arbitrary laws of their governments, warped by the customs and convictions of their societies, diminished and disfigured in their human stature. . Therefore we set about inquiring how much . . . we could define and protect what belonged to the essence of man. I never worked harder, I never had a surer sense of self-confidence, I never pulsated with a deeper existential joy, than in those memorable days.5

The adoption of the Universal Declaration was only the beginning. The European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights (1950) was followed by the creation of the European Commission on Human Rights (1953) and of the European Court of Human Rights (1958). In 1961 Amnesty International was founded. In 1966 the two International Covenants (one on economic, social and cultural rights, and the other on civil and political rights) were published. 1968 was the International Year for Human Rights. And in 1973 the Helsinki Conference on Security and Co-operation in Europe was held, whose final Act (1975) included a section on "The Respect of Human Rights and Fundamental Freedoms". The following year (1976) the two International Covenants came into effect, and so the long dreamed-of International Bill of Human Rights became a reality.

This, then, is the paradoxical situation (a Universal Declaration of Human Rights and a widespread violation of them) in which Christians need to ask some basic questions. How is it that human beings have any rights? Whence did they acquire them? Have Christians anything distinctive to contribute to continuing debate and action about human rights? It may be good to begin our answers with Thomas Paine. For, although he was a deist and therefore far from being an orthodox Christian, his father was a Quaker and his mother an Anglican, so that he was still Christian enough in his outlook to know that the rights of man go back to the creation of man. He wrote in 1791:

The error of those who reason by precedents drawn from antiquity, respecting the rights of man, is that they do not go far enough into antiquity. They do not go the whole way. They stop in some of the intermediate stages of an hundred or a thousand years. . . . But if we proceed on, we shall at last come out right; we shall come to the time when man came from the hand of his Maker. What was he then? Man. Man was his high and only title, and a higher cannot be given him.6

Thomas Paine was correct. The origin of human rights is creation. Man has never "acquired" them. Nor has any government or other authority conferred them. We have had them from the beginning. We received them with our life from the hand of our Maker. They are inherent in our creation. They have been bestowed on us by our Creator.

Put in another way, human rights are the rights of human beings, and the nature of human rights depends on the nature of the human beings whose rights they are. Animal rights are also important (they are considered in Chapter 6), for God has created them too, although he has not honoured them by stamping his own likeness upon them. Fundamental, therefore, to human rights is the question of what it means to be human. Since the Bible focuses on the divine purpose for human beings, it has much to say on this topic. Three words seem to summarize it — "dignity", "equality" and "responsibility".

Human Dignity

The dignity of human beings is asserted in three successive sentences in Genesis 1:27-28, which we have already examined in relation to the environment. First, "God created man in his own image". Secondly, "male and female he created them". Thirdly, "God blessed them and said to them, ' . . . fill the earth and subdue it.' " Human dignity is here seen to consist of three unique relationships which God established for us by creation, which together constitute a large part of our humanness, and which the Fall distorted but did not destroy.

The first is our relationship to God. Human beings are God-like beings, created by his will in his image. The divine image includes� those rational, moral and spiritual qualities which separate us from the animals and relate us to God. In consequence, we can learn about him from evangelists or teachers (it is a basic human right to hear the gospel); come to know, love and serve him; live in conscious, humble dependence upon him; understand his will and obey his commands. So then, all those human rights we call the freedom to profess, practise and propagate religion, the freedom of worship, of conscience, of thought and of speech, come under this first rubric of our relationship to God. It is striking that even the deistic leaders of the American and French Revolutions knew this instinctively and referred to the "Supreme Being" from whom human rights are ultimately derived.

The second unique capacity of human beings concerns our relationship to one another. The God who made humankind is himself a social being, one God comprising three eternally distinct modes of personhood. He said: "Let us make man in our image", and "It is not good for the man to be alone." So God made man male and female, and told them to procreate. Sexuality is his creation, marriage is his institution, and human companionship his purpose. So then, all those human freedoms which we call the sanctity of sex, marriage and family, the right of peaceful assembly, and the right to receive respect, whatever our age, sex, race or rank, come under this second rubric of our relationship to each other.

Our third distinctive quality as human beings is our relationship to the earth and its creatures. God has given us dominion, with instructions to subdue and cultivate the fruitful earth, and rule its creatures. So then, all those human rights we call the right to work and the right to rest, the right to share in the earth's resources, the right to food, clothing and shelter, the right to life and health and to their preservation, together with freedom from poverty, hunger and disease, come under this third rubric of our relationship to the earth.

In spite of the over-simplification, we may sum up what is meant by human dignity in these three ways: our relationship to God (or the right and responsibility of worship), our relationship to each other (or the right and responsibility of fellowship), and our relationship to the earth (or the right and responsibility of stewardship) — together of course with the opportunity which our education, income and health provide to develop this unique human potential.

Thus all human rights are at base the right to be human, and so to enjoy the dignity of having been created in God's image and of possessing in consequence unique relationships to God himself, to our fellow human beings and to the material world. Christians have something important to add to this, namely that our Creator has also redeemed or recreated us, at great personal cost, through the incarnation and atonement of his Son. And the costliness of God's redeeming work reinforces the sense of human worth which his creation has already given us. William Temple expressed this truth with his customary clarity:

There can be no Rights of Man except on the basis of faith in God. But if God is real, and all men are his sons, that is the true worth of every one of them. My worth is what I am worth to God; and that is a marvellous great deal, for Christ died for me. Thus, incidentally, what gives to each of us his highest worth gives the same worth to everyone; in all that matters most we are all equal.?

Our value depends then on God's view of us and relationship to us. As a result of this, human rights are not unlimited rights, as if we were free to be and do absolutely anything we like. They are limited to what is compatible with being the human person God made us and meant us to be. True freedom is found in being our true selves as authentic human beings, not in contradicting ourselves. That is why it has been essential to define "human being" before defining "human rights". This principle will also help to guide us when we come in Chapters 13 and 16 to the demands for "feminine rights" and "gay rights". The question these demands pose is how far feminism and homosexual practices are compatible with the humanness God has created and intends to safeguard.

There is no situation in which it is permissible to forget the dignity of human beings by creation, and their consequent right to respect. Convicted criminals may justly be deprived of their freedom during a period of imprisonment. But the right to incarcerate does not imply the right to inflict solitary confinement on prisoners, or to treat them inhumanly in other ways. I was glad to read that Bishop Kurt Scharf of Berlin-Brandenburg visited Ulrike Meinhof and other members of the notorious Baader-Meinhof group in prison, in order to investigate their treatment and listen to their complaints.8 I am thankful too for the work of Prison Fellowship International, founded by Chuck Colson after his personal experience of the brutalizing effects of incarceration. Inmates, who have been deprived of liberty by a court, may not be deprived of other rights. "I was in prison," Jesus said, "and you visited me."

Human Equality

The tragedy is that "human rights" have not always meant "equal rights". The good gifts of the Creator are spoiled by human selfishness. The rights God gave to all human beings equally, easily degenerate into my rights on which I insist, irrespective of the rights of others or of the common good. So the history of the world has been the story of conflict between my rights and yours, between the good of each and the good of all, between the individual and the community. Indeed, it is when human rights are in conflict with one another that we are presented with a difficult ethical dilemma. It may be the tension between the rights of the mother and her unborn child when an abortion is being considered; or between an individual landowner's right to property and peace on the one hand, and the community's need on the other for a new motorway or airport; or between the freedom of speech and assembly which a civil rights group claims for its demonstration and the freedom which the local inhabitants claim not to have their quiet disturbed or their patience exhausted.

The conflict of rights regularly envisaged in the Bible, however, takes a rather different form. Its emphasis is that no powerful individuals may impose their will on the community, and that no community may violate the rights of an individual or minority. The weak and vulnerable were carefully protected by the Mosaic law. Far from exploiting them, God's people were to be the voice of the voiceless and the champion of the powerless, including their enemies. Paul Oestreicher has put it well:

When the electrodes are turned on, the torture victim suffers equally when the "security" think they are saving free enterprise from the revolution or the revolution from reaction. . . . My own commitment is neither to liberalism nor to Marxism, but to a curious idea put about by a carpenter turned dissident preacher in Palestine that the test of our humanity is to be found in how we treat our enemies. . . . A society's maturity and humanity will be measured by the degree of dignity it affords to the disaffected and the powerless.9

The equality of human beings is clearly expressed in the familiar Authorised Version words "no respect of persons". It is a misleading phrase, because of course persons must at all costs be respected. But what the original Greek expression means literally is "no acceptance of faces". In other words, we must show "no partiality" (NW) in our attitude to other people, and give no special deference to some because they are rich, famous or influential. The biblical authors insist much on this. Moses declared, for example: "The Lord your God is God of gods and Lord of lords, the great, the mighty, the terrible God, who shows no partiality. . . " Therefore Israelite judges were to show no partiality either, but rather give justice "to the small and to the great alike. " Iฐ

�The same emphasis occurs in the New Testament. God is the impartial Judge. He does not regard external appearances or circumstances. He shows no favouritism, whatever our racial or social background may be.

" Jesus was once described (perhaps in flattery, but still with accuracy)  in these terms: "Teacher, we know you are a man of integrity. You are not swayed by men, because you pay no attention to who they are" (Mark 12:14). That is, he neither deferred to the rich and powerful, nor despised the poor and weak, but gave equal respect to all, whatever their social status. We must do the same.

I rather think the best illustration of this principle is to be found in the Book of Job. It is Job's fmal appeal for justice, after his three comforters have at last stopped their unfair, unkind, untrue accusations. Job clings to his innocence, while at the same time acknowledging that God is a just judge. If he has broken God's laws (by immorality, idolatry or oppression), then indeed let God's judgment fall upon him. He continues: "If I have denied justice to my servants, when they had a grievance against me, what will I do when God confronts me? What will I answer when called to account? Did not he who made me in the womb make them? Did not the same One form us both within our mother?" (Job 31:13-15). Job continues in a similar vein with reference to the poor and needy, widows and orphans. We have equal rights because we have the same Creator. Both the dignity and the equality of human beings are traced in Scripture to our creation.

This principle should be even more obvious in the New Testament community, since we have the same Saviour also. Paul regulates the behaviour of masters and slaves to each other by reminding both that they have the same heavenly master, and that "there is no favouritism with him". 12 James seeks to banish class distinctions from public worship by urging that there must be no "favouritism" between rich and poor among believers in Jesus Christ (2:1-9). Yet the same truth is self-evident among unbelievers. Our common humanity is enough to abolish favouritism and privilege, and to establish equal status and rights. All human rights violations contradict the equality we enjoy by creation. "He who oppresses the poor shows contempt for their Maker" (Proverbs 14:31). If God shows, and if we should show, a "bias to the poor" (as is now often claimed, and as we shall be considering in Chapter 12), and if such bias is not an infringement of the "no favouritism" rule, it must be justified either because society as a whole is biassed against them, or because they have no one else to champion them.

The fact that "there is no favouritism with God" is the foundation of the biblical tradition of prophetic protest. The prophets were courageous in denouncing tyranny in leaders, especially in the kings of Israel and Judah. The fact that they were monarchs, and even "the Lord's anointed", did not make them immune to criticism and rebuke. To be sure, due respect was to be shown to rulers because of their office, but any attempts on their part to convert authority into tyranny or rule into despotism were to be strenuously resisted. David was the best known of all the kings of Israel, but that gave him no warrant to kill Uriah and steal his wife Bathsheba; God sent the prophet Nathan to rebuke him. When Ahab was king in Samaria, his wife Jezebel thought his power was absolute. "Do you now govern Israel?" she asked contemptuously, when she found him sulking because Naboth had refused to sell him his vineyard. God sent Elijah to denounce Ahab's later murder of Naboth and seizure of his property. Jehoiakim was king of Judah in the seventh century BC, yet he had no right to build himself a luxurious palace by forced labour. "Woe to you," cried Jeremiah. "Does it make you a king to have more and more cedar?" The prophet then reminded him of his father Josiah. "He did what was right and just, so all went well with him. He defended the cause of the poor and needy, and so all went well. . . . But your eyes and your heart are set only on dishonest gain, on shedding innocent blood and on oppression and extortion." No one would lament him when he died, Jeremiah added; he would have the burial of a donkey, and would be dragged away and thrown outside the gates of Jerusalem.ฐ

In our day dictators try to defend arbitrary arrest and detention, and even imprisonment or execution without public trial, on the ground of "national security". One wonders how a biblical prophet would react. Protest or denunciation within the country concerned would doubtless cost the prophet his life. But at least from outside the kind of work which Amnesty International undertakes is consistent with biblical precedent, and with the recognition that with God "there is no favouritism". Human rights are equal rights.

Human Responsibility

Christians often cringe when the conversation turns to human rights. For it smacks of one person asserting his or her rights against another person, and so of conflict. It seems also to encourage selfishness. It overlooks the fact that human beings have duties and responsibilities as well as rights. Solzhenitsyn has called recently for this balance to be redressed. "During these 300 years of Western Civilization, there has been a sweeping away of duties and an expansion of rights. But we have two lungs. You can't breathe with just one lung and not with the other. We must avail ourselves of rights and duties in equal measure."" Let me try, then, to clarify the relationship between rights and responsibilities.

The Bible says much about defending other people's rights, but little about defending our own. On the contrary, when it addresses us, it emphasizes our responsibilities, not our rights. We are to love God and to love our neighbour. These primary requirements comprise our whole duty; for "all the Law and the Prophets hang on these two command�ments," Jesus said (Matthew 22:40). In fact, what the Bible contains, as Dr Christopher Wright has written, is a "Universal Declaration of Human Responsibilities" (especially in terms of loving God and neighbour), not of human rights.ฐ Indeed, the Bible goes further and links them. It emphasizes that our responsibility is to secure the other person's rights. We must even forgo our own rights in order to do so.

Of this responsible renunciation of rights Jesus Christ is the supreme model. Although eternally "in very nature God", he "did not consider

equality with God something to be grasped, but made himself nothing, taking the very nature of a servant, being made in human likeness" (Philippians 2:6-7). Throughout his life he was a victim of abuses of human rights. He became a refugee baby in Egypt, a prophet without honour in his own country, and the Messiah rejected by the religious establishment of his own people to whom he had come. He became a prisoner of conscience, refusing to compromise in order to secure his release. He was falsely accused, unjustly condemned, brutally tortured, and finally crucified. And throughout his ordeal

he declined to defend or demand his rights, in order that by his self-sacrifice he might serve ours.

"Let this mind be in you, which was also in Jesus Christ," wrote Paul. And Paul practised what he preached. He had rights as an apostle (the right to marry, the right to receive financial support). But he renounced them for the sake of the gospel, in order to become everybody's slave and so serve their rights (see e.g. 1 Corinthians 9). The renunciation of rights, however unnatural and idealistic it may seem, is an essential characteristic of God's new society. In the world outside people assert their own rights and exercise authority. "Not so with you," Jesus said. On the contrary, in his  community those aspiring after greatness must become servants, the leader the slave, and the first last. For love "is not self-seeking", Paul wrote. And this fundamental stance, learned from Jesus, applies in every situation. For example, believers should not prosecute one another, especially in an unbelieving court. Christian litigation was a scandal in Corinth;

it still is in India, Pakistan, Sri Lanka and other countries. Christians should at the very least settle their own disputes. Better still, "Why not rather be wronged? Why not rather be cheated?" Is not this the way of Christ? Another first-century application was to Christian slaves with cruel masters. What if they were unjustly beaten? They must bear it patiently, following in the footsteps of Jesus, who did not retaliate, but entrusted himself and his cause to the just Judge of al1.16 This last point, that the non-retaliation of Jesus was accompanied by a commitment of himself to God, is an important addition. To renounce rights is not to acquiesce in wrongs. The reason we do not judge is that this is God's prerogative, not ours (Romans 12:19). Besides, Christ is coming back, and then all evil will be judged, and justice finally and publicly vindicated. 



Here then is a Christian perspective on human rights. First, we affirm human dignity. Because human beings are created in God's image to know him, serve one another and be stewards of the earth, therefore they must be respected. Secondly, we affirm human equality. Because human beings have all been made in the same image by the same Creator, therefore we must not be obsequious to some and scornful to others, but behave without partiality to all. Thirdly, we affirm human responsibility. Because God has laid it upon us to love and serve our neighbour, therefore we must fight for his rights, while being ready to renounce our own in order to do so.



Two main conclusions follow. 

First, we have to accept that other people's rights are our responsibility. We are our brother's keeper, because God has put us in the same human family and so made us related to and responsible for one another. The law and the prophets, Jesus and his apostles, all lay on us a particular duty to serve the poor and defend the powerless. We cannot escape this by saying they are not our responsibility. To quote Solzhenitsyn again, "There are no internal affairs left on this globe of ours. Mankind can be saved only if everybody takes an interest in everybody else's affairs."17 We need then to feel the pain of those who suffer oppression. "Remember those in prison as if you were their fellow prisoners, and those who are maltreated as if you yourselves were suffering" (Hebrews 13:3). In order to do this, we may need to inform ourselves more thoroughly about contemporary violations of human rights.18 Then whatever action we may believe it right to take, we need to ensure that the methods we use do not infringe the very human rights we are seeking to champion.

Secondly, we have to take more seriously Christ's intention that the Christian community should set an example to other communities. I am not thinking only of our Christian conduct at home and work, in which as husbands or wives, parents or children, employers or employees we are to be submissive to one another out of reverence for Christ (Ephesians 5:21). I am thinking particularly of the life of the local church, which is meant to be a sign of God's rule. The Church should be the one community in the world in which human dignity and equality are invariably recognised, and people's responsibility for one another is accepted; in which the rights of others are sought and never violated, while our own are often renounced; in which there is no partiality, favouritism or discrimination; in which the poor and the weak are defended, and human beings are free to be human as God made them and meant them to be.



_____________________________________________________



Patients ailing without justice for malpractice

Sanitsuda Ekachai is Assistant Editor, Bangkok Post.



Published: 22/12/2011 at 12:00 AM Newspaper section: News BANGKOK POST



The quest for justice is never easy. It is also very expensive. Bang-on Sangchote knows that painful fact first hand. But she has chosen to give up her kidney rather than her fight for justice.



An ordinary housewife, Bang-on fought like a tigress when her husband Sanoh became nearly blind and afflicted with chronic kidney problems from medical maltreatment.



The pain killer he got from the Phanat Nikhom Hospital in Chon Buri two years ago caused a severe skin allergy throughout his body.



First he was diagnosed as having arthritis and, later, gout. When his eyes became badly infected and blurred, his lips blistering, and his whole body shivering from high fever, he sought help from a private hospital which told him he had a serious case of Stevens-Johnson Syndrome.



The family sued the hospital for 3.7 million baht compensation for administering the wrong medication, causing Sanoh's lifetime disability and illnesses. After losing their case in the First Court, they wanted to appeal. They were stunned when informed that they needed to put up 70,000-baht as a cash guarantee to pursue their case in the Appeals Court.



Sanoh can no longer work because of his health problems. Bang-on toils in a sugar plantation for a bit more than 100 baht a day. "We are poor. Where can we get that kind of money?" she asked.



Which is why Bang-on announced through the media last week that she would put her kidney up for sale so the family can continue their quest for justice.



Bang-on was once a victim of medical error herself. After a sterilisation operation in 1995, she suffered chronic abdominal pain so severe that she needed another operation four years later. The doctor found a scissor-like medical tool in her abdomen. She could not file a legal complaint or ask for compensation because the three-year statute of limitations had run out. She also did not have any evidence because the doctor threw away the alien stuff from her abdomen.



The pain may have gone away, but not the problem of excessive menstruasions. So Bang-on had to get a contraceptive injection to stop her period indefinitely.



Is it fair that no one take responsibility for those medical errors?



Isn't it farcical that an effort to have a law to compensate patients for medical errors without faulting the physicians is fiercely resisted by the medical community?



Opponents of the draft medical compensation bill insist that such a law would only encourage patients to sue physicians for money. Doctors already shoulder a very inhuman workload due to personnel scarcity so some errors under these harsh circumstances should be understood, not punished, they argue.



Should the legislation become law, they threaten to spend more time with each patient and order thorough medical tests to prevent errors, resulting in fewer patients treated and higher medical costs. Physicians are also against the idea of having outsiders sitting on the compensation vetting committee.



Private hospitals are also against the compensation law. Why contribute to a compensation fund which would eat into their profits when physicians, most always backed by the Medical Council, already win most maltreatment lawsuits anyway?



According to the World Health Organisation, one in 10 patients are subjected to preventable medical errors. One in 300, meanwhile, die from them, which makes going to the hospital far riskier than flying. There is no reason to believe why Thailand should be any different. Yet, the medical profession refuses to talk compensation.



Bang-on said with tears that the family only asked for 500,000 baht compensation to assure long-term medical treatment for Sanoh's chronic kidney problems and near-blindness. But the amount was still considered too high, which has forced them to continue the legal battle.



In this case, the medical compensation law could have saved legal pain for both patients and physicians. But it is not to be as long as the medical profession continues to hate seeing its old god-like authority challenged.



Sanoh is the one in 10 patients subjected to medical errors. Next time we visit the hospital, it could be us.



_____________________________________________�RACISM



SEE: Institutional racism & Religious freedom.pdf  (Malaysia - re. Non Muslims)



______________________________________________

USA

Using People as Mere Means

.. The Tuskegee Syphilis Experiments

.. More than four hundred African American men infected with syphilis went untreated for four decades in a project the government called the Tuskegee Study of Untreated Syphilis in the Negro Male... Continued until 1972
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�WOMEN ISSUES



EDITORIAL

Uproot sexist cultural values



    Published: 8 Mar 2013 at 00.00

    Newspaper section: News BANGKOK POST



As the world celebrates International Women's Day today, Thailand has many achievements to be proud of. It is now one of only a few countries with a woman as head of government. The number of women in senior management at 39% is also among the highest in the world given that the global average is only 21%.



This goes to show that _ despite the cultural social values aimed at holding women back as "the elephant's hind leg" _ women still manage to shine in the professional world outside the home spheres if given the opportunity.



Thailand allowed women to gain a university education only 82 years ago. Despite similar university degrees to their male counterparts, women in those days were barred from entering male-dominated professions. Many of them became pioneers in women's rights. Thanks to their dedication, gender equality is now enshrined in the constitution. Nobody raises an eyebrow now on seeing women as judges, physicians, governors, pilots, police officers, soldiers, permanent secretaries and ministers. Two years ago, people believed the one thing women could not do was be elected as prime minister. That belief has now been shed.



If we use the number of women in senior management and high-paying professions as a criterion to gauge women's status, however, Thailand still faces huge challenges ahead. Government and politics, for example, are still largely male domains. There are only two women in the Yingluck III cabinet. In parliament, women make up 15% of MPs and 16% of senators. Women also account for only 17% of senior civil service positions although women outnumber men in the state bureaucracy. At the local level, women constitute only about 9% of elected officials, according to UN Women.



Also, we cannot deny that the "successful" women are largely the well-to-do with better access to education, job opportunities and stronger networks of support.



Thailand's remarkable economic growth and progress is marked by an appalling wealth gap and social disparity. It is the same story with women's advancement here. Educated women in mainstream society may have a better chance of bridging the gap with men in the same social and economic strata, but the gap between women of different class and ethnicities grows ever wider.



Meanwhile, women across social classes are facing the same gender discrimination, although the less fortunate have fewer tools to protect themselves. Over 40% of women reported having experienced physical/or sexual violence by an intimate partner or people they know, according to a study in 2005. Few seek professional help because of a lack of counselling services and fear of social stigma. Meanwhile, the punishing legal procedures dominated by patriarchal values discourage the sexually abused from seeking redress.



The cultural values that demand women's submission and divides them into good and bad women are also perpetuating other forms of violence against women. More than one-third of women who are HIV positive say they caught it from their partners. The inability to negotiate safe sex for fear of being looked down on as bad girls has made the teen pregnancy rate here the worst in Asia. Meanwhile, more than 1,000 women die each year from complications caused by incomplete abortions as a result of the fierce policy refusal to allow safe terminations of unplanned pregnancies.



Thailand should be proud of its achievements in women's advancement, but it should not be blind to the challenges ahead in uprooting the sexist cultural values that keep women down.





________________________________________



SANITSUDA EKACHAI 

ASTV Manager rears the ugly head of sexism



    Published: 16 Jan 2013 at 00.00

    Newspaper section: News  BANGKOK POST



So what prompted the soldiers' angry protests against ASTV Manager, the media arm of the yellow-shirt movement? Was it ASTV Manager's bombardment of criticism against army chief Gen Prayuth Chan-ocha's (พลเอก ประยุทธ์ จันทร์โอชา ผู้บัญชาการทหารบก)  stance on the Preah Vihear legal battle with Cambodia which was condemned as unpatriotic?



The answer is no.



ASTV had committed a much graver crime than that.



In response to the army chief's angry words against the Preah Vihear criticisms, ASTV immediately retaliated by comparing the temper of the most powerful man in the army with "those women who act hysterically, throwing their anger at people around them when their hormones rocket amid the pains from menstrual cramps".

ไม่ต่างอะไรกับหญิงสาวทั้งหลายที่มีอาการสติแตก พาลคนรอบข้างเวลาฮอร์โมนพุ่งยามปวดท้องประจำเดือน



They really had a way with words, didn't they?



Forget the praise the world heaps on Thai women for their outstanding success in top managerial levels which few countries can match. In this fair land, saying to a man that he is behaving like a woman is still considered the worst attack on a man's dignity. The only way to salvage his dignity is only through an apology. The use of force to extract an apology is also seen as acceptable.



In this chauvinistic mindset, being called a woman is bad enough. Add the menstruation element, and the insult becomes more explosive.



Menstruation, you see, is considered under the old traditions to be what makes women "dirty", thus lower in status than men. Menses are also believed to possess black magic power that can destroy the supernatural power of amulets and talisman that protect men from harm. In short, it's pure evil. So when the army chief was ridiculed for acting like a menstruating woman _ the lowest of the low _ you cannot really expect the patron of patriarchy to take it lying down, can you?



The brouhaha is over now. The soldiers have played their part in defending the dignity of their boss by staging two protests in front of the ASTV office. So has the Thai Journalists Association (TJA) by issuing a statement calling on the military to end media intimidation. The army chief has played a phu yai role by offering an apology to ASTV for losing his temper. So everyone can just bury the hatchet without ASTV apologising for its sexist remark that denigrates women?



Thai women may have come a long way from the time when parents and husbands could sell their daughters and wives like cattle. It was the time when "women are buffaloes, men are humans", as one old saying goes. King Mongkut annulled this practice during his reign.



But the popular acceptance of sexism in the Thai language shows that gender discrimination is still deeply rooted in our hearts and minds.



Take these sayings for example: Women are the elephant's hind legs, men the front legs. Men are the rice paddy (which is productive), women the white rice grains (which easily spoil). Women sink the boat while men row it forward.



Women are also described as one of the vices that lead to men's downfall. Others are drinking and gambling.



There are also a lot of words that show sexual double standards and attempts to control women's sexuality. For instance, jao cho'o means a lady's man for men in a positive sense, but it denotes loose morality for a woman. Kradang-nga lon fai (the ylang-ylang flower singed by fire) means women with past sexual experiences, thus available for new sexual advances. Mah yok gai หยอก (a dog tease ing a hen), meanwhile, is used to condone sexual harassment.



Meanwhile, single women are called kuen kaan (boat left ashore) and derided as moody spinsters. For sexually active women who refuse to be owned by men, they are slapped with a wide range of rude words that prostitutes are called.



ASTV's ridiculing the army chief as a woman on her period is part of this sexist language landscape.



When this is still treated as a non-issue, there is little hope of tackling violence against women which is rooted in the sexist cultural values we refuse to question.





___________________________________________________________



STOTT (ISSUES FACING CHRISTIANS TODAY, MARSHALL PICKERING)

CHAPTER 13: Women, Men and God

A schoolgirl was once asked to write an essay on why women outnumber men in the world. "God made Adam first," she wrote. "When he had finished, he looked at him and said to himself, 'Well, I think I could do better than that if I tried again.' So then he made Eve. And God liked Eve so much better than Adam that he has been making more women than men ever since."

The self-confident feminism of that young girl stands out in strong relief against the prevailing attitudes of the centuries. For there is no doubt that in many cultures women have habitually been despised and demeaned by men. They have often been treated as mere playthings and sex objects, as unpaid cooks, housekeepers and child�minders, and as brainless simpletons incapable of engaging in rational discussion. Their gifts have been unappreciated, their personality smothered, their freedom curtailed, and their service in some areas exploited, in others refused.



The Rise of Feminism

This record of the oppression of women has been so longstanding and widespread that there is an evident need for reparation by male-dominated society. Yet in presuming to include a chapter on this topic, I immediately find myself in an unfavourable position. Indeed my maleness, some will say, is more than an initial disadvantage; it constitutes a total disqualification. They may be right. How far can men understand women, let alone make pronouncements about them? Let me make two points in self-defence. First, I have tried to listen carefully to what feminists (both secular and Christian) are saying, have read a number of their books, and have struggled to understand their hurts, frustration and even rage. At the same time, secondly, I am concerned, on this as on every subject, to listen to what Scripture says. This double listening is painful. But it should save us both from denying the teaching of Scripture in a determination at all costs to be modern, and from affirming it in a way that ignores the modern challenges and is insensitive to the people most deeply affected by them.

The ancient world's scorn for women is well known. Plato, who believed that the soul is both imprisoned in the body and released only to be reincarnated, went on to suggest that a bad man's fate would be reincarnation as a woman) Aristotle, although respected as the father of biology because of his two works The History of Animals and The Generation of Animals, regarded a female as "a kind of mutilated male". He wrote: "Females are imperfect males, accidently produced by the father's inadequacy or by the malign influence of a moist south wind. "2

Such crude male chauvinism was not, unfortunately, limited to the pagan world. Even Jewish writers, whose knowledge of the Old Testament should have given them a better understanding, made derogatory remarks about women. Josephus expressed his opinion that "the woman is inferior to the man in every way".3 William Barclay sums up the low view of women expressed in the Talmud in these words: "In the Jewish form of morning prayer . . . a Jewish man every morning gave thanks that God had not made him 'a Gentile, a slave or a woman' . . . In Jewish law a woman was not a person, but a thing. She had no legal rights whatsoever; she was absolutely in her husband's possession to do with as he willed."4

It is a further tragedy that some of the early Church fathers, influenced more by Greek and Talmudic perspectives than by Scripture, also sometimes spoke disparagingly of women. Tertullian, for example, wrote: "You are the devil's gateway; you are the unsealer of that (forbidden) tree; you are the first deserter of the divine law; you are she who persuaded him whom the devil was not valiant enough to attack. You destroyed so easily God's image, man. On account of your desert — that is, death — even the Son of God had to die. "5

This kind of exaggerated language is incongruous from the pen of a follower of Jesus, to whom the contemporary liberation of women is largely due. The shame is that it did not come earlier, and that the initiative was not taken more explicitly in his name.

At least during this century the status and service of women have been rapidly changing, especially in the West. Women have now been emancipated from nearly all the restrictions which had previously been imposed upon them. They have obtained the franchise, thanks to the courageous agitation of the suffragettes. In many countries (at least in theory) they receive equal pay for equal work. In Britain the Sex Disqualification (Removal) Act of 1919 opened to them virtually every public function, profession and civil post. By the 1960s only two professions were still closed to them, the London Stock Exchange and the ordained ministry of the historic churches. In 1973, however, the Stock Exchange capitulated. Now it is only ordination which, in some churches, is denied to women.

As the feminist movement gathered momentum, especially in the sixties, the utterances of some of its leaders became more strident. As an example take Germaine Greer, the Australian lecturer and authoress. She regarded her book The Female Eunuch (which News�week called a "darrling combination of erudition, eccentricity and eroticism") as part of "the second feminist wave". The first had been that of the suffragettes, but their movement had failed because they had never taken advantage of the freedoms they had won. "The cage door had opened, but the canary had refused to fly out."6 The suffragettes had been content with reform by participation in the existing political system; Germaine Greer called for revolution. Her book contained a chapter entitled "The middle-class myth of love and marriage", in which she hinted "that women ought not to enter into socially sanctioned relationships, like marriage, and that once unhappily in, they ought not to scruple to run away". Women "are the true proletariat, the truly oppressed majority; they should rebel, and withdraw their labour".7

Christians were offended by her tendency to extreme statement and vulgarity of expression. Yet she was rebelling against the stereotype of a woman as "the Sexual Object sought by all men", whose value is not in herself but in the demand she excites in others. "She is not a woman. . . . She is a doll. . . . She is an idol. . . . Her essential quality is her castratedness. "8 In other words, all that is required of "the female eunuch" is a sexless submission to the sexual desires of men. Was it not right for Germaine Greer to revolt against this demeaning of women? However, since the publication of The Female Eunuch (nearly twenty years ago) she has modified both her position and her tone. Her views of men have changed, and so too have her views of marriage and motherhood.9

More persuasive was Janet Radcliffe Richards' The Sceptical Feminist (1980). She began by describing her book as "a battle on two fronts", since she was combating on the one hand the position which said "there is no justification for the existence of a feminist movement" and on the other hand "a good deal of common feminist dogma and practice." She called her thesis " a philosophical enquiry", as befits a lecturer in philosophy, and she developed her arguments with incisive logic. Feminism to her was not an irrational movement by women for women, in which on every single issue (however indefensible) women side with women against men. Instead, it had arisen from the conviction that "women suffer from systematic social injustice because of their sex".Therefore it was "a movement for the elimination of sex-based injustice."11 This complaint of injustice and cry for justice should be enough to make every Christian sit up and take notice. For justice is concerned with God-given rights.

It would be a mistake, however, to regard feminism as a largely non-Christian movement. Elaine Storkey corrects this error in her fine, largely historical and sociological survey entitled What's Right with Feminism. She begins with a thorough, factual account of the inequality and oppression of women in Western society. Her case is irrefutable and is calculated to make all readers feel ashamed. She continues with a critical analysis of the three main streams of secular feminism — liberal, marxist and radical. She is prepared to acknowledge what is right in these movements. Yet basically all three are wrong because they have their roots in the Enlightenment and in its fatal confidence in human autonomy. So next she describes the two opposite extremes of Christian response, namely "Christianity against Feminism" (an uncritical and often uninformed rejection, which refuses to take it seriously) and "Salvation through Feminism" (ranging from a "broadly Christian" position, which is selective and even dismissive of Scripture, to a "post-Christian" stance which has attempted to redefine Christianity as a woman-centred religion). Elaine Storkey ends with "A Third Way", which traces biblical feminism back to the Reformation and lays down its theological foundations.

It is clear, then, that feminism in all its forms — whether non-Christian, Christian or post-Christian — presents the church with an urgent challenge. Feminism cannot be dismissed as a secular bandwagon which trendy churches (in their worldliness) jump on board. Feminism is about creation and redemption, love and justice, humanity and ministry. It obliges us to ask ourselves some searching questions. What does "justice" mean in reference to both men and women? What does God intend our relationships and roles to be? What is the meaning of our masculinity or femininity? How are we to discover our true identity and dignity? In endeavouring to summarize and synthesize the biblical teaching on these sensitive topics, I shall focus on four crucial words — equality, complementarity, responsibility and ministry."



Equality

It is essential to begin at the beginning, namely with the first chapter of Genesis:

Then God said, 'Let us make man in our image, in our likeness, and let them rule over the fish of the sea and the birds of the air, over the livestock, over all the earth, and over all the creatures that move along the ground.'

So God created man in his own image, in the image of God he created him; male and female he created them.

God blessed them and said to them, 'Be fruitful and increase in number; fill the earth and subdue it. Rule over the fish of the sea and the birds of the air and over every living creature that moves on the ground.'

(1:26-28)



If we put together the divine resolve ("Let us make man . . . and let them rule . . . "), the divine creation ("So God created . . .'') and the divine blessing ("Be fruitful . . . fill the earth and subdue it . . . "), we see that the emphasis seems to be on three fundamental truths about human beings, namely that God made (and makes) them in his own image, that he made (and makes) them male and female, giving them the joyful task of reproducing, and that he gave (and gives) them dominion over the earth and its creatures. Thus from the beginning "man" was "male and female", and men and women were equal beneficiaries both of the divine image and of the earthly rule. There is no suggestion in the text that either sex is more like God than the other, or that either sex is more responsible for the earth than the other. No. Their resemblance to God and their stewardship of his earth (which must not be confused, although they are closely related) were from the beginning shared equally, since both sexes were equally created by God and like God.

Moreover, the threefold affirmation of God's creation in verse 27 is not just poetic parallelism. There is surely a deliberate emphasis here, which we are intended to grasp. Twice it is asserted that God created man in his own image, and the third time the reference to the divine image is replaced by the words "male and female". We must be careful not to speculate beyond what the text warrants. Yet, if both sexes bear the image of God (as is forcefully asserted), then this seems to include not only our humanity (authentic humanness reflecting divinity), but our plurality (our relationships of love reflecting those which unite the persons of the Trinity) and even, at least in the broadest sense, our sexuality. Is it too much to say that since God, when he made humanity in his own image, made them male and female, there must be within the being of God himself something which corresponds to the "feminine" as well as the "masculine" in humankind?

If so, was the National Council of Churches of Christ (USA) justified in publishing An Inclusive Language Lectionary, from which all "sexist" or "exclusive" vocabulary had been eliminated? We can certainly applaud their desire "to express the truth about God and about God's inclusive love for all persons" and "to provide to both reader and hearer a sense of belonging to a Christian faith community in which truly all are one in Christ". They were right, therefore, to translate "brethren" as "sisters and brothers", and the generic "man" as "human being" or "humankind", for in so doing they clarified what these words have always meant. I do not think they had the liberty, however, actually to change the biblical text, on the ground that they regarded its language as sometimes "male-biased or otherwise inappropriately exclusive". To call God "the Father (and Mother)" and Jesus Christ his "only Child" is to set aside the concrete historical reality of the Incarnation. This contradicts both the experience and the teaching of Jesus, who addressed God as "Abba Father", knew himself as "the Son", and taught us to call God "our Father in heaven"."

What we should do, however, is give full weight to those passages of Scripture which speak of God in feminine — and especially maternal — terms. For these texts help to illumine the nature and quality of his "fatherhood". For example, according to the Song of Moses, Yahweh was not only "the Rock who fathered you" but also "the God who gave you birth". This is a remarkable statement that he was simultaneously Israel's Father and Mother. In consequence, Israel could be sure of God's preserving faithfulness. For though a human mother might "forget the baby at her breast and have no compassion on the child she has borne", yet, Yahweh promised, "I will not forget you!" Instead, he would unfailingly love and console his people: "As a mother comforts her child, so will I comfort you." Moreover, if Yahweh in these texts revealed himself as the mother of his people Israel, the individual Israelite felt at liberty to enter into this relationship. The psalmist dared even to liken his quiet confidence in God to the humble trustfulness of a breast-fed child. Then Jesus himself on occasion used feminine imagery, likening God to a woman who had lost a coin, as well as to a father who had lost a son, and likening himself in his anguish over impenitent Jerusalem to a hen wanting to gather her chicks under her wings.15

So then, returning to the creation story, it is clear that from the first chapter of the Bible onwards the fundamental equality of the sexes is affirmed. Whatever is essentially human in both male and female reflects the divine image which we equally bear. And we are equally called to rule the earth, to co-operate with the Creator in the development of its resources for the common good.

This primeval sexual equality was, however, distorted by the Fall. Part of God's judgment on our disobedient progenitors was his word to the woman: "Your desire will be for your husband, and he will rule over you." Thus the sexes would experience a measure of alienation from one another. In place of the equality of the one with the other, and of the complementarity of the one to the other (which we have yet to consider), there would come the rule of the one over the other. Even if (according to Paul) sexual complementarity included from the beginning a certain masculine "headship", to which I will come later, it was never intended to be autocratic or oppressive. The domination of woman by man is due to the Fall, not to the Creation.

Moreover, men have misused this judgment of God as an excuse to maltreat and subjugate women in ways God never intended. Examples could be given from many cultures. I will give four. First, from Gandhi's autobiography: "A Hindu husband regards himself as lord and master of his wife, who must ever dance attendance upon him. "16 Next, consider Sura 4 of the Koran, entitled "Women": three-fold disability, but Jesus actually engaged her in a theological discussion. It was similar with the woman who had been caught in the act of adultery; he was gentle with her and refused to condemn her. Then he allowed a prostitute to come behind him as he reclined at table, to wet his feet with her tears, wipe them with her hair, and cover them with kisses. He accepted her love, which he interpreted as gratitude for her forgiveness. In doing so, he risked his reputation and ignored the silent indignation of his host. He was probably the first man to treat this woman with respect; previously men had only used her. 2ฐ



Here were three occasions on which in public he received a sinful woman. A Jewish male was forbidden to talk to a woman on the street, even if she were his wife, daughter or sister. It was also regarded as impious to teach a woman the law; it would be better for the words of the law to be burned, said the Talmud, than that they should be entrusted to a woman. But Jesus broke these rules of tradition and convention. When Mary of Bethany sat at his feet listening to his teaching, he commended her as doing the one thing that was needed, and he honoured another Mary as the very first witness of the Resurrection.21 All this was unprecedented. Without any fuss or publicity, Jesus terminated the curse of the Fall, reinvested woman with her partially lost nobility, and reclaimed for his new Kingdom community the original creation blessing of sexual equality.

That the apostle Paul had grasped this is plain from his great charter statement of Christian freedom: "There is neither Jew nor Greek, slave nor free, male nor female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus" (Galatians 3:28). This does not mean that Jews and Greeks lost their physical differences, or even their cultural distinctives, for they still spoke, dressed and ate differently; nor that slaves and free people lost their social differences, for most slaves remained slaves and free people free; nor that men lost their maleness and women their femaleness. It means rather that as regards our standing before God, because we are "in Christ" and enjoy a common relationship to him, racial, national, social and sexual distinctions are irrelevant. People of all races and classes, and of both sexes, are equal before him. The context is one of justification by grace alone through faith alone. It affirms that all who by faith are in Christ are equally accepted, equally God's children, without any distinction, discrimination or favouritism according to race, sex or class. So, whatever may need to be said later about sexual roles, there can be no question of one sex being superior or inferior to the other. Before God and in Christ "there is neither male nor female", We are equal.

Sexual equality, then, established by creation but perverted by the Fall, was recovered by the redemption that is in Christ. What redemption remedies is the Fall; what it recovers and re-establishes is the Creation. Thus men and women are absolutely equal in worth "Men have authority over women because Allah has made the one superior to the other. . . . As for those from whom you fear disobedience, admonish them and send them to beds apart and beat them . . .".I7 My third example comes from the Eskimos. Raymond de Coccola spent twelve years among the "Krangmalit" in the Canadian Arctic, as a Roman Catholic missionary, and got to know them well. He was shocked when an Eskimo hunter used a word of a woman which was also applied to a she-wolf or a bitch. "Trained to do all manner of mean tasks," he reflected, "the Eskimo woman is used to enduring the weaknesses and appetites of men. But I still could not get used to what appeared to be a master-and-slave relationship between the hunter and his wife. "18 As my fourth example I choose pornography, a major symbol of Western decadence, in which women are made the objects of male abuse and violence.



These are examples of the unlawful exploitation of women, however. In the Old Testament the husband was certainly the patriarch and ba'al (lord or ruler) of his clan. Yet his women folk were not despised or ill-treated. They were regarded as an integral part of the covenant community, so that "men, women and children" were together assembled to listen to the public reading of Torah and to share in the worship (e.g. Deuteronomy 31:12). Marriage was held in high honour, modelled on Yahweh's covenant love to Israel, the beauty of sexual love was celebrated (as in the Song of Songs), the capabilities of a good wife were praised (e.g. Proverbs 31), godly and enterprising women like Hannah, Abigail, Naomi, Ruth and Esther were held up for admiration, and it was constantly emphasized that widows must be cared for.



Yet the prophets looked forward to the days of the New Covenant in which the original equality of the sexes would be reaffirmed. For God would pour out his Spirit on all flesh, including sons and daughters, menservants and maidservants. There would be no disqualification on account of sex.



Then Jesus came in the fullness of time, born of a woman (Galatians 4:4). Although Protestants are anxious to avoid the exaggerated veneration of the Virgin Mary accorded to her in the Roman Catholic and Orthodox Churches, we should also avoid the opposite extreme of failing to honour her. If the angel Gabriel addressed her as "highly favoured", and if her cousin Elizabeth called her "blessed . . . among women", we should not be shy to think and speak of her in the same terms, because of the greatness of her Son. 19

It was not only his birth of a woman, however, which restored to women that measure of dignity lost by the Fall, but his attitude to them. In addition to his apostles, who were all men, Jesus was accompanied on his travels by a group of women, whom he had healed and who now provided for him out of their means. Next, he spoke to one at Jacob's Well who, as woman, Samaritan and sinner had a three-fold disability, but Jesus actually engaged her in a theological discussion. It was similar with the woman who had been caught in the act of adultery; he was gentle with her and refused to condemn her. Then he allowed a prostitute to come behind him as he reclined at table, to wet his feet with her tears, wipe them with her hair, and cover them with kisses. He accepted her love, which he interpreted as gratitude for her forgiveness. In doing so, he risked his reputation and ignored the silent indignation of his host. He was probably the first man to treat this woman with respect; previously men had only used her. 2ฐ



Here were three occasions on which in public he received a sinful woman. A Jewish male was forbidden to talk to a woman on the street, even if she were his wife, daughter or sister. It was also regarded as impious to teach a woman the law; it would be better for the words of the law to be burned, said the Talmud, than that they should be entrusted to a woman. But Jesus broke these rules of tradition and convention. When Mary of Bethany sat at his feet listening to his teaching, he commended her as doing the one thing that was needed, and he honoured another Mary as the very first witness of the Resurrection.21 All this was unprecedented. Without any fuss or publicity, Jesus terminated the curse of the Fall, reinvested woman with her partially lost nobility, and reclaimed for his new Kingdom community the original creation blessing of sexual equality. That the apostle Paul had grasped this is plain from his great charter statement of Christian freedom: "There is neither Jew nor Greek, slave nor free, male nor female, for you are all one in Christ Jesus" (Galatians 3:28). This does not mean that Jews and Greeks lost their physical differences, or even their cultural distinctives, for they still spoke, dressed and ate differently; nor that slaves and free people lost their social differences, for most slaves remained slaves and free people free; nor that men lost their maleness and women their femaleness. It means rather that as regards our standing before God, because we are "in Christ" and enjoy a common relationship to him, racial, national, social and sexual distinctions are irrelevant. People of all races and classes, and of both sexes, are equal before him. The context is one of justification by grace alone through faith alone. It affirms that all who by faith are in Christ are equally accepted, equally God's children, without any distinction, discrimination or favouritism according to race, sex or class. So, whatever may need to be said later about sexual roles, there can be no question of one sex being superior or inferior to the other. Before God and in Christ "there is neither male nor female", We are equal.



Sexual equality, then, established by creation but perverted by the Fall, was recovered by the redemption that is in Christ. What redemption remedies is the Fall; what it recovers and re-establishes is the Creation. Thus men and women are absolutely equal in worth before God — equally created by God like God, equally justified by grace through faith, equally regenerated by the outpoured Spirit. In other words, in the new community of Jesus we are not only equally sharers of God's image, but also equally heirs of his grace in Christ (1 Peter 3:7) and equally indwelt by his Spirit. This Trinitarian equality (our common participation in Father, Son and Holy Spirit) nothing can ever destroy. Christians and churches in different cultures have denied it; but it is an indestructible fact of the gospel.



Complementarity

Although men and women are equal, they are not the same. Equality and identity are not to be confused. We are different from one another, and we complement one another in the distinctive qualities of our own sexuality, psychological as well as physiological. This fact influences our different and appropriate roles in society. As J. H. Yoder has written, "equality of worth is not identity of role" .22

When we investigate male and female roles, however, we must be careful not to acquiesce uncritically in the stereotypes which our particular culture may have developed, let alone imagine that Moses brought them down from Mount Sinai along with the Ten Commandments. This would be a serious confusion of Scripture and convention.

Feminists are understandably rebelling against the expectation that women must fit into a predetermined role. For who fixed the mould but men? This is what the American authoress Betty Friedan meant by "the feminine mystique" in her book of that title (1963). It is the image to which women feel compelled to conform, and which has been imposed on them by a male-dominated society. "It is my thesis," she wrote, "that the core of the problem for women today is not sexual but a problem of identity — a stunting or evasion of growth that is perpetuated by the feminine mystique. . . . Our culture does not permit women to accept or gratify their basic need to grow and fulfil their potentialities as human beings . . ".23 Motherhood is indeed a divine vocation, and calls for great sacrifices. But it is not woman's only vocation. There are other equally serious and equally unselfish forms of service to society which she may be called to give.

There is nothing in Scripture to suggest, for example, that women may not pursue their own career or earn their living; or that married women must do all the shopping, cooking and cleaning, while their husbands remain non-contributing beneficiaries of their labour; or that baby-rearing is an exclusively feminine preserve into which men may not trespass. The German saying which restricts the province of women to Kinder, Kliche and Kirche ("children, kitchen and church") is an example of blatant male chauvinism. Scripture is silent about this kind of division of labour. Does it then say anything about sexual roles and relationships?

It is without doubt by a deliberate providence of God that we have been given two distinct creation stories, Genesis 2 supplementing and enriching Genesis 1:

The Lord God said, "It is not good for the man to be alone. I will make a helper suitable for him."

Now the Lord God had formed out of the ground all the beasts of the field and all the birds of the air. He brought them to the man to see what he would name them; and whatever the man called each living creature, that was its name. So the man gave names to all the livestock, the birds of the air and all the beasts of the field.

But for Adam no suitable helper was found. So the Lord God caused the man to fall into a deep sleep; and while he was sleeping, he took one of the man's ribs and closed up the place with flesh. Then the Lord God made a woman from the rib he had taken out of the man, and he brought her to the man. (Genesis 2:18--22)



What is revealed in this second story of creation is that, although God made male and female equal, he also made them different. For in Genesis 1 masculinity and femininity are related to God's image, while in Genesis 2 they are related to each other, Eve being taken out of Adam and brought to him. Genesis 1 declares the equality of the sexes; Genesis 2 clarifies that "equality" means not "identity" but "complementarity" (including, as we shall soon see, a certain masculine headship). It is this "equal but different" state which we find hard to preserve. Yet they are not incompatible; they belong to each other as essential aspects of the biblical revelation.

Because men and women are equal (by creation and in Christ), there can be no question of the inferiority of either to the other. But because they are complementary, there can be no question of the identity of one with the other. Further, this double truth throws light on male-female relationships and roles. Because they have been created by God with equal dignity, men and women must respect, love, serve, and not despise one another. Because they have been created complementary to each other, men and women must recognise their differences and not try to eliminate them or usurp one another's distinctives.

Commenting on the special creation of Eve, Matthew Henry nearly 300 years ago wrote with quaint profundity that she was "not made out of his head to top him, nor out of his feet to be trampled upon by him, but out of his side to be equal with him, under his arm to be protected, and near his heart to be loved." Perhaps he got this idea from Peter Lombard who in about AD 1157, just before becoming Bishop of Paris, wrote in his Book of Sentences: "Eve was not taken from the feet of Adam to be his slave, nor from his head to be his lord, but from his side to be his partner."24

It is when we try to elaborate the meaning of complementarity, to explain in what ways the two sexes complement each other, and to define the distinctives of men and women, that we find ourselves in difficulties. Feminists become uncomfortable. They are suspicious of attempts to define femininity, partly because the definitions are usually made by men, who have (or at least may have) vested interests in securing a definition congenial to them, and partly because many sexual distinctives, as we have seen, are not intrinsic but established by social pressures. As Janet Radcliffe Richards has put it, feminists consider that it is "not by nature that women are so different from men, but by contrivance" .25

But inherent sexual differences remain, however much some people wish to abolish them. One author who has emphasized their importance is George F. Gilder in his book Sexual Suicide (1973). "The feminists refer often . . to 'human beings'," he wrote, "but I do not care to meet one. I am only interested in men and women. "26 Again, "there are no human beings; there are just men and women, and when they deny their divergent sexuality, they reject the deepest sources of identity and love. They commit sexual suicide. "27 They also succeed in "exalting the sexual eccentric — the androgyne".28 George Gilder quoted Margaret Mead who had said that "if any human society . . . is to survive, it must have a pattern of social life that comes to terms with the differences between the sexes". For, he continued, "the differences between the sexes are the single most important fact of human society ".29 Then in 1986 a revised edition of George Gilder's book was published under the title Men and Marriage. In it his position was consolidated (not least on account of his new, or greater, Christian commitment) rather than changed. He was outspoken not only in his description of men as "sexual barbarians" needing to be tamed by the disciplines of marriage and family, but also in his insistence on the mutual sacrifice of the sexes in the marriage covenant as the very foundation of a civilized society.

Although this emphasis on mutuality is welcome, the debate about the distinctions between men and women continues. Are they due to sex (unchanging biological differences between male and female) or to gender (changing cultural differences between masculine and feminine)? Also, Christians must add, which of them are due to the Creation (and therefore to be preserved), and which to the Fall (and therefore to be overcome)? We know from Scripture and experience that men and women are both complementary to one another and dependent on one another; we are much less certain how the precise nature of our complementarity and mutual dependency should be defined.



Responsibility

�All students of Genesis agree that chapter 1 teaches sexual equality and chapter 2 sexual complementarity. To these concepts, however, the apostle Paul adds the idea of masculine "headship". He writes both that "the husband is the head of the wife" (Ephesians 5:23) and, more generally, that "the head of every man is Christ, and the head of the woman is man, and the head of Christ is God" (1 Corinthians 11:3). But what does this "headship" mean? And how can it possibly be reconciled with sexual equality and complementarity? These questions still seem to me to lie at the heart of the debate about male-female relationships and about the ordination and ministry of women.

Three ways of resolving the paradox between sexual equality and masculine headship have been proposed. Some affirm headship so strongly as to contradict equality (or so it seems). Others deny headship because they see it as incompatible with equality. The third group seeks to interpret headship, and to affirm it in such a way as to harmonize with, and not contradict, equality.

The first of these options could perhaps be called "traditionalist" and even "hardline". It assumes that "headship" equals "lordship", since the husband is said to be head of his wife as Christ is head of the church. This view understands Paul's prohibition of women speaking in church or teaching men, and his requirement of female submission and silence, as literal, permanent and universal injunctions. It therefore deduces that, although women do have ministries, leadership and decision-making in both the church and the home are male prerogatives. The most outspoken and persuasive exposition of this viewpoint is David Pawson's Leadership is Male. He defines "the paradox of gender" in terms of "vertical equality" (equal in relation to God) and "horizontal inequality" (unequal in relation to each other). But "inequality" (even when restricted to the horizontal plane) is a misleading term ("complementarity" is better) and is impossible to reconcile with that full equality of the sexes which has been established by creation, redemption and Pentecost.30

Secondly, there are those who go to the opposite extreme. They deny any and every concept of masculine headship as being irreconcilable with the unity of the sexes in Christ. They declare Paul's teaching to be inapplicable on the ground that it is either mistaken or confusing or culture-bound or purely situational.

As an example of those who consider Paul's teaching on male headship to be erroneous, I cite Dr Paul Jewett in his otherwise admirable book Man as Male and Female. His thesis can be simply stated. The original "partnership" which God intended for men and women was replaced in Old Testament days by a hierarchical model derived from Israel's cultural milieu. But then with Jesus "a new thing happened: he spoke of women and related to women as being fully human and equal in every way to men. In this respect Jesus was truly a revolutionary. "31 This dialectic between the Old Testament and Jesus was embodied in Paul, who expressed now the one viewpoint, now the other. As the apostle of Christian liberty he "spoke the most decisive word . . . in favour of women's liberation" (namely Galatians 3:28, "there is neither male nor female"), but as the former Jewish rabbi, following rabbinic interpretations of Genesis 2, he spoke "the most decisive word . . . in favour of woman's subjection" (namely 1 Corinthians 11:3, "the head of the woman is the man").32 "These two perspectives," Dr Jewett continues, "are incompatible, there is no satisfying way to harmonize . . . them."33 Indeed, "female subordination" is "incompatible with (a) the biblical narratives of man's creation, (b) the revelation which is given us in the life of Jesus, and (c) Paul's fundamental statement of Christian liberty" (i.e. Galatians 3:28).34 This incongruity, he concludes, is due to the fact that Scripture is human as well as divine, and that Paul's "insight" has "historical limitations".35 In other words, Paul was mistaken. He did not grasp the full implications of his own assertion that in Christ there is neither male nor female. He did not know his own mind. We are therefore free to choose between the apostle of Christian liberty and the unreformed rabbi, and, says Dr Jewett, we greatly prefer the former.

Now there is much in Dr Jewett's book which is excellent, especially his exposition of the attitudes and teaching of Jesus. But to abandon the task of harmonization and declare the apostle Paul to be double-minded and mistaken is a counsel of despair. It is better to give him credit for consistency of thought. The truth is that submission does not imply inferiority, and that distinct sexual identities and roles are not incompatible with equality of worth.

The second way of rejecting the concept of headship is to declare Paul's teaching to be too confusing to be helpful. This is the position adopted by Gretchen Gaebelein Hull in her book Equal To Serve. Her study of the Pauline "hard passages" led her to the discovery that "there is no scholarly consensus on the meaning or interpretation of these passages".36 In consequence, she decided to put them aside as peripheral, and to focus instead on "the larger truth of women's equal redemption and equal inheritance rights",37 and "equal opportunity to serve God".38 "That all believers are equally redeemed," she writes, "and therefore equally eligible to serve, forms the basis for any philosophy of Christian life and service. God makes no distinction based on race, class or gender."39 I enjoyed reading Mrs Hull's book, and particularly appreciated her repeated emphasis on the sacrificial and suffering servanthood to which all Christ's people are called.ฐ Yet I do not myself feel able, in the face of difficult texts, to surrender the tasks of interpretation and harmonization. Nor do I think it logical to argue that our equal redemption necessarily implies equal service.



If Paul's teaching was neither mistaken nor too confusing to understand, then was it culture-bound? That is to say, can we argue that his position on masculine headship was valid for his own day, and so for first-century churches in the Graeco-Roman world, but that it is not binding on us in the modern world? My immediate response to these questions must be to draw attention to the danger inherent in the argument. If we may reject Paul's teaching on men and women on the ground that it is culture-bound, may we not on the same ground also reject his teaching on marriage, divorce, and homosexual relationships, indeed on God, Christ and salvation? If the teaching of the apostles was binding only on their own generation, then none of it has any necessary relevance to us or authority over us. But we have no liberty to engage in cultural rejection (i.e. repudiating God's revelation because of its first-century cultural clothing); our task is rather that of cultural transposition (i.e. guarding God's revelation and translating it into an appropriate modern idiom).

The attempt is sometimes made to strengthen the cultural argument by a reference to slavery. For if Paul told wives to submit to their husbands, he also told slaves to submit to their masters. But slaves have long since been liberated; is it not high time that women were liberated too? This parallel between slaves and women, and between abolitionism and feminism, was made as long ago as 1837, when two American books were published, namely, The Bible Against Slavery by Theodore Weld and Letters on the Equality of the Sexes by Sarah Grimke, his sister-in-law. The key text in their argument was Galatians 3:28, since in it Paul wrote that in Christ on the one hand "there is neither slave nor free" and on the other "there is neither male nor female".41

The argument is flawed, however. For the analogy between women and slaves is extremely inexact on two counts. First, women were not chattel property, bought and sold in the market place, as slaves were. And secondly, though Paul sought to regulate the behaviour of slaves and masters, he nowhere appealed to Scripture in defence of slavery, whereas he did base his teaching about masculine headship on the biblical doctrine of creation. He drew his readers' attention to the priority of creation ("Adam was formed first, then Eve", 1 Timothy 2:13), the mode of creation ("man did not come from woman, but woman from man", 1 Corinthians 11:8) and the purpose of creation ("neither was man created for woman, but woman for man", 11:9). Thus, according to Scripture, although "man is born of woman" and the sexes are interdependent (11:11f), yet woman was made after man, out of man and for man. One cannot dismiss these three arguments (as some writers try to) as "tortuous rabbinic exegesis". On the contrary, as Dr James B. Hurley demonstrates in his Man and Woman in Biblical Perspective, they are exegetically well founded. For (a) by right of primogeniture "the firstborn inherited command of resources and the responsibility of leadership", (b) when Eve was taken out of Adam and brought to him, he named her "woman", and "the power to assign . . . a name was connected with control", and (c) she was made for him neither as an afterthought, nor as a plaything, but as his companion and fellow worker, to share with him "in the service of God and in the custodial ruling of the earth".42

It is essential to note that Paul's three arguments are taken from Genesis 2, not Genesis 3. That is to say, they are based on the Creation, not the Fall. And, reflecting the facts of our human creation, they are not affected by the fashions of a passing culture. For what creation has established, no culture is able to destroy. The wearing of a veil or of a particular hair style was indeed a cultural expression of submission to masculine headship,'" and may be replaced by other symbols more appropriate to the twentieth century, but the headship itself is creational, not cultural.

If we may not reject Paul's teaching on masculine headship on the grounds that it is mistaken, unclear or culture-bound, may we do so because it was situational, that is, because it was addressed to highly specific situations which no longer exist today? This argument is similar to the previous one, but differs from it in one important respect. To declare Paul's teaching "culture-bound" is a judgment which we form, namely that it seems to us dated and therefore irrelevant; to call it "culture-specific" is to recognize the particularity of the apostle's instruction, and to argue that he himself did not regard it as applicable to all times and places.

This suggestion is often made with regard to Paul's requirement that "women should remain silent in the churches" and be "not allowed to speak" (1 Corinthians 14:34,35). Again, "I do not permit a woman to teach or to have authority over a man; she must be silent" (1 Timothy 2:12). The scholarly attempt to restrict these prohibitions to particular situations in Corinth and Ephesus is associated with the names of Richard and Catherine Clark Kroeger and with a series of articles which they wrote for The Reformed Journal between 1978 and 1980. In one entitled "Pandemonium and Silence in Corinth"44 they pointed out that ancient Corinth was a well-known centre of the worship of Bacchus (identified by the Greeks with Dionysus), which included frenzied shouting, especially by women. They therefore suggest that Paul was urging self-control in worship, in place of wild ecstasies, and that the lakin he was forbidding (an onomatopoeic word) was either the mindless ritual shouting of "alala" or the babbling of idle gossip.

The Kroegers also suggest in a subsequent article that a different kind of feminist movement had developed in Ephesus, where Timothy was superintending the churches, and where Diana (Artemis) the great mother goddess reigned, served by her numerous fertility priestesses. They point out that there is a strong emphasis in the Pastoral Epistles on the need to "silence" heretics;45 that the prohibition of women teaching may well refer to their teaching of heresy; and that the heresy which Paul combats in the Pastorals may have been an incipient Gnosticism, whose later developments "based their gnosis on a special revelation given to a woman", notably Eve. For she was the first to eat from the tree of knowledge (gnosis), had also (some taught) enjoyed a prior existence, and was even Adam's creator. She was therefore well qualified to instruct Adam. If such a heresy was already current in Ephesus, then Paul's insistence that Adam was created first and Eve deceived — not enlightened — first (1 Timothy 2:13,14), would certainly take on an extra significance.46

As for the verb authenleo, whose only New Testament occurrence is in 1 Timothy 2:12, meaning to "domineer", it is urged that it sometimes had sexual overtones. Some scholars have therefore suggested that what Paul was forbidding was the seduction of men, which was doubtless common in Ephesian temple prostitution. Catherine Clark Kroeger, however, prefers to translate it "to proclaim oneself the author or originator of something" and to understand it as prohibiting the Gnostic mythology that "Eve pre-dated Adam and was his creator".47

These theories have been developed with considerable learning and ingenuity. They remain speculations, however. Not only is it anachronistic to refer to "Gnosticism" as if it were already a recognizable system by the sixties of the first century AD, but also there is nothing in the text of either 1 Corinthians 14 or 1 Timothy 2 to indicate that Paul was alluding to specific feminist movements in Corinth and Ephesus. On the contrary, the command to "silence" in both passages would seem a strangely roundabout way to prohibit the beliefs and practices which these scholars have described. Besides, Paul gives directions about "a woman" and "women"; his references are generic, not specific. Finally, even if this apostolic instruction can be proved to have been situational, it remains applicable to similar situations today. After all, every New Testament epistle is an occasional document, which addresses particular problems in particular churches; the epistles nevertheless continue to speak to our condition today.

So far we have looked at the two opposite viewpoints on relationships between men and women. On the one hand, there are those who affirm masculine headship (rightly, in my view), but do it so strongly as to seem to deny the full equality of the sexes. On the other hand, there are those who deny headship, in order to affirm (rightly, in my view) the equality of the sexes, But, as I have tried to show, all attempts to get rid of Paul's teaching on headship (on the grounds that it is mistaken, confusing, culture-bound or culture-specific) must be pronounced unsuccessful. It remains stubbornly there. It is rooted in divine revelation, not human opinion, and in divine creation, not human culture. In essence, therefore, it must be preserved as having permanent and universal authority.

Is there, then, no way to resolve the paradox between sexual equality and masculine headship, except by denying one of them? Can they not both be affirmed? Many believe that they can, since Scripture itself does so. The right way forward seems to be to ask two questions. First, what does "headship" mean? Can it be understood in such a way as to be compatible with equality, while at the same time not manipulating it or evacuating it of meaning? Secondly, once headship has been defined, what does it prohibit? What ministries (if any) does it render inappropriate for women? Thus, the meaning and the application of "headship" are crucial to the ongoing debate.

How, then, can we interpret the meaning of headship with care and integrity, and allow Scripture to reform our traditions in this respect? We certainly have to reject the whole emotive language of hierarchy, as if headship means patriarchy or patronizing paternalism, autocracy or domination, and as if submission to it means subordination, subjection or subjugation. We must develop a biblical understanding of masculine headship which is fully consistent with the created equality of Genesis 1, the outpouring of the Spirit on both sexes at Pentecost (Acts 2:17 ff) and their unity in Christ and in his new community (Galatians 3:28).

Two interpretations of headship are being proposed. The first is that kephale ("head") means not "chief" or "ruler" but rather "source" or "beginning", and that Paul was describing man as woman's "origin", referring to the priority of his creation. This view goes back to an article by Stephen Bedale entitled "The Meaning of Kephale in the Pauline Epistles", which appeared in the Journal of Theological Studies in 1954. It was taken up and endorsed in 1971 by Professors F. F. Bruce and C. K. Barrett in their respective commentaries on First Corinthians, and has been quoted by many authors since then. In 1977, however, Dr Wayne Grudem published his computerized survey of 2,336 uses of kephale in ancient Greek literature, drawn from 36 authors from the eighth century BC to the fourth century AD. In this article he rejects Bedale's argument that kephale means "source" and provides evidence that instead it means "authority over".48 In its turn Dr Grudem's thesis has been criticized.49 So what Christianity Today has called "the battle of the lexicons"5ฐ continues.

I find myself wondering, however, if this lexical controversy is not a false trail. To be sure, it is important to determine how kephale was used outside the New Testament. Yet much more important is its meaning in the New Testament, and this is determined less by its etymology than by its use in each context. "Headship" seems clearly to imply some kind of "authority", to which "submission" is appropriate, as when "God placed all things under his (sc. Christ's)  feet and appointed him to be head over everything for the church" (Ephesians 1:22). But we must be careful not to overpress this. It is true that the same requirement of "submission" is made of wives to husbands, children to parents, slaves to masters and citizens to the state. There must therefore be a common denominator between these attitudes. Yet I cannot believe that anybody conceives the wife's submission to her husband to be identical with the obedience expected of children, slaves or citizens. A very different relationship is in mind. Besides, the word "authority" is never used in the New Testament to describe the husband's role, nor "obedience" the wife's. Nor does "subordination" seem to me to be the right word to describe her submission. Although it would be a formally correct translation of the Greek hupotage, it has in modern parlance unfortunate overtones of inferiority, even of military rank and discipline."

' How then shall we understand kephale, "head", and what kind of masculine headship does Paul envisage? It is unfortunate that the lexical debate confines us to the choice between "source of" and "authority over". There is a third option which contains an element of both. On the one hand, headship must be compatible with equality. For if "the head of the woman is man" as "the head of Christ is God", then man and woman must be equal as the Father and the Son are equal. On the other hand, headship implies some degree of leadership, which, however, is expressed not in terms of "authority" but of "responsibility". The choice of this word is not arbitrary. It is based on the way in which kephalt is understood in Ephesians 5 and on the two models Paul develops to illustrate the head's attitude to the body. The first is Christ's attitude to his body, the church, and the second is the personal concern which we human beings all have for the welfare of our own bodies.

First, "the husband is the head of the wife as Christ is the head of the church, his body, of which he is the Saviour" (verse 23). Those last words are revealing. Christ is "head" of the Church in the sense that he is its "Saviour". Changing the metaphor, he loved the church as his bride, "and gave himself up for her, to make her holy . . . and to present her to himself . . . holy and blameless" (verses 25-27). Thus, the very essence of his headship of the church is his sacrificial love for her.

Secondly, "husbands ought to love their wives as their own bodies. He who loves his wife loves himself. After all, no one ever hated his own body, but he feeds and cares for it (RSv "nourishes and cherishes it"), just as Christ does the church — for we are members of his body" (verses 28-30). The ancient world did not think of the head's relationship to the body in modern neurological terms, for they did not know about the central nervous system. They thought rather of the head's integration and nurture of the body. So Paul wrote elsewhere of Christ as head of the church, by whom the whole body is "joined and held together" and through whom it "grows" (Ephesians 4:16; Colossians 2:19).

The husband's headship of his wife, therefore, is a headship more of care than of control, more of responsibility than of authority. As her "head", he gives himself up for her in love, just as Christ did for his body, the church. And he looks after her, as we do our own bodies. His concern is not to crush her, but to liberate her. As Christ gave himself for his bride, in order to present her to himself radiant and blameless, so the husband gives himself for his bride, in order to create the conditions within which she may grow into the fullness of her womanhood.

But what is "womanhood" that it needs conditions to be created for its flowering? Can "manhood" and "womanhood" be defined in terms of certain invariable distinctives? Many scholars say not, adding that different cultures have arbitrarily assigned different qualities and therefore different roles to their men and women. Margaret Mead, for example, in her classic book Male and Female, "a study of the sexes in a changing world", compared the perceptions of sexuality among seven South Sea peoples with each other and with that of contemporary America. She showed that the diversity of masculine and feminine traits is enormous, the differences and similarities, the vulnerabilities, handicaps and potentialities all varying from culture to culture. Yet there are some regularities, she added, which seem to go back ultimately to the basic physiological distinctions between male and female, and relate to the tension between activity and passivity, initiative and response, potency and receptivity.52 Janet Radcliffe Richards is understandably concerned with the same question. She has a chapter entitled "The Feminist and the Feminine", and asks: "What is it that people are afraid of, when they say they are opposed to feminism because it will result in women's ceasing to be feminine?"53

At the risk of causing offence, I think it is necessary for us to face the apostle Peter's description of women as "the weaker sex" (1 Peter 3:7). Of course we know that women can be extremely strong. In some cultures they perform all the heavy manual jobs. They are capable of astonishing feats of physical endurance. And there were the Amazons, the women warriors of Greek mythology. Yet even such an ardent feminist as Janet Richards feels bound to concede that "presumably women must in some sense tend to be weaker than men".54 And Margaret Mead writes: "Still in every society men are by and large bigger than women, and by and large stronger than women. "55 The reason we feel some embarrassment in saying this is that "weakness" is not a quality which twentieth century westerners normally admire, because we have absorbed (unconsciously, no doubt) something of the power-philosophy of Nietzsche. In consequence, we tend like him to despise weakness, whereas Peter tells us that it is  to be honoured. Moreover, a recognition that the woman is "weaker" is not incompatible with Peter's other statement in the same verse that she and her husband are equally "heirs . . of the gracious gift of (eternal) life".

Under the rubric of "weakness" we should probably include those characteristically feminine traits of gentleness, tenderness, sensitivity, patience and devotion. These are delicate plants, which are easily trodden under foot, and which wither and die if the climate is unfriendly. I cannot see that it is demeaning to women to say that male "headship" is the God-given means by which their womanhood is respected, protected and enabled to blossom.

Of course, men are also weak and needy. Weakness is celebrated in Scripture as the human arena in which Christ's power is best displayed.56 Thus, both sexes are weak, fragile, vulnerable, and therefore dependent upon one another. If women need men, men also need women. Indeed, "It is not good for the man to be alone," God said (Genesis 2:18). Without woman, not necessarily as wife but certainly as companion and helper, man is but a pathetic apology for a human being. So we need each other. Yet, because men and women are different, the ways in which we need each other must surely be different too. It seems to me urgent for Christians to research more deeply into the complexity of these differences, in order that we may understand and serve each other better. Meanwhile, "headship" is the biblical term to describe a major way in which women need men and men may serve women. It is intended not to suppress but to support them, and to ensure that they are - and may more fully become — their true selves.

The heartfelt cry of the feminist is for "liberation". She feels inhibited by male dominance from discovering her true identity. Letha Scanzoni and Nancy Hardesty, for example, who follow Paul Jewett in his treatment of the biblical material, write this near the beginning of their book All We're Meant To Be: "The liberated Christian woman . . . is free to know herself, be herself, and develop herself in her own special way, creatively using to the full her intellect and talents." Then towards the end they write: "What are the basic issues of women's liberation? Do women want to become men? No, we simply want to be full human beings. . . . We only want to be persons, free to give the world all that our individual talents, minds and personalities have to offer. "57 The resolute desire of women to know, be and develop themselves, and to use their gifts in the service of the world, is so obviously God's will for them, that to deny or frustrate it is an extremely serious oppression. It is a woman's basic right and responsibility to discover herself, her identity and her vocation. The fundamental question is in what relationship with men will women find and be themselves? Certainly not in a subordination which implies inferiority to men and engenders low self-esteem. Instead, Letha Scanzoni and Nancy Hardesty insist on "a fully equal partnership". "Equality" and "partnership" between the sexes are sound biblical concepts. But not if they are pressed into denying a masculine headship of protective care. It is surely a distorted headship of domination which has convinced women that they cannot find themselves that way. Only the biblical ideal of headship, which because it is selflessly loving may justly be called "Christlike", can convince them that it will facilitate, not destroy, their true identity.

Does this truth apply only to married women, whose caring head is their husband? What about single women? Perhaps the reason why this question is not directly addressed in Scripture is that in those days unmarried women were under their father's protective care, as married women were under their husband's. Today, however, at least in the West, it is usual for unmarried women to leave their parents and set up their own home independently. I see no reason to resist this. But I think it would be unnatural for such women to isolate themselves from men altogether, as it would be for single men to isolate themselves from women. For men and women need each other, as we have seen. It would therefore be more conducive to the full flowering of their womanhood if in some context, whether among relatives and friends, or at work, or (if they are Christians) at church, they could experience the respectful and supportive care of a man or men. If it is "not good for man to be alone", without feminine companionship, it is not good for woman to be alone either, without responsible masculine headship.



Ministry

That women are called by God to ministry hardly needs any demonstration. For "ministry" is "service" (diakonia), and every Christian, male and female, young and old, is called to follow in the footsteps of him who said he had not come to be served, but to serve (Mark 10:45). The only question is what form women's ministry should take, whether any limits should be placed on it, and in particular whether women should be ordained.

The Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox Churches have no women priests; they set themselves firmly against this development. Many Lutheran Churches now have them, for example in Scandinavia, although serious disagreement on the issue continues. The French Reformed Church accepted women ministers in 1965 and the Church of Scotland in 1966. Among the British Free Churches, the Congregationalists have had female ministers since 1917, while Methodists and Baptists have followed suit more recently. In the Anglican Church the pattern is uneven. Bishop R. 0. Hall of Hong Kong was the first to ordain a woman priest (that is, presbyter) in 1944. In 1968 the Lambeth Conference (of Anglican bishops) declared that "the theological arguments as at present presented for and against the ordination of women to the priesthood are inconclusive". In 1975, however, the Church of England's General Synod expressed the view that there are "no fundamental objections to the ordination of women to the priesthood". Nevertheless, no women have yet been ordained "priest" in the Church of England, although many have been ordained "deacon". Then at the 1978 Lambeth Conference the bishops recognised that some Anglican provinces now had women clergy, and agreed to respect each other's discipline in this matter. Yet a deep division remains, which is partly theological and partly ecumenical, namely the damage which women's ordination would do to Anglican relationships with the Roman Catholic and Orthodox Churches. A sizeable group has broken away from the American Episcopal Church on this issue, and a similar split is threatened in the Church of England if women are ever ordained presbyter. In other spheres, however, for example as deaconesses and as pioneer missionaries, women have an outstanding record of dedicated service.

Some Christians, anxious to think and act biblically, will immediately say that the ordination of women is inadmissible. Not only were all the apostles and the presbyters of New Testament times men, but the specific instructions that women must be "silent in the churches" and "not teach or have authority over a man"58 settle the matter.

That is only one side of the argument, however. On the other side, a strong prima facie biblical case can be made for active female leadership in the church, including a teaching ministry. In the Old Testament there were prophetesses as well as prophets, who were called and sent by God to be bearers of his word, women like Huldah, in the time of King Josiah. Before her Miriam, Moses' sister, was described as a "prophetess", while Deborah was more; she also "judged" Israel for a number of years, settling their disputes, and actually led them into battle against the Canaanites59. In the New Testament, although indeed Jesus had no women apostles, it was to women that he first revealed himself after the Resurrection and entrusted the good news of his victory.60 In addition, the Acts and the Epistles contain many references to women speakers and women workers. Philip the evangelist's four unmarried daughters all had the gift of prophecy, and Paul refers to women who prayed and prophesied in the Corinthian church. He seems to have stayed on several occasions with Aquila and Priscilla ("my fellow workers in Christ", he called them), and Priscilla was evidently active for Christ in their married partnership, for twice she is named before her husband, and it was together that they invited Apollos into their home and "explained to him the way of God more adequately ".61 Paul seems to have had women helpers in his entourage, as Jesus had had in his. It is impressive to see the number of women he mentions in his letters. Euodia and Syntyche in Philippi he describes as "fellow-workers" (a word he also applied to men like Timothy and Titus), who had "contended" at his side "in the cause of the gospel". And in Romans 16 he refers appreciatively to eight women. He begins by commending "our sister Phoebe, a servant (or perhaps 'deacon') of the church in Cenchrea", who had been "a great help to many people" including Paul himself, and then sends greetings (among others) to Mary, Tryphena, Tryphosa and Persis, all of whom, he says, have worked "hard" or "very hard" in the Lord's service.62 Then in verse 7 he greets "Andronicus and Junias" and describes them as "outstanding among the apostles". It seems clear (and was assumed by all the early church Fathers) that Junias (or Julia) was a woman.63 But was she also an apostle? She may have been an "apostle of the churches" (2 Corinthians 8:23), that is, a kind of missionary, but, since she is otherwise completely unknown, it is extremely unlikely that she belonged to that small and authoritative group, the "apostles of Christ". Paul could equally well have meant that she was well known among (that is, to) the apostles.

It is true that all the biblical examples in the preceding paragraph are of women's ministries which were either "charismatic" rather than "institutional" (i.e. appointed directly by God, like the prophetesses, not by the church, like presbyters), or informal and private (like Priscilla teaching Apollos in her home) rather than official and public (like teaching during Sunday worship). Nevertheless, if God saw no impediment against calling women into a teaching role, the burden of proof lies with the church to show why it should not appoint women to similar responsibilities.

There is another argument in favour of women's ministry (including leadership and teaching) which is more general than these specific references, however. It is that on the Day of Pentecost, in fulfilment of prophecy, God poured out his Spirit on "all people", including "sons and daughters" and his "servants, both men and women". If the gift of the Spirit was bestowed on all believers of both sexes, so were his gifts. There is no evidence, or even hint, that the charismata in general were restricted to men, although apostleship does seem to have been. On the contrary, the Spirit's gifts were distributed to all

for the common good, making possible what is often called an "every-member ministry of the Body of Christ".64 We must conclude,

therefore, not only that Christ gives charismata (including the teaching gifts) to women, but that alongside his gifts he issues his call to develop and exercise them in his service and in the service of others, for the building up of his body.

This much is clear. But now we return to the double command to women to be silent in the public assembly. How shall we handle these

texts? In 1 Corinthians 14 Paul is preoccupied with the building up of the church (verses 3-5, 26) and with the "fitting and orderly" conduct of public worship (verse 40). Perhaps, then, his command to silence is addressed more to loquacious women in the congregation than to all women. It certainly was not absolute, since he assumed that some women would pray and prophesy publicly (1 Corinthians 11:5). Rather, just as tongue-speakers should "keep quiet in the church" if there is no interpreter (verse 28), and a prophet should stop talking if a revelation is given to somebody else (verse 30), so too talkative women should "remain silent in the churches" and, if they have questions, put them to their husbands when they get home (verses 34f). For (and this is the principle which seems to govern all public behaviour in church) "God is not a God of disorder but of peace" (verse 33).65 It can hardly be a prohibition of all talking by women in church, since Paul has not only referred earlier to prophetesses (11:15) but here allows "everyone" to contribute "a hymn, or a word of instruction, a revelation, a tongue or an interpretation" (verse 26), without explicitly restricting these to men.

What about 1 Timothy 2: 11 — 15? The attempt to limit these verses to particular, heretical, feminist movements has not succeeded in gaining widespread acceptance. The apostle is giving directions about public worship and about the respective roles in it of men (verse 8) and women (verses 9 ft). His instruction sounds quite general: "A woman should learn in quietness and full submission. I do not permit a woman to teach or to have authority over a man; she must be silent." What strikes me about these sentences (and about 1 Corinthians 14:34), which has not been sufficiently considered by commentators, is that Paul expresses two antitheses, the first between to "learn in quietness" or "be silent" and "to teach", and the second between "full submission" and "authority". The latter is the substantial point, confirms Paul's constant teaching about female submission to male headship, and is firmly rooted in the biblical account of creation ("for Adam was formed first, then Eve"). But the other instruction (the requirement of silence and the prohibition of teaching), in spite of the controversial reference to the fact that Eve was "deceived", not Adam, seems to be an expression of the authority-submission syndrome, rather than an addition to it. There does not appear to be anything inherent in our distinctive sexualities which makes it universally inappropriate for women to teach men. So is it possible (I ask myself) whether, although the requirement of "submission" is of permanent and universal validity, because grounded in Creation, the requirement of "silence", like that of head-covering in 1 Corinthians 11, was a first-century cultural application of it? Is it further possible, then, that the demand for female silence was not an absolute prohibition of women teaching men, but rather a prohibition of every kind of teaching by women which attempts to reverse sexual roles and even domineer over men?



My tentative answer to my own two questions is in the affirmative. I believe that there are situations in which it is entirely proper for women to teach, and to teach men, provided that in so doing they are not usurping an improper authority over them. For this to be so, three conditions need to be fulfilled, relating to the content, context and style of their teaching.

First, the content. Jesus chose, appointed and inspired his apostles as the infallible teachers of his church. And they were all men, presumably because their foundational teaching required a high degree of authority. The situation today is entirely different, however. The canon of Scripture has long ago been completed, and there are no living apostles of Christ comparable to the Twelve or Paul. Instead, the primary function of Christian teachers is to "guard the deposit" of apostolic doctrine in the New Testament and to expound it. They do not therefore claim authority for themselves, but put themselves and their teaching under the authority of Scripture. This being so, women may surely be numbered among them. Moreover, if the reference to Eve being deceived (1 Timothy 2:14) is intended to mean that women are vulnerable to deception, than their determination to teach only from the Bible should be an adequate safeguard against it.

Secondly, there is the context of teaching, which should be a team ministry in the local church. Whether directly or indirectly, Paul appointed "elders" (plural) in every church.65 Many local churches in our day are repenting of an unbiblical one-man ministry and returning to the healthy New Testament pattern of a plural pastoral oversight. Members of a team can capitalize on the sum total of their gifts, and in it there should surely be a woman or women. But, in keeping with biblical teaching on masculine headship, I still think that a man should be the team leader. The practice of "cultural transposition" seeks to clothe the unchanged essence of divine revelation in new and appropriate cultural dress. In the first century masculine headship was expressed in the requirement of female head coverings and in the prohibition of women teaching men; could it not be expressed today, in a way that is both faithful to Scripture and relevant to the twentieth century, in terms of female participation in team ministries of which men are leaders? The team concept should also take care of the problem of ecclesiastical discipline. Discipline involves authority, it is rightly said, and should therefore not be exercised by a woman. But then it should not be exercised by a man on his own either. Discipline (especially in its extreme form of excommunication) should ideally be administered by the whole local church membership, and before the ultimate is reached by a team of leaders or elders together.66

The third condition of acceptable teaching by women concerns its style. Christian teachers should never be swashbucklers, whether they are men or women. The humility of Christian teachers is to be seen both in their submission to the authority of Scripture and in their spirit of personal modesty. Jesus warned his apostles against imitating either the vainglorious authoritarianism of the Pharisees or the power-hungry bossiness of secular rulers.67 And the apostle Peter, sensitive to the temptation to pride which all Christian leaders face, urged his fellow elders to put on the apron of humility, not lording it over those entrusted to their pastoral care, but rather being examples to Christ's flock." This instruction to men will be even more clearly exemplified in women who have come to terms with their sexual identity and are not trying to be, or behave like, men.

It seems then to be biblically permissible for women to teach men, provided that the content of their teaching is biblical, its context a team and its style humble. For in such a situation they would be exercising their gift without claiming a responsible "headship" which is not theirs. Does this mean, then, that women could and should be ordained? The difficulty I have in giving a straight answer to this question is due to the layers of muddle which have been wrapped round it. What is "ordination"? And to what kind of "ministry" is it the gateway? Christians of "Catholic" persuasion tend to affirm that "priesthood" is essentially male, since the "priest" represents Christ and that therefore women cannot be "priests". But since I do not believe the pastoral ministry to be "priestly" in a "Catholic" sense, that is not my problem. Christians of Reformed persuasion tend to see the presbyterate as a fixed office which necessarily involves both authoritative teaching and the exercise of discipline, and is therefore not open to women. But it seems to me doubtful whether the New Testament gives us a rigid blueprint of ministry in which all pastors are "teaching elders" in the Reformed mould.

Supposing the oversight envisaged in the New Testament is not priestly in the "Catholic" sense but pastoral; and supposing it is not necessarily presbyteral either in the fixed Reformed sense of authority and discipline, but more fluid, modest and varied, offering different kinds and degrees of ministry; and supposing ordination involves the public recognition of God-given gifts, together with the public authorization to exercise them in a team — are "ministry" and "ordination" conceived in these ways to be denied to women? I cannot see why. It is true that local church pastors are described as "over" the congregation in the Lord, and that the congregation is told "obey your leaders and submit to their authority".69 If all ordained Christian ministry inevitably has this flavour of authority and discipline about it, then indeed I think we would have to conclude that it is for men only. But if (as I believe) the essence of pastoral care is love, and its style is humility, then no biblical principle is infringed if women are welcomed to share in it. I hope it is clear that the fundamental issue before the church is neither "priesthood", nor "ordination", but the degree of authority which necessarily inheres in the presbyterate. The practical problem, at least from an Anglican perspective, is whether women could be ordained to the presbyterate, and their ministry then restricted by licence to membership of a pastoral team. That is the solution which I had personally hoped for, but events have overtaken us.

I still do not think it biblically appropriate for a woman to become a rector/vicar or a bishop. The fact that, as I write, there are now two female Bishops in the Anglican Communion (in the United States and New Zealand) has not led me to change my mind. This is not because I deny that some women possess the gifts which could fit them for such leadership, any more than I deny that some men lack them. Not all women are "weak" and not all men are "strong". Nor is it that there is something inherently wrong, let alone impossible, about a woman becoming a vicar or bishop, or indeed Prime Minister or Queen, any more than there is about a woman becoming a presbyter or pastor. My concern is none of these negatives, but rather something positive. I continue to believe from Scripture that the principle of male headship is a revealed and creational, and therefore universal and permanent, truth; that it needs therefore to be publicly and visibly expressed; and that a male team leadership (especially in local church and diocese) is an appropriate cultural symbol to express it in the twentieth century, as women's veils and silence did in the first. Exceptions can prove this rule; they do not undermine it.

Our concern should not be with symbols only, however, but with the realities which lie behind them. Our Christian struggle, in the midst of and indeed against the prevailing secularism, is to bear witness to the twin biblical principles of sexual equality and male headship, in church and society as well as in the home, even as we continue to debate how this can best and most appropriately be done. Dr J. I. Packer has expressed this tension well. Scripture continues to convince him, he writes, "that the man-woman relationship is intrinsically non�reversible. . . . This is part of the reality of creation, a given fact that nothing will change. Certainly, redemption will not change it, for grace restores nature, not abolishes it." We need, therefore, to "theologize reciprocity, spiritual equality, freedom for ministry, and mutual submission and respect between men and women within this framework of non-reversibility. . . . It is important that the cause of not imposing on women restrictions that Scripture does not impose should not be confused with the quite different goals of minimizing the distinctness of the sexes as created and of diminishing the male's inalienable responsibilities in man-woman relationships as such."



I conclude with some central simplicities. If God endows women with spiritual gifts (which he does), and thereby calls them to exercise their gifts for the common good (which he does), then the church must recognise God's gifts and calling, must make appropriate spheres of service available to women, and should "ordain" (that is, commission and authorize) them to exercise their God-given ministry, at least in team situations. Our Christian doctrines of Creation and Redemption tell us that God wants his gifted people to be fulfilled not frustrated, and his church to be enriched by their service.

�WOMAN IN LEADERSHIP

ANDERSON: A Case for Sexual Parity in Pastoral Ministry 

Can we say that Jesus not only is the living Word who inspires the words and teaching of the New Testament and thus insures its trustworthiness but that he is also a contemporary reader and interpreter of Scripture? We answered this question in the affirmative earlier in this chapter and argued the following thesis: the resurrection of Jesus to be the living Lord of the church constitutes a continuing hermeneutical criterion for the church's understanding of itself as under the authority of Scripture.



We saw that the resurrection of Jesus served as a criterion by which the early church determined questions of apostolic authority, the experience of salvation and the "rule of faith." I also suggested that the risen Lord continues to serve as a criterion for interpreting the purpose of Scripture in the contemporary church. Where there is a tension within Scripture between the now and the not yet, I argued that a proper interpretation of scriptural authority as a rule of faith must take into account the presn and work of the risen Christ within his church. This is not an appeal to experience over and against the authority of Scripture. Rather this is a recognition that Jesus himself continues to be the hermeneutical criterion by which the authority of Scripture is preserved in its application to a concrete and present situation.



The purpose of this section is to apply this thesis in one specific area of concern for the contemporary church: the role of women in pastoral ministry.



In choosing the case of sexual parity in pastoral ministry for the purpose of working through an application of our thesis, I am well aware that this is one of the most complex and vital issues facing the church today. There are, of course, many facets of the issue, not least of which is the issue of a critical exegesis of the primary New Testament texts that deal with the role of women in society, marriage and the church.



There is no way to review the extensive exegetical and theological literature that has recently emerged concerning this question in the short space of this chapter.11 What is clear is that while the New Testament speaks with an emphatic voice concerning a restriction on the role of women in certain teaching and ministry situations, in other situations the emphasis is as clearly on the side of full participation and full parity. One only has to compare the insistent commands issued by the apostle Paul that women be "silent in the churches" and not be permitted "to teach or to have authority over a man" (1 Cor 14:34; 1 Tim 2:12), with the rather matter of fact instruction that a woman who prophesies (in public worship) should keep her head covered (1 Cor 11:4). Even more significant is the same apostle's practice of identifying women as coworkers fsynergoi] along with men (Phil 4:2-3) and his commendation of Phoebe in the church at Rome as a "deaconess," which is a dubious translation in the RSV of the masculine noun diabonos (Rom 16:1-2). Paul goes on to describe Phoebe as his "helper" (Rsv), which again is a weak translation of prostates, which is a noun form of the verb used in 1 Timothy 3:5 that designates a leadership activity or "managing" one's household.12 The apostle's overt recognition of the role of women serving as coworkers alongside other apostles is worthy of note.



There is a strong possibility, according to many scholars, that the Junias mentioned along with Andronicus as being "among the apostles" was actually a woman—Junia (Rom 16:7).13 "Only an extraordinary Biblical assumption that a woman could not be an apostle keeps most commentators from reading Junias as Junia," says Don Williams. Williams goes on to cite the church father Chrysostom as saying, "And indeed to be Apostles at all is a great thing. . . Oh! How great is the devotion of this woman, that she should be even counted worthy of the appellation of Apostle!"14 The point is this: with recent scholarship demonstrating that the New Testament evidence is not unanimous as to a teaching forbidding women to exercise pastoral leadership and ministry in the church, the issue cannot be settled on textual exegesis alone. When all the exegesis is done, a decision still must be made as to which set of texts demand priority or serve as a normative criterion for determining the role of women in the church.15 It is in cases like this that the resurrected Jesus as the living Lord of the church can serve as a hermeneutical criterion. For surely he knows what his will is for the church in the particular situation of the contemporary church. And there are many of us who feel that he has already shown us what his will is by calling and anointing women for pastoral ministry in full parity with men.



The situation is not unlike that which confronted Peter. On the one hand he had the Old Testament teaching that God's gracious election was restricted to the Jews and that the Gentiles were excluded. On the other hand he had the teaching of the Lord himself that pointed toward offering Cornelius and his household full parity in the gospel. The issue was decided for him when the Spirit fell on the assembled people while he was yet speaking. "Can anyone withhold the water for baptizing these people who have received the Holy Spirit just as we have?" he exclaimed (Acts 10:47).



Can the church today recognize and affirm female members as having the same calling and gift of pastoral ministry as male members, without being disobedient to the Lord's teaching in Scripture? Or perhaps we should formulate the question as a paraphrase of Peter's rhetorical remark: "Can anyone forbid ordination for those women who give evidence of being called forth and gifted for pastoral ministry in the church?"  If Christ is at work through his Holy Spirit setting apart women for pastoral ministry with the evident blessing of God in their ministries, then there will be full sexual parity in pastoral ministry By pastoral ministry we mean all that a person assumes when receiving the gift and calling of ordained ministry within the church, by whatever form of polity it is recognized. By parity we mean a full share in pastoral ministry This, of course, entails equality, but parity implies a full share in that distributed by Christ, while equality tends to focus first of all on rights, power and privilege.



Can there be parity between men and women in pastoral ministry? Only if the Lord himself intends that there shall be and only if he acts within his church to distribute the gift of pastoral ministry to women and men alike.



For some of us, at least, it has become imperative to recognize and not deny that the Lord calls forth women within his church to receive and exercise the gift of pastoral ministry as a full share of Christ's own ministry To deny this, for some of us, would be to deny that the Lord, through his Spirit, has so acted. To refuse to ordain women to pastoral ministry would be to refuse to recognize the freedom of the Lord as manifested through his work of calling, gifting and blessing the ministry of women in the church today 



Certainly it is true that the Bible is normative and infallible in that it is the word of God. The Bible teaches many helpful and instructive principles for Christian faith and practice. The problem comes when any principle is made into a normative criterion and imposed as a rule or law that excludes the Spirit of Christ as the criterion that upholds the normative teaching of the Scriptures.



Can a Scripture text remain intact as an inspired word of God when a principle abstracted from that specific command no longer serves as a normative rule in the church? I believe that it can and does. The "law of circumcision" was replaced by the "law of the Spirit of Christ" as the absolute criterion. To insist that circumcision as a principle or law defines the status of human persons before God is to deny the work of Christ who broke down that barrier and gave full parity to Gentiles along with Jews (cf. Eph 2:11-22). Yet this does not destroy the validity and authority of the Old Testament Scriptures as the Word of God, for these Scriptures served as the revelation of God to the people of their time, and so to us, because they point to Christ, as Jesus himself testified (Jn 5:45-47).



In somewhat the same way, I am suggesting that those who feel it necessary to deny the very possibility (if not also the actuality) that Christ has distributed the gift of pastoral ministry to women as well as to men in his church will be forced to make out of one group of texts an absolute criterion that excludes women from pastoral ministry This will have the effect of forcing other texts that describe full parity for women to be concealed or suppressed. Even more serious, it will create a law that restricts Christ from exercising that freedom here and now. In a sense, this fuses the horizon of the present church to the horizon of the early church and results in a hermeneutical criterion that gives primacy to the letter rather than the spirit, to law rather than grace and to the past rather than to the future.



I think that I can understand why some would want to do this. For I too do not wish to sacrifice the authority of the inspired text to cultural relativism and "prevailing winds of doctrine." I suspect that those who feel it necessary to deny the possibility of Christ's contemporary gift of pastoral ministry to women do so because they see this as the only alternative to an approach to certain parts of Scripture that appear to relativize the text to contemporary cultural values or ideological convictions.



It is the purpose of this chapter to suggest that these are not the only two alternatives.



One does not have to (and ought not) make out of an inspired text of Scripture a universal and everlasting law of the church that deprives half the members of the church from full parity in the gift and calling of pastoral ministry Nor does one have (and ought not) to use as a hermeneutical criterion the prevailing impulses and ideological currents for the sake of making Scripture meaningful or acceptable to the present age.

…in areas of moral behavior, personal holiness in thought and life, and the intrinsic differentiation of male and female as created in the image of God, there is no thought of suggesting that the Spirit of Jesus as manifest in the church will lead to reinterpretation of the clear scriptural teaching. The resurrection of Jesus as hermeneutical criterion is a criterion that must be used to judge critically all contemporary claims for a "new moral order" for human relations, as well as a criterion to interpret critically and responsibly the Scriptures as an infallible guide to glorifying God in Christ, through a life of Christian faith and love.



The issue of the role of women in pastoral ministry is not an issue that strikes at the heart of a biblically based moral and spiritual order. Nor does this issue violate a fundamental natural order of creation, as Stephen Clark suggests in his book Man and Woman in Christ. To argue, as Clark does, that the subordination of female to male is "created into the human race" is of such dubious exegetical worth that it can be accounted for only by a theological predisposition to subordinate grace to nature. Nor does the ordination of women, in recognition of the work of Christ in his… 
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To Drink or not to drink

It had been a long evening. What had started out as a real privilege had turned into a real disaster. John had already insulted and upset the Professor by refusing the aperitif, the wine, and the beer. Now, as they sat in the living room after the meal, Professor Piaget set a glass in front of John and began to pour the prized Brittany cider. Was it right for John to continue to anger, insult, and alienate his host-—or would it be all right just this once to forget all that teaching in Bible College, forget his alcoholic father, forget what the Smiths would think and say, and drink a little cider, which did not contain much alcohol anyway?



John had spent the past two summers in France and now was en�rolled at the University of Nantes. It was not an easy decision, but in obedience to what he felt to be the will of God, he returned in October and entered the beginning course in French. John had never studied French before. He found a room in the dormitory, hoping to make contacts with French students. He worked with the Smiths, who were starting a new church in Nantes. John had just graduated from a Bible College, a conservative school that took a strong stand against drink�ing alcoholic beverages. Besides, the Smiths had warned him about a few missionaries who had started drinking wine with the French and had later become alcoholics. John knew the suffering that alcoholism brought, because his father was an alcoholic.

One day John received an invitation to have dinner with his pro�fessor, along with three other foreign students. Professor Piaget had very graciously opened his home to them. John realized that it was a real privilege in France for French students to be invited to a professor’s home, and an even greater honor for foreign students. When the night arrived for the dinner, the Smiths loaned John their car so that he could pick up his Japanese friend, Isao. The two students were excited as they arrived at the house. Little did John suspect that this would turn out to be such a problematic experience.

Dr. and Mrs. Piaget were very friendly and cordial. John spoke less French than any of the other students, but they had been very patient with him. After all the students arrived, Professor Piaget offered every�one an aperitif. Everyone accepted except John. He wanted to be a good witness for his Lord, so he refused. John thought the professor seemed ill at ease, because for a moment he appeared not to know what to do.. After an uneasy silence he offered John some lemon drink and it ‘was accepted. The awkwardness of the moment passed and John breathed a sigh of relief.

When dinner was served, John partook heartily of the beans and roast beef. But when Dr. Piaget began filling the guests’ glasses with the customary wine, John politely refused his share. It was clear that this time the professor felt not only awkward but somewhat angry at this foreigner in his house who refused his hospitality. Though he offered John a Coke instead, the atmosphere had changed. Due to the length of French meals and the thirst of the people there, the host soon got more wine. Again it was only refused by John.

Dinner being finished, everyone sat around the table and discussed various subjects. Mrs. Piaget cleared the table of the last remains of dessert and coffee. It had been a great time for everyone except John and perhaps his host. John wondered, “Was it right to offend Professor Piaget the way I did? Was the Lord really pleased with what had taken place? Will I ever be able to share my faith in Christ with Dr. Piaget? Is it really so bad to drink just a little wine, and is it not worse to build a barrier between oneself and someone who does not know the Lord?” All these questions and more had run through John’s mind throughout the meal and particularly now, when everyone was enjoying the con�versation and relaxing.

It was then that Professor Piaget excused himself. He was gone for a few minutes but reappeared carrying a tray. On it was a large flask surrounded by neat-looking glasses. He began to tell his guests how good the Brittany cider was and, especially for John’s benefit, that it contained only a little alcohol. The host set glasses in front of everyone and began to pour.

John became anxious as the professor moved closer. Should he re�fuse once again, even though the professor had pointed out for his sake that it contained little alcohol? Was he going to build an even-higher barrier between his teacher and himself? Or should he ignore the teachings of the Bible College and the warnings of the Smiths? When Professor Piaget paused before John and put a glass before him with a smile, John . .



ดื่มหรือไม่ดื่มดี



มันเป็นช่วงเวลาเย็นที่ยาวนานมาก สิ่งที่แสดงให้เห็นว่าเป็นสิทธิพิเศษที่ได้รับ กลับกลายไปเป็นความย่ำแย่ในที่สุดในชีวิต จอห์นถูกอาจารย์ดูหมิ่นและหัวเสียใส่ เมื่อเขาปฏิเสธการดื่มเหล้าเพื่อเรียกน้ำย่อย, เหล้าองุ่นและเบียร์ 



เมื่อรับประทานอาหารเรียบร้อยแล้ว พวกเขาย้ายมานั่งที่ห้องรับแขก อาจารย์ Piaget วางแก้วไว้ตรงหน้าจอห์น และเริ่มรินเหล้าชั้นดีจาก Brittany (เป็นแอบเปิ้ลที่หมักไว้จนกลายเป็นเหล้า) ผิดหรือไม่ที่จอห์นจะไม่พอใจ, ต่อว่า และทำให้เจ้าของบ้านขุ่นเคืองใจอีกต่อไป หรือ ควรจะลืมคำสอนจากโรงเรียนพระคริสตธรรมให้หมด ลืมอาการติดสุราเรื้อรังของพ่อของเขา ลืมคำพูดของคนอังกฤษ และจิบเหล้าแอปเปิลชั้นดีนั้นสักเล็กน้อย ซึ่งไม่ได้ผสมแอลกอฮอล์มากหรอก จอห์นสามารถทำได้หรือไม่??



จอห์นเคยใช้เวลาอยู่ที่ประเทศฝรั่งเศสในช่วงปิดภาคฤดูร้อน 2 ครั้งที่ผ่านมา ปัจจุบันนี้ เขาได้ลงทะเบียนเรียนในมหาวิทยาลัยของเมือง Nantes มันไม่ใช่การตัดสินใจที่ง่าย แต่เขาสัมผัสได้ถึงพระประสงค์ของพระเจ้า ซึ่งเขาจะต้องเชื่อฟัง เขาจึงกลับไปอีกครั้งในเดือนตุลาคม และสมัครเรียนในประเทศฝรั่งเศส  จอห์นไม่เคยเรียนภาษาฝรั่งเศสมาก่อน เขาตัดสินใจพักอยู่ในหอพักของมหาวิทยาลัย หวังว่าจะสร้างความสัมพันธ์กับนักศึกษาชาวฝรั่งเศส เขาทำงานกับคนอังกฤษ ซึ่งบุกเบิกคริสตจักรใหม่ที่เมือง Nantes จอห์นจบการศึกษาจากโรงเรียนพระคริสตธรรม เป็นโรงเรียนที่มีลักษณะอนุรักษ์นิยม ต่อต้านอย่างรุนแรงกับเครื่องดื่มที่มีแอลกอฮอล์ ซึ่งใกล้เคียงกับคนอังกฤษที่เตือนเขา และเล่าถึงมิชชันนารีสองสามคนซึ่งเริ่มดื่มไวน์กับคนฝรั่งเศส แต่ต่อมากลายเป็นคนติดเหล้างอมแงม จอห์นรู้ดีถึงความรุนแรงที่จะตามมาของการติดเหล้า เพราะพ่อของเขาก็เป็นโรคพิษสุราเรื้อรังเหมือนกัน



วันหนึ่ง จอห์นได้รับเชิญให้ไปรับประทานอาหารเย็นที่บ้านอาจารย์ของเขา กับเพื่อนชาติอื่นอีก 3 คน อาจารย์ Piaget มีใจกรุณามากที่เปิดบ้านให้กับพวกเขา จอห์นตระหนักดีว่ามันเป็นสิทธิพิเศษจริงๆในประเทศฝรั่งเศส สำหรับนักศึกษาฝรั่งเศสที่ได้รับเชิญให้ไปที่บ้านอาจารย์ของเขา และเป็นเกียรติอย่างสูงส่งสำหรับนักศึกษาชาวต่างชาติด้วย เมื่ออาหารมื้อเย็นที่สำคัญที่สุดมาถึง คนอังกฤษให้จอห์นยืมรถของเขา ดังนั้นเขาจึงสามารถพา อิซาโอะเพื่อนชาวญี่ปุ่นไปด้วย ทั้งสองคนตื่นเต้นมากเมื่อมาถึงบ้านหลังนั้น 



ดร. Piaget และภรรยา แสดงความเป็นมิตรอย่างอบอุ่นและจริงใจมาก จอห์น พูดภาษาฝรั่งเศสได้น้อยกว่านักศึกษาคนอื่นๆ แต่พวกเขาก็อดทนกับจอห์น หลังจากนักศึกษาทั้งหมดมาถึง อาจารย์ Piaget ได้ให้ทุกคนดื่มเหล้าเรียกน้ำย่อย ทุกคนดื่ม ยกเว้นจอห์น เขาต้องการจะเป็นพยานที่ดีเพื่อพระเจ้าของเขา  ดังนั้นเขาจึงปฏิเสธที่จะดื่ม จอห์นเห็นว่าอาจารย์สีหน้าเปลี่ยนไปเหมือนไม่พอใจ เขาไม่รู้ตัวว่าเขากำลังทำอะไรลงไป แต่บรรยากาศเงียบสงัดและหลังจากอยู่ในความเงียบที่ไม่สบายใจนั้น อาจารย์ได้ยื่นน้ำมะนาวให้จอห์น ทำให้บรรยากาศของความความอึดอัดใจนั้นได้ผ่านไป จอห์นจึงถอนหายใจอย่างโล่งอก



เมื่ออาหารที่สำคัญของเย็นนี้ถูกเสริฟ จอห์นร่วมรับประทานถั่วและเนื้อย่างอย่างเอร็ดอร่อย แต่เมื่อ ดร. Piaget ลงมือเทเหล้าองุ่นใส่แก้วของแขกตามธรรมเนียม  จอห์นได้ปฏิเสธในส่วนแบ่งของเขาอย่างสุภาพ เห็นได้ชัดในเวลาเช่นนี้ว่าอาจารย์ไม่เพียงแต่อึดอัด แต่ค่อนข้างจะโกรธชาวต่างชาติคนนี้ซึ่งปฏิเสธการเป็นเจ้าบ้านที่ดีของเขา เขาจึงให้จอห์นดื่มน้ำโค๊กแทน และความกดดันของบรรยากาศก็เปลี่ยนไป 



ช่วงเวลาเช่นนี้ ของมื้ออาหารชาวฝรั่งเศส พวกเขาโหยหาไวน์เป็นอย่างมาก และ เจ้าภาพก็ได้เพิ่มไวน์ให้อีก แต่จอห์นก็ปฏิเสธอีกครั้ง



เมื่ออาหารเย็นเรียบร้อยแล้ว ทุกคนมานั่งรอบๆโต๊ะ และอภิปรายกันในเรื่องนี้ ภรรยาของอาจารย์ Piaget ทำความสะอาดโต๊ะหลังจากที่ทานของหวานและกาแฟเรียบร้อยแล้วเป็นเวลาที่ดีที่ทุกคนจะสามารถยอมรับจอห์น และบางทีเจ้าของบ้านอาจจะเข้าใจจอห์นด้วย   จอห์นแปลกใจและสงสัยว่า “มันถูกหรือเปล่าที่เขาทำให้ อ. Piaget ไม่พอใจ? พระเจ้าจะเมตตาจริงหรือกับโอกาสที่ผ่านไป? ฉันจะสามารถแบ่งปันความเชื่อในพระคริสต์กับ ดร.Piaget ได้หรือไม่? ไม่ดีจริงๆหรือที่ฉันจะดื่มไวน์เพียงเล็กน้อย และมันจะไม่ยิ่งแย่ลงไปหรือที่จะสร้างอุปสรรคระหว่างตัวเองกับคนอื่นซึ่งเป็นคนที่ไม่รู้จักพระเจ้า? คำถามทั้งหมดนี้ และอีกหลายคำถามวิ่งสู่ความคิดของจอห์น จากอาหารมื้อนี้และโอกาสพิเศษเช่นนี้ เมื่อทุกๆคนกำลังมีความสุขและสนทนากันอย่างชื่นบาน



ในเวลานั้นอาจารย์ Piaget หายออกไปสองสามนาที พร้อมกับถือถาดเข้ามา บนถาดนั้นมีขวดแก้วขนาดใหญ่ และมีแก้วที่ทันสมัยล้อมรอบ เขาตั้งต้นเล่าให้แขกของเขาฟังถึงเหล้าแอปเปิลของแท้จาก Brittanyว่าเป็นอย่างไร เพื่อจะเป็นประโยชน์ต่อจอห์นโดยเฉพาะ ซึ่งมันผสมแอลกอฮอล์เพียงเล็กน้อย เจ้าของบ้านวางแก้วไว้ตรงหน้าของทุกคนและเริ่มต้นริน



จอห์นเกิดความรู้สึกกังวลใจ เมื่ออาจารย์เคลื่อนเข้ามาใกล้ เขาควรจะปฏิเสธอีกครั้งหรือไม่ แม้อาจารย์จะชี้ให้เห็นว่าเหล้าสาเกของเขานั้นผสมแอลกอฮอล์เพียงเล็กน้อย? เขาจะดำเนินต่อไปในการสร้างอุปสรรคที่สูงขึ้นระหว่างอาจารย์และตัวเขาเองหรือ?  หรือเขาควรจะเพิกเฉยต่อคำสอนของโรงเรียนพระคริสตธรรม และคำเตือนของคนอังกฤษ? เมื่ออาจารย์ Piaget มาหยุดยืนอยู่ข้างหน้าจอห์น และวางแก้วตรงหน้าเขา พร้อมกับยิ้มน้อยยิ้มใหญ่, จอห์นจะทำอย่างไร???







_____________________________________________________________________________



BRIBERY and CORRUPTION

วงจรปิดแฉตำรวจไถแต๊ะเอีย - YouTube.flv



Voranai Vanijaka 16th Feb 2013

After all, poll after poll suggests that the majority of Thais are okay with corruption, as long as we are also well taken care of. It's a cultural mentality. 



This cultural mentality concerns not only corruption however, but also the ideals of freedom, democracy and human rights in particular and national progress in general -- which we consciously champion but dubiously resist because it cramps our cultural life-style of informal relationships, bending and breaking the rules for the easy way out, rather than upholding principles come what may.  





 Anti-graft drive 'making little progress'



Published: 16/08/2012 at 01:55 AM Newspaper section: BANGKOK POST  News



Fighting corruption is one of the Yingluck Shinawatra government's priorities but it appears the anti-graft drive is making little progress.



The Anti-Corruption Network representing private companies released a report in July saying under-the-table payments account for 50% of the costs of all government concessions.



Earlier, Prime Minister Yingluck ordered all agencies involved _ the Department of Special Investigation (DSI), the Office of Public Sector Anti-Corruption Commission (PACC) and the Office of Public Sector Commission Development Commission (OPDC) _ to devise strategies to deal with graft.



In May, the government's anti-corruption war room centre was inaugurated with a 1206 hotline installed to receive graft complaints.



PACC secretary-general Dussadee Arayawuth was put in charge of the unit.



The anti-corruption war room is designed as a "one-stop service centre" integrating the operations of the three agencies.



It receives complaints, scrutinises them, and works out how to prevent and combat graft.



However, the centre appears to have made little progress so far.



The hotline has taken fewer complaints than expected. Most of the complaints involve problems of parents making under-the-table payments to prestigious schools in return for the promise of school seats.



The government assigned the DSI to play a central role in dealing with corruption at the policy level.



However, the government's own rice mortgage pledging scheme has been criticised as being vulnerable to corruption.



A research team set up by the National Anti-Corruption Commission revealed rice programmes have been plagued with corruption involving state officials.



These officials could face prosecution for malfeasance, the research team said.



It said the programme's benefits barely reach farmers and suggested the programme be scrapped.



Democrat Party MP for Phitsanulok Warong Dejkitwikrom, who has monitored the rice pledging programme, said farmers in several provinces sold their paddy to rice mills and received only bai pratuan _ a document which farmers present at the state-owned Bank for Agriculture and Agricultural Cooperatives for payment. So far they have not been able to cash the document, Mr Warong said. He said more than 100 farmers in Phetchabun recently decided to hand a letter to the prime minister to ask her to look into the matter.



The DSI recently exposed a raft of fraudulent tricks used by rice mill operators to defraud the government's rice pledging scheme.



They include rigging weight scales and moisture-measuring scales when evaluating farmers' paddy, issuing fake bai pratuan documents, and issuing fake weight measurement certificates.



Thanin Prempree, deputy chief of the DSI's Office of Special Criminal Cases 2, said spending on disaster relief by local bodies is also rife with corruption.



The declaration of a disaster area is a precondition for the disbursement of up to 50 million baht of relief money from the government.



''We have found that in some provinces suffering from natural catastrophes such as a cold spell or flood, governors declared disaster areas in stages rather than declaring the whole province as a disaster area,'' he said.



They declared disaster areas in stages to obtain more relief money.



He said corruption among local bodies is a serious concern.



Procurement projects approved by local councils are thought to be riddled with graft.



The DSI and the PACC have worked together to tackle encroachment on forest reserves, state land and coastal areas, but rival politicians from the government and the opposition often exploit these issues for political gains.



Investigators working on these suspected encroachment cases often hit stumbling blocks when they discover that politicians, particularly from the government, may themselves be involved.







________________________________________________________





Corruption in the Bible and Today 

Thomas Schirrmacher



Our return flight from Jakarta, capital city of Indonesia, had been properly booked, paid for and confirmed, but when we checked in, we were told that all seats had already been taken. Our protests were in vain, so we spent an uncomfortable week of the Indonesian rainy season. Fortunately, we were able to live with Christian friends. Every day, the same experience-all seats were full.



Finally, my brother-in-law, who lives in the country, explained the problem: when checking-in, the counter has two layers.



You lay your ticket on the top and your gift underneath. We got our seats immediately.



The officials at the desk earn only a small salary, since the government assumes that they will naturally improve it with bribery – a guarantee for a never-ending circle. Was it right for me as a Christian to pay the expected sum or should we have stayed in Indonesia for an unknown time? That was twenty-five years ago, and we were glad to return to "reliable" Germany.



But sensationalist articles and law cases reveal that corruptions and corruptability are on the rise in Germany and Switzerland, in small matters like our example and in larger affairs.1 Rainer Barzel‘s chancellorship failed by two votes, because those delegates were bought by East Germany – the Fall of the Berlin Wall brought the affair to light. Things we used to hear only from the Third World or from Italy are becoming common, everday affairs.



The incorruptible official, once the ideal of Prussian discipline, is disappearing from the scene. Even though the judiciary seems to have spared such cases of bribery, palm-greasing is on the rise among the police, customs officials, civil servants and supervisory institutions.



Few are aware that this is the logical consequence of our departure from Christianity.



"A wicked man accepts a bribe behind the back to pervert the ways of justice." (Prov. 17:23)

 Whoever rejects the Christian God, abandons His ideal of the highest judge, whose absolute justice and incorruptability are the point of departure for the rejection of every perversion of justice due to the lust for money or for power, for the God of the Old Testament is again and again described as impartial, as 

"the great God, mighty and awesome, who shows no partiality nor takes a bribe." (Deut. 10:17) 

"For there is no iniquity with the Lord our God, no partiality, nor taking of bribes." (2 Chron. 19:7) 



The temptation of Jesus is the New Testament equivalent. At the beginning of His ministry, He had to prove His integrity. Neither bread nor power could bribe Him. Even when the Devil promised Him all power over all the kingdoms of the earth – the greatest bribe ever offered – Jesus was not seduced by the desire for power or wealth, but obeyed the will of His Father in Heaven. He submitted to God, not to His own desires.



This shows that the Bible considers bribery, corruption and perversion of justice not peccadillos but a predominating subject.



The theme of corruption demonstrates how little personal sin and social sin can be separated from each other.



Corruption always involves individuals, but it is always an evil which involves a whole net of evil structures, and which can destroy a whole society, since the leaders of all aspects of society – the Church, the economy and the state – are devoured by it.



The Hebrew root of the word which we translate as "bribe" actually means "ruin".



The word "corruption" comes from the Latin and means "ruin" or "destruction".



Not by chance does the Latin Bible use the word "corruptio" for original sin, for Adam and Eve were seduced by the hope of power and knowledge ("You will be like God") and rebelled.



"Corruption is the giving of money or of other demonstrations of favor to a person in a position of trust (a judge, for example a government official) in order to influence his decision or to corrupt his behaviour." 



To accept a bribe (Heb. "sochad") is always wrong; numerous Old Testament texts condemn it (Exodus 23:8; Proverbs 15:27; Proverbs 17:8; Ecclesiastes 7:7; Ezekiel 22:12; Job 15:34). 



The Law always forbids corruption and bribery (Deuteronomy 27:25; Proverbs 17:23; Isaiah 33:15; Ezekiel 22:12). The major accusation made against Samuel‘s sons in 1 Samuel 8:2–3 is that they accept bribes, which obliterates any chance of true justice. Moses, however, claims that he had never taken a bribe (Numbers 16:15), and Samuel points out that he had never allowed himself to be corrupted and had never enriched himself in this way. The Bible repeatedly warns against bribery by portraying people who offered or accepted bribes. In the New Testament, Judas betrays Jesus (Matthew 27:3; Acts 1:18), and the priests offer money to the guards at Jesus‘ tomb in order to persuade them to lie about the resurrection (Matthew 28:12). Simon the soothsayer tries to buy the power of the Holy Spirit (Acts 8:20) and Felix offers to liberate Paul for money (Acts 24:26). Besides Samuel‘s sons, who misused their office (1 Samuel 8:2–3), the Old Testament tells Bileam, who curses Israel for money and fell into sin (Numbers 22). Prostitution is also considered a type of corruption (Ezekiel 16:33; Ezekiel 16:33 "They give gifts to all whores,"), since the man uses money to purchase the woman‘s sin of adultery, which she would not otherwise commit in this case.



Perhaps no other scripture better describes the way corruption devours all aspects of life and destroys society from above, than an accusation by the prophet Micah: 



"The prince asks for gifts, the judge seeks a bribe, and the great man utters his evil desire; so they scheme together." (Mic. 7:3) 



All these people exploit their power to satisfy their own desires instead of serving justice. "One hand washes the other" (they wrap it up until corruption has become an octopus whose arms can be cut off repeatedly without ever really destroying the monster. As I mentioned above, the monster is growing in Germany and in Switzerland more quickly than society realizes, until society is caught in the grip of a monster whose arms grow back as quickly as one can cut them off.



Once the differences between deceit and corruption have been eliminated in the institutions of authority, the Church and the people of God cannot escape, for they have shown partiality and have Further Prophecies against Corruption Isa. 1:23 Your princes [are] rebellious, And companions of thieves; Everyone loves bribes, And follows after rewards. They do not defend the fatherless, Nor does the cause of the widow come before them.



Isa. 5:23 Who justify the wicked for a bribe, And take away justice from the righteous man! Amos 5:12 For I know your manifold transgressions And your mighty sins: Afflicting the just [and] taking bribes; Diverting the poor [from justice] at the gate.



Other Texts against Corruption and Bribery Ex. 32:8 And you shall take no bribe for a bribe blinds the discerning and perverts the words of the righteous.



Deut. 16:19 You shall not pervert justice; you shall not show partiality, nor take a bribe, for a bribe blinds the eyes of the wise and twists the words of the righteous.



Deut. 17:25 Cursed is the one who takes a bribe to slay an innocent person.



Psalm 15:5 praises the man who does not "take a bribe against the innocent." Prov. 25:27 He who is greedy for gain troubles his own house, but he who hates bribes will live.



Eccl. 7.7 Surely oppression destroys a wise man‘s reason, and a bribe debases the heart.



Isa. 33:15 He who walks righteously and speaks uprightly, He who depises the gain of oppression, who gestures with his hands refusing bribes.



failed to speak out against corruption and lust. Micha upbraids the leaders of Israel, "Her heads judge for a bribe, her priests teach for pay, and her prophets divine for money." (Mic. 3:11) 



Frederik Galtung speaks of "System Corruption" when corruption has become an intrinsic element of the system, which can develop into a situation in which the system becomes dependent on its existence,  as when wages in the public sector no longer suffice for basic needs. The reformation of such systems is almost impossible. We can only welcome the integrity and the decisive course taken by an evangelical Christian who, in imitation of the Old Testament prophets, brought about the resignation of the EU Commission after its unbelievable corruption. Unfortunately the reactions of the new commssion demonstrate little improvement inspite of its members‘ fervent avowals. Not that either the Old Testament or the New objects to gifts, when they help or give pleasure to others. The very necessary warnings against corruption must not be allowed to discredit an equally necessary and healthy culture of giving.



Scripture also very objectively recognizes that gifts are sometimes necessary to the achievement of justified goals. Proverbs says, 



"A man‘s gift makes room for him, and brings him before great men." (Prov. 18:16)

and 



"A gift in secret pacifies anger, and a bribe behind the back strong wrath." (Prov. 21:14). 



When a Christian is confronted by corruptible officials and has no opportunity to eliminate the corruption at the moment, he can feel free to obtain his rights with gifts (as we did in Indonesia). ONLY WHEN HE PURCHASES UNFAIR ADVANTAGES, does he make himself guilty. But even the Christian who is forced to pay will fight against corruption and begin by revealing and by exterminating all forms of bribery and corruption in the Church.



Bribery is thus permissible to a certain extent, as long as it is not used to obstruct justice, but only to realize legal possibilities, or to protect an individual from danger.



Even then, the option should only be used with restraint and only in countries and cultures which provide no other possibility (complaint to one‘s superior, a law suit or an alternative method). It might be permissible, for example, to bribe a doctor employed by the State to perform a legal operation essential to a person’s survival, but in this case, the doctor makes himself guilty of working for a bribe.



Only if a Christian buys unrighteousness, will he himself be guilty of corruption.



But even the Christian who is forced to pay to reach a lawful thing, will fight against the evil of corruption and especially begin to uncover and delete any corruption and power through money in the church of Jesus Christ.



Ethical conflict The issue here is the priority of the higher laws of God against lower laws, also called the Conflicting Duties or Conflict of Loyalties. Just as saving a life can justify lying, bribery can be permissible to achieve legal goals more important, such as a life-saving operation. At the same time, bribery cannot be employed for trivialities or illegal goals, or in a functioning constitutional state with other alternatives, and is always sin on the side of the one accepting the bribe.



The fact that the values protected by the Law of God have different order of priority, so that offences against these laws must be assessed differently, becomes very apparent when a conflict arises between two statutes.11 Perhaps the best known biblical example is Peter‘s and John‘s defiance of the Jewish Sanhedrin, which had forbidden the apostles to preach the Gospel: "We ought to obey God more than men," (Acts 5:29). Peter had already challenged them "Whether it be right in the sight of God to hearken unto you more than unto God, judge ye," (Acts 4:19).



The divine commandment to preach the Gospel conflicted with the divine commandment to obey authority. In a similar way, Daniel‘s three friends had refused to obey Nebuchadnezzar‘s command to bow down before his statue (Daniel 3). Daniel quietly continued to pray, although he was breaking a Persian law which would condemn him to the lion‘s den (Daniel 6). The law forbidding idolatry has priority over the commandment to obey the State. Note that none of these examples dispute the God-given Life-saving lies in the Old Testament Exodus 1:15–21: God "blesses" the midwives (vs. 20), when they lie to Pharaoh in order to save the lives of the Hebrew babies.



Exodus 2:3–9: Jochebed, Mose‘s mother, and Miriam, his sister, conceal their relationship to the child found by Pharaoh‘s daughter, so that Jochebed can nurse her own son.



Joshua 2:1–22: Rahab lies to the King of Jericho. Although they are still in her house, she insists that they have left, in order to save their lives and her own, as well.



She lies, because she believes in the Lord, and is thus included in the list of the heroes of the faith in Hebrews 11:13. James 2:25 also confirms her faith: "Likewise also was not Rahab the harlot justified by works, when she had received the messengers, and had sent them out another way?" Psalm 34: written by "David, when he changed his behaviour before Abimelech; who drove him away, and he departed." (See also 1 Sam. 21:10–16; David pretended to have lost his mind, so that his enemy will not execute him.).



1Sam. 16:2: God commands Samuel to hold a sacrifice in order to deceive Saul, so that the king will not execute him.



1Sam. 19:9–17: David‘s wife Michal saves David‘s life and her own by lying to her father.



2Sam. 17:18–21: A woman saves David‘s spy by lying to Absalom.



__________________________________________________



Case Study in Christian Ethics: Bribery

You are in charge of a church's mission efforts in a developing nation. Your church has assembled a large and expensive shipment of medical supplies for a Christian medical clinic in this developing country. But the shipment is stuck on the dock because a government official has insisted on a bribe before releasing the cargo. All attempts to pull strings in order to release the cargo have failed. Do you pay the bribe?



Earl said...    Grit you teeth and pay the bribe. Don't sacrifice people on the altar of your personal principles. If you can't deal with it, resign and let someone else handle the job.

____________________________________________________________________________



�ENVIRONMENT


1. Show clips (as per The Cross sermon - part 2)

2. Our Human Environment (not Biblical yet)

2. Environmental Issues in Thailand

3. Yet another environmental crusader slain

4. The Biblical Perspective:  (p22
2
) Gen1:28  Creation Mandate

	+ Rom 8:19 -22   groaning  + hope Col 1:20

5. Dr Santat (give out to all)




Yet another environmental crusader slain

Veera Prateepchaikul

    Published: 26 Feb 2013 at 11.44 Bangkok Post  

    Online news: Opinion



Yet another self-made environmental protection activist has fallen -- this time at the hand of a gunman believed to have been hired by local businessmen and politicians involved in the dumping of toxic industrial waste in Chachoengsao province.



The victim, 43-year old Prajob Nao-opas, was village headman of moo 14, tambon Nong Haen, Phanom Sarakham district. He was murdered in broad daylight on Monday by a gunman at an automobile garage on the Phanom Sarakham-Ban Sang road as he was waiting for mechanics to complete repairs to his pickup truck.



Witnesses told police the gunman and another man arrived at the garage in  a black Honda Accord. Both of them approached Prajob and one of them  fired four shots from an 11mm semi-automatic pistol at the headman, who died shortly after he was rushed to the district hospital. The two killers escaped in their car.



Prajob Nao-opas was shot dead on Monday at an automobile garage in Chachoengsao province. (Post Today photo)



Two months before he was slain on Monday, Prajob bought two pistols for self defence because he sensed he was being shadowed and that his life might be in danger.



Prajob was the core leader of villagers protesting against the illegal dumping of toxic industrial waste at a garbage tip in their community in tambon Nong Haen. Their protest prompted the Industry Ministry to transfer some officials out of Chachoengsao province and the landfill was closed to the toxic-waste dumpers.



Although police are yet to officially determine the motive for the environmental crusader's murder,  villagers in tambon Nong Haen believe his key role in protesting against the dumping of toxic waste is the reason he was gunned down.



The case is not a complicated one and I believe it is not beyond the  efficiency of the local police to track down the killer and, more importantly, to nail the mastermind who ordered the murder.



But sadly, in most cases involving hired killers the masterminds go free because the killers themselves do not implicate them even if they are caught, or because there is insufficient evidence  linking the killer with the person or persons who ordered the hit.



Challenging the local mafia-type figures - influential businessmen and politicians and the corrupt officials working hand in glove with them to plunder our natural resources such as forests, or to poison our environment through dumping of toxic waste or other illegal activity - is very risky, and clearly often life-threatening for the core leaders. It requires a lot of courage and dedication from the men and women who dare to lead the protests against these self-serving people.



Prajob is the latest victim of the environmental cause. He has joined the long list of at least 28 others who have been slain since 1995 fighting to protect the environment of their communities against those who plunder it, or defending the rights of the underprivileged.



The following is just a partial list of the victims:-  Thongnark Sawekchinda, shot dead two years ago in Samut Sakhon for leading a protest against a polluting coal facility and coal carting business in the province; Phra Supote Suvajo, murdered for his role in resisting an attempt by an influential figure to grab his monastery's land in Fang district in Chiang Mai; Charoen Wat-aksorn, shot dead for leading a protest against the coal-fired power plant project in Prachuap Khiri Khan in 2004; Pakvipa Chalermklin, killed for her role in protesting against the building of a pier to accommodate sand barges in Ang Thong in 2004; and Samnao Srisongkram, slain for his role in protesting against the pollution of the Nam Pong river in Khon Kaen by local industry.



My sincere condolences to Prajob's family. I can just hope his untimely death will inspire others in the environmental protection movement to continue the fight against corruption, the selfish indifference to the needs of others and the pollution that invariably accompanies it.



And it's probably just wishful thinking, but I sincerely hope that the death of Prajob, and so many others before him, finally serves as a wake-up call to the government and state officials - of the need to be more conscious of the damage being done and more committed to the protection of our natural resources and environment -  so that the likes of these fallen men and women no longer have to risk their lives to do the job that should have been done by the government and those officials in the first place.



__________________________________________________________________________

SOME STAY ORGANIC



Published: BANGKOK POST 9/08/2012 at 02:31 AM Newspaper section: News



When the government pays almost 50 per cent more than the domestic market price for "every single grain" farmers produce, they naturally pump farm chemicals into their paddy fields to push up yields and grow as much rice as they can. Not Somboon Daeng-aroon, however.



Neighbours say he's crazy. But Mr Somboon believes he's saving the world along with his fellow farmers.



The 59-year-old from Samut Songkhram's Praeg Nam Daeng sub-district is using his 40 rai of paddy fields to prove how organic rice farming can significantly cut production costs, save the environment, and boost the health of farmers.



"High rice prices are definitely good," he said. "Yet it's meaningless if production costs still rise no end and when toxic farm chemicals are cutting short farmers' lives and destroying the environment."



"But farmers don't want to take the risk of going organic. Someone must. So I'm doing it for them."



What Mr Somboon is doing goes against the fierce tide of the rice mortgage programme which pays farmers much higher than domestic and international market values. So far, the programme has cost taxpayers more than 200 billion baht, with an estimated loss of 100 billion baht.



Economists and the rice industry have lambasted this financially unsustainable pledging scheme for destroying the country's rice exports, depleting the national coffers, and creating corruption at every level of the scheme.



Yet the government is vowing to push ahead with this populist programme that has made Thailand the laughing stock of the international rice trade.



But Mr Somboon has different concerns.



"I'm worried about the future of Thai farmers," he said.



Most farmers like the present rice mortgage scheme because it gives them the extra income they badly need after suffering from last year's devastating floods, he said.



"But how long can this support last? What will happen afterward? I can only foresee endless protests ahead because farmers won't accept lower rice prices."



Giving only money to farmers also in the end actually weakens them, he noted. "We'll only ask for state help instead of trying to find ways to improve how we do things.



"I'm also worried for nature," he said.



The paddy pledging scheme has triggered a mad rush to expand paddy fields and boost crop yields by increasing the use of toxic farm chemicals that destroy the environment and farmers' health.



Looming on the horizon are also expensive food prices since many fruit and vegetables, as well as fish and prawn farmers, have shifted to rice growing to cash in on the rice programme. Another threat is from pests which normally follow large-scale mono cash crop plantations.



Organic rice farming is the way to go, he believes. So is the use of indigenous rice varieties that are resistant to extreme weather that comes with climate change.



Ironically, any progress made in organic rice farming has been undermined by the paddy pledging scheme as many organic rice farmers have returned to conventional farming of rice to get a much higher price from the government.



But unrealistic price measures are not sustainable, he warned. "What farmers need is knowledge to cut rice production costs, improve rice quality, and increase the lifespan of organic rice so we can expand our markets."



When state commitment to research is lacking, Mr Somboon has decided to do it himself.



At present, the yields from his organic paddy fields are about 20% less than conventional rice farming, but this is offset by far lower production costs. He's planning to reduce these further by experimenting with a new method of planting which would reduce the saplings six-fold.



He is also experimenting with many indigenous rice varieties that are resistant to floods.



With a group of like-minded farmers, Mr Somboon has set up a community rice mill to serve organic rice farmers and small farmers who want to eat the rice they grow. At present, the big rice mills refuse to polish rice for them because the amounts are too small.



"We farmers must aim to cut costs, protect the environment, our health, and be self-reliant," he said. "And if the government isn't doing this for us, we must do it ourselves." 



_____________________________________________________________





In news July 2012 - Laos starting to build dam on Mekong for producing hydroelectric power - 95%to be sold to Thailand + Thai construction firm doing it. They have not consulted their neighbors downstream who will be adversely affected. It only benefits Laos government - construction company and banks who give the loan



In news July 2012 - S.Korea - since 1985 whaling has been prohibited internationally. But Japan and now S.Korea using a loop-hole in the law to whale for "research" purposes.





____________________________________________



�Environmental issues in Thailand 

From Wikipedia



The government of Thailand has been focusing on the social and economic development of the country for the past 35 years. However, since Thailand introduced the Seventh Economic and Social development plan (1992-1996), protecting the environment become one of the top priorities for the Thailand government. Seventh Economic and Social development plan seeks to maintain economic growth and achieve sustainable growth and stability, especially in the petrochemical, engineering, electronics and basic industries.



Over the past few decades, Thailand's dramatic economic growth brought about new environmental challenges in the once-agrarian economy. The country presently faces problems with air and water pollution, declining wildlife populations, deforestation, soil erosion, water scarcity, and hazardous waste issues. According to the 2004 indicator, cost of air and water pollution for the country scales up to approximately 1.6% - 2.6% of her GDP per year. As such, THAILAND'S ECONOMIC GROWTH HAS COME AT GREAT COST IN DAMAGE TO ITS PEOPLE AND ENVIRONMENT.



Contents:



1 Deforestation 2 Air pollution 3 Water resources 3.1 Health effects 3.2 Improvement efforts 4 Wildlife 4.1 Wildlife conservation 5 Actions Taken



Deforestation in Thailand

In the past, forest cover in Thailand has been greatly reduced as people convert forested land for agriculture, such as slash-and-burn agriculture. For example, forest cover fell drastically from 53% in 1961 to 25% in 1998; and more rice fields and urban sprawls have been converted from what was originally wetlands.[4] With a government measure in place to prohibit logging, deforestation rates have dropped. However, the impacts of deforestation, such as erosion, are still being felt.[5]



Further, deforestation is creating other environmental problems as well. These problems include conversions to dry lands, sedimentation of rivers, and loss of natural habitats. In the fisheries sector, over-harvesting of marine fisheries has reduced fishing yields by 90 percent. Wetlands and mangroves in coastal areas have been seriously degraded by expansion of commercial fishing, shrimp aquaculture, industry and tourism, causing much of Thailand's biodiversity losses.[6] 



Air pollution 

Motorcycles at the Nana intersection, Bangkok Wildfires in the Khun Tan Range. Every year mountain forests are set on fire by farmers to increase the yield of the expensive fungus Astraeus odoratus



Industrial growth has created high levels of air pollution in Thailand. Vehicles and factories contribute to air pollution, particularly in Bangkok.[7]



In the Bangkok metropolitan area, which consists of the Bangkok Metropolitan Administration (BMA) and the four surrounding provinces (Nonthaburi, Pathum Thani, Nakhon Pathom, and Samut Prakan), holds about 20 percent of the national population and over half of the country's factories. Coupled with the concentration of the factories in the metropolitan area, the air pollution caused by motor vehicle emissions, and grave water pollution from household and industrial wastewater, justified that there would be no doubt of the escalation of externalities from production. Further, due to a lack of treatment facilities, the increasing volumes of hazardous substances generated by the thriving industrial activities have caused serious dumping issues. Unless treatment facilities are built and institutions starts to regulate strictly, environmental contamination caused by hazardous waste threatens to become Thailand's worst environmental problem in the future.[1]



The Pollution Control Department and other agencies have developed standards in order to reduce air pollution from certain sources. The standards focus shifting to lower-emission vehicle engines and improving public transportation. Vehicles --- motorcycles make up around 75% of the vehicles on the road in Thailand; diesel trucks and buses also contribute many pollutants. In most areas of the country, air pollutants for vehicles are now within acceptable levels according to national standards. Factories and power plants have been also required to reduce emissions. Bangkok and the rest of the Central Region contribute between 60 and 70 percent of the country's industrial emissions. As regards power plants, most energy production relies on burning of fossil fuels.



Other sources of air pollution include garbage burning, open cooking and agricultural burning practices, including deliberate forest fires. AGRICULTURAL BURNING in southeast Asia often creates a haze. In 2003 Thailand ratified the ASEAN Agreement on Transboundary Haze Pollution to reduce the haze from forest fires, but issues throughout the region are still common.[8] Wildfires are started by local farmers during the dry season in Northern Thailand for a variety of purposes.[9] They are the main cause of the intense air pollution in the Thai highlands[10] and contribute to the floods in the country by completely denuding the undergrowth of the woods. The dry forest soil leads to lower water intake for the trees to extract when the rains arrive.



Water resources 

Industrial water pollution



The most critical environmental problem that Thailand is facing presently, is the water pollution.[1] Despite the annual southwest monsoon, Thailand is subject to drought, particularly the northeastern region.[13] As of 2002, Thailand had less available water per person than any other country in Asia, and nearly one third of its water was "unsuitable for human consumption."[14] Unconsumable water was also a result of increasing untreated domestic sewage, industrial wastewater and solid hazardous wastes.[14]



Like air pollution, water pollution is most serious in the populous Central Region, with high levels of industrial and domestic wastewater. The depletion of the water table around Bangkok has led to land subsidence.



Coastal waters also face challenges. The Gulf of Thailand is primarily polluted by domestic wastewater, and further by waste from industry and tourism. In addition to the Gulf, high pollution levels were found at the mouths of the Chao Phraya, Tha Chin, Pak Panang, Pattani and Ranong rivers. Coastal water quality in most areas, however, are within acceptable standards.



Water pollution has become obvious in many areas. In 1997, hundreds of thousands of fish and other aquatic life in the Nam Phong River died as a result of industrial river pollution.[15] Large amounts of arsenic were found in the groundwater in the Nakhon Si Thammarat province, a result of mining industry in the area.[16] Pollution affects the marine environment. Red tides, caused by excessive algae growth and a result of pollution, oil spills, and invasive species are some of the factors that are affecting Thailand's marine biodiversity.[3]



Another major pollution is the heavy metals that have seeped into the rivers of Thailand for many years. In Chao Phraya estuary, mercury levels have far exceeded the normal standards, and such high concentration of heavy metal on the river bed poses a serious threat to ecosystems.[1] Health effects



Water pollution results in typhoid, dysentery, hepatitis, trachoma, hookworm infection and diarrhea. In 1999, hospitalization rates were:



Typhoid --- 4,000 hospitalizations Dysentery --- 7,000 Diarrhea --- 95,000



Exposure to toxins and heavy metals in water causes skin disease, liver cancer and birth defects. Klity Creek in Kanchanaburi province was found to carry dangerous levels of lead from a lead separation plant upstream. Lead levels are apparently the cause of many cases of Down syndrome in village children, unidentified illnesses in adults, and many cattle deaths. In 1998, the plant was closed and the creek dredged, although by 2000 lead levels were still considered unsafe.



Improvement efforts



In 1992, the government passed several pieces of legislation to prevent water pollution; the laws primarily limit industrial water contamination:



Enhancement and Conservation of National Environment Quality Act (NEQA) of 1992 Factories Act of 1992 Navigation in Thai Waterways Act (Volume 14 ) as amended in 1992 Public Health Act of 1992 Cleanliness and Tidiness of the Country Act of 1992



The government continues to invest in wastewater treatment plants. In 2000, enough treated water was available to support 29% of the population, with more treatment plants under construction; upon completion, treated water would be able to support 65% of the population. The most common water treatment techniques are inexpensive to build and maintain, including oxidation ditches, aerated lagoons and stabilization ponds. The government is also investigating more effective and modern techniques such as constructed wetlands.



Wildlife

Wildlife of Thailand Asian elephants



Thailand's wildlife is threatened by poaching, habitat loss, and an industry that sells wild animals as pets.[17]



The elephant is Thailand's national symbol. Although there were 100,000 elephants in Thailand a century ago, the population of elephants in the wild has dropped to an estimated 2,000.[18] Poachers have long hunted elephants for ivory, meat and hides. Young elephants are often captured for use in tourist attractions or as work animals, although their use has declined since the government banned logging in 1989. There are now more elephants in captivity than in the wild, and environmental activists claim that elephants in captivity are often mistreated.[19]



Poaching of protected species remains a major problem. Hunters have decimated the populations of tigers, leopards and other large cats for their valuable pelts. Many animals (including tigers, bears, crocodiles and king cobras) are farmed or hunted for their meat, which is considered a delicacy, and for their supposed medicinal properties. Although such trade is illegal, the famous Bangkok market Chatuchak is still known for the sale of endangered species.[20][unreliable source?]



The practice of keeping wild animals as pets threatens several species. Baby animals are typically captured and sold, which often requires killing the mother. Once in captivity and out of their natural habitat, many pets die or fail to reproduce. Affected populations include the asiatic black bear, Malayan sun bear, white-handed lar, pileated gibbon and binturong.



Large-scale deforestation and development have encroached on many former wildlife habitats, and pesticides in their food supply has reduced bird populations. Several species of sawfish are listed as critically endangered because of habitat loss and overfishing.



Wildlife conservation



Conservation efforts by the government include:



1960 Wild Animal Reservation and Protection Act 1961 National Park Act 1964 National Forest Reserve Act 1989 Logging ban in natural forests 1992 Forest Plantation Act 1992 Enhancement and Conservation of National Environmental Quality Act 1992 Wild Animals Reservation and Protection Act (WARPA), which forbids or restricts the hunting, breeding, possession, and trade of fifteen reserved animal species and two classes of protected species



Until the acts of 1989 - 1992, conservation policies were difficult to enforce, and often took a back seat to economic development.[23] These acts represented a major shift in Thai policy, and are part of the government's cooperation with the Convention on International Trade in Endangered Species of Wild Fauna and Flora (CITES), an international wildlife protection agreement.



The government now requires that at least 15% of its land area be protected as forest, and 22% is currently protected as wildlife sanctuaries or national parks. To enforce CITES, the government also maintains border checkpoints to prevent animal smuggling, and works to educate the public about wildlife preservation. Thailand's Buddhist culture, with its emphasis on respect for all life, has become a key component of the country's conservation efforts.[17] 



Actions Taken



Ministry of Natural Resources and Environment (MNRE) arranged activities for the World Environment Day in order to educate and stimulate people to realize the importance and value of biodiversity on world ecosystem and economy.[24]



Currently, there are MOI agencies that will tackle these environmental issues.; including the Department of Industrial Works who will watch on the levels of pollutions in Thailand and assess the need for licensing. The Office of Industrial Environment Management is responsible for the treatment of hazardous. There is a hazardous waste treatment facility in Bangkok and a landfill in Ratchaburi.[25] 

�OUR HUMAN ENVIRONMENT



In: John Stott.  Issues Facing Christians Today. (Marshall Pickering, London. 1990.) p 113-129



It is environmental rather than nuclear destruction which has become for many the greatest threat to the human race.

Environmental studies are a comparatively recent development. Only in 1970 did the British Government create a Department of the Environment with a Secretary of State in charge of it, whose responsibilities also included housing, transport and local government. Words like "ecology" "habitat", "conservation" and "pollution" have not long been part of our everyday vocabulary. But one of the most notable features of the 1980s has been the rapid, almost worldwide growth of the "green movement". Public awareness of the critical dangers we face has increased, in particular, on account of a series of four disasters -- (1) the leak of poisonous gases from a chemical plant at Bhopal (1984), which killed more than 2,000 Indians and blinded or injured over 200,000 more, (2) the catastrophic accident at the nuclear power plant at Chernobyl (1986), which released a huge radioactive cloud over Europe, whose full lethal effects will not be known for years, (3) the release of 30 tons of agricultural chemicals by firemen fighting a blaze at the Sandoz factory in Switzerland (1986), which seriously polluted the Rhine and killed millions of fish, and (4) the grounding of the tanker Exxon Valdez in Prince William Sound (1989), which caused the spillage of ten million gallons of crude oil and the consequent devastation of Alaskan coastline and wildlife.

"Green ideas", writes Jonathon Porritt, Director of Friends of the Earth, "have moved decisively from the fringes of society . . . into the mainstream", so that now "there is really no area of social or political concern", at least in Britain, "that hasn't been touched in one way or another by the coming of the Greens") He goes on to document a broad spectrum of green concerns, and divides green campaigners into two main categories. On the one hand, there are the "light Greens", respectable, old-fashioned environmentalists who believe in the gradual reform of government policies and industrial practices. On the other hand, the "dark Greens" are radical visionaries who challenge "the prevailing economic and political world order". They are demanding "a wholly new ethic in which violent, plundering humankind abandons its destructive ways, recognizes its dependence on Planet Earth, and starts living on a more equal footing with the rest of nature".2 I cannot myself see that light and dark Greens are mutually exclusive groups.

It is remarkable how quickly the dedicated, campaigning minority have succeeded in alerting the general public to green concerns. Nearly everybody nowadays seems to be apprehensive about the destruction of the Amazonian rain forest, the depletion of the ozone layer, the greenhouse effect and the slaughter of whales, elephants and seals. Previously indifferent politicians have become obliged to add green issues to their agendas. Corporations have departments specializing in the ecological aspects of their businesses. Car owners have converted to lead-free petrol. And householders are becoming "green consumers", proscribing aerosol sprays containing CFCs, in favour of environmentally friendly products, eating "natural" or "organic" foods, and encouraging the recycling of paper, glass and metals.3

There are four main reasons for this widespread environmental concern, which need to be seen in relation to one another.

REASONS FOR CONCERN

First, population growth. It has been known for centuries that world population is growing. Only since World War II, however, has the accelerating growth rate been clearly perceived and the disastrous aftermath of the unchecked population explosion been predicted. It is said that in the year AD 1800 there were about 1,000 million people on earth. By AD 1900 this had doubled to 2,000 million, and by 1974 doubled again to 4,000 million. In 1987 the total reached 5,000 million, and the expectation is that by AD 2000 the world population figure will have passed 6,000 million. Since in the 1980s, with 4,000 million people, one-fifth of them (800 million) were destitute, it is being anxiously asked how more than 6,000 million people can possibly be fed twenty years later?

The second cause for concern is resource depletion. It was the so- called "Club of Rome" which in 1972 drew the world's attention to the finite nature of the earth's resources. Until then western leaders had confidently been predicting an annual growth rate of 4%. Now continuous growth and finite resources were seen to be incompatible. And that was still a year before the first oil price shock. It was E. F. Schumacher who in 1973 popularized the unpalatable truth in his famous book Small is Beautiful, subtitled "a study of economics as if people mattered". He wrote of "the failure to distinguish between income and capital where this distinction matters most . . . namely the irreplaceable capital which man has not made, but simply found". His first example of this "natural capital" was fossil fuels: "Fossil fuels are not made by men; they cannot be recycled. Once they are gone they are gone for ever." His other example was "living nature" (the plankton of the oceans, the green surface of the earth, clean air, etc.), much of which was being destroyed by pollution. "If we squander our fossil fuels, we threaten civilization," he wrote, "but if we squander the capital represented by living nature around us, we threaten life itself." The folly of "the modern industrial system," he continued, was that it "consumes the very basis on which it has been erected. To use the language of the economist, it lives on irreplaceable capital, which it cheerfully treats as income. "4

The third related problem is runaway technology. The modern technological revolution, which Alvin Toffler has called "The Third Wave" (the agricultural and industrial revolutions being the first two), may well have arrived in time to rescue us from our human predicament. But modern technology, apart from the silicon chip and the micro-processor development to which it has led, is extremely greedy for fuel and in fact created the recent energy crisis. It also sometimes seems like a monster which, if it gets out of control, will destroy its creator. For we are learning how delicate is the balance of nature, and how easily it can be upset.

My understanding is that these first three factors, together with questions of food supply, capital investment and pollution, and the complexity of their interactions, led to the controversial forecasting of the early 1970s.Two books - World Dynamics by Jay W. Forrester (1971) and The Limits to Growth by Dennis Meadows and others (1972) - both emanating from the Massachusetts Institute of Technology, the second sponsored by "The Club of Rome", and both using computers, presented in their different ways a very pessimistic - almost alarming - model of the future world, and demanded "zero growth" as the only solution.

In 1973, however, an interdisciplinary team at the Science Policy Research Unit of Sussex University, headed by Dr Christopher Freeman, subjected these two models to searching criticism. The results were published in the February 1973 "special issue" of the journal Futures, entitled "The Limits to Growth Controversy".5 These scholars shared with the MIT researchers the same urgent concern about the world's future, but were critical of their conclusions, believing them to be based on highly debatable assumptions. The MIT case rested (1) on plausible guesses about the future world, rather than on precise facts of the real world (which are not available); (2) on ideological values, which influenced their selection and interpretation of "relevant" and their omission of "irrelevant" data (according to the Sussex Team, limits to growth are likely to be determined more by political and social than by physical considerations); and (3) on an under-estimate of the possibilities of continuous technical progress. A forecast made in 1970 would not have been able to take oil or nuclear energy into account; similarly, contemporary forecasts cannot predict with any degree of accuracy the future development of solar energy or nuclear fusion.

This academic controversy notwithstanding, the Global 2000 Report to the President was commissioned by President Carter in 1977 and presented to (some say "disregarded by") President Reagan in 1980. Subtitled "entering the twenty-first century", and depending on computer-based statistical projections (on the assumption that existing trends would continue), it claimed to be not speculative but authoritative. It listed the main problems with candour and courage: a world population of over 6,000 million, five-sixths of whom will live in the developing South; enormous deforestation, with a consequent increase of deserts and decrease of fresh water; the extinction of half a million species of animals and plants; and inconceivable urbanization, with Mexico City becoming a gargantuan megalopolis of 30 million inhabitants. Yet the negative mood of this report was criticized in The Resourceful Earth: A Response to Global 2000,6 which Julian L. Simon and Herman Kahn edited. Certainly Christians cannot acquiesce in unrelieved pessimism. Fatalism may be appropriate in adherents of ethnic religions; it is inappropriate in those who believe that God created the earth, told human beings to fill it, and promised to make it fruitful.

The fourth problem, which has become very prominent during the eighties, is that of the damaged atmosphere. On the one hand, poisonous chemicals are depleting the protective ozone layer and thereby exposing us to ultra-violet radiation, which causes skin cancers and upsets our immune system. The worst villains are chlorofluorocarbons (CFCs), which are used in aerosol propellants, air conditioners, refrigerators and fast-food containers. On the other hand, the pollution of the atmosphere with CFCs, methane, nitrous oxide and especially carbon dioxide (nearly 50% of the total pollution), traps solar heat, preventing its escape. This may warm the earth during the next century by the same percentage (3-5%) which previously took eighteen millennia. The predicted results of this overheating of the earth (or "greenhouse effect") will be the melting of the polar ice caps, the flooding of low-lying countries like Holland and Bangladesh, the serious dislocation of the port, fresh water, irrigation, drainage and canal systems of others, increased evaporation and therefore desertification, vast northward population migrations as people try to find a cooler climate in which to live and new arable land to cultivate, and the upsetting of chemical balances in human, animal and vegetable life.?

So serious are these dangers perceived to be that several international conferences were devoted to their study in 1987-1989. These called for the non-production of CFCs by the end of the century, a radical reduction in the burning of fossil fuels (which is responsible for most of the carbon dioxide emission), greater fuel efficiency in the powering of cars and in the lighting, heating and cooling of buildings, and a worldwide policy of reafforestation for the absorption of carbon dioxide.

These four causes for concern — population growth, resource depletion, runaway technology and atmospheric damage — are integrally related to one another and together constitute a single "interlocking global crisis". This is an expression used in Our Common Future (1987), the official report of the UN World Commission on Environment and Development, chaired by Mrs Gro Harlem Brundtland, at the time prime minister of Norway. The central notion of the report is that the various environmental, development and energy problems which plague the world are all aspects of the same crisis, whose solution lies in "sustainable development". This had been advocated by Barbara Ward twenty years previously, and is defined in Our Common Future as development which "meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs".8

Have Christians anything to contribute to this anxious debate?

The Biblical Perspective

The biblical approach to the environmental issue is to ask this basic question: to whom does the earth belong? It is deceptively elementary. For how shall we reply? The first answer is straightforward. It is given in Psalm 24:1: "The earth is the Lord's, and everything in it." God is its Creator, and so by right of creation is also its owner. But this is only a partial answer. Here is Psalm 115:16: "The highest heavens belong to the Lord; but the earth he has given to man." So then, the balanced biblical answer to our question is that the earth belongs to both God and man — to God because he made it, to us because he has given it to us. Not, of course, that he has handed it over to us so completely as to retain neither rights nor control over it, but that he has given it to us to rule on his behalf. Our possession of the earth is leasehold, therefore, not freehold. We are only tenants; God himself remains (in the most literal sense) the "landlord", the Lord of all the land.

This double truth (that the earth is both his and ours) is spelled out more fully in Genesis 1 and 2. In several verses of Genesis 1 the word "earth" occurs:

Verse 10: "God called the dry ground 'earth'."

Verses 11, 12: "Then God said, 'Let the earth produce vege�tation'. . . . And it was so. The earth produced vegetation."

Verse 24: "And God said, 'Let the earth produce living

creatures'. . . . And it was so."

Verse 26:	"Then God said, 'Let us make man in our image

. . . and let them rule . . . over all the earth.' " 

Verse 28:	"God blessed them and said to them, ' . . . fill the earth and subdue it.' "



We may legitimately make three affirmations from this biblical material.



First, God has given us dominion over the earth. We note the two divine resolves of verse 26, "Let us make man in our image" and "let them have dominion over the earth". We note also the two divine actions in which his resolves were expressed: "So God created man in his own image" and "God . . . said to them, `. . . fill the earth and subdue it' " (verses 27-28). Thus from the beginning human beings have been endowed with a double uniqueness: we bear the image of God (consisting of rational, moral, social and spiritual qualities which make it possible for us to know God) and we wield dominion over the earth and its creatures.

Indeed, our unique dominion over the earth is due to our unique relation with God. God arranged an order, even a hierarchy, of creation. He set human beings midway between himself as Creator and the rest of the creation, animate and inanimate. In some ways we are one with the rest of nature, being a part of it and having the status of creatures. In other ways we are distinct from nature, having been created in God's image and given dominion. Biologically, we are like the animals. For example, we breathe like them ("a living being", Genesis 1:21, 24 and 2:7), eat like them (1:29-30) and reproduce like them ("be fruitful and increase", 1:22, 28). But we also enjoy a higher level of experience, in which we are unlike the animals and like God: we are able to think, choose, create, love, pray, and exercise dominion. This is our intermediate position between God and nature, between the Creator and the rest of his creation. We combine dependence on God with dominion over the earth. Gerhard von Rad comments: "Just as powerful earthly kings, to indicate their claim to dominion, erect an image of themselves in the provinces of their empire, where they do not generally appear, so man is placed upon earth in God's image as God's sovereign emblem. "9

Generally speaking, human beings have obeyed God's command to fill the earth and subdue it. At first progress was slow, as they graduated from food-gathering to farming. They learned to cultivate the soil, to protect cultivated areas from marauding animals, and to use the earth's produce to feed, clothe and house themselves and their families. Next they learned to domesticate animals, and to harness them to their service, in order to make their labour lighter and to bring them pleasure as well. Then they learned the secrets of power which God had locked up inside the created world — the power of fire and water, later that of steam, coal, gas and oil, and now that of uranium, the atom and the mighty silicon chip.

In all this, in human research, discovery and invention, in biology, chemistry, physics and other spheres, and in all the triumphs of technology, human beings have been obeying God and exercising their God-given dominion. There is no question (at least in principle) of their having behaved like Prometheus, who stole fire from the gods. In their progressive control of the earth, they have not been invading God's private sphere and wresting power from him, still less imagining that they have stopped up the gaps in which God used to lurk, so that they can now dispense with him. It is foolish to draw these deductions. Human beings may not have known it, or humbly acknowledged it, but in all their research and resourcefulness, far from usurping God's prerogatives or power, they have been exercising the dominion God gave them. Developing tools and technology, farming the land, digging for minerals, extracting fuels, damming rivers for hydro-electric power, harnessing atomic energy — all are fulfilments of God's primeval command. God has provided in the earth all the resources of food, water, clothing, shelter, energy and warmth which we need, and he has given us dominion over the earth in which these resources have been stored.



Secondly, our dominion is a co-operative dominion. In exercising our God-given dominion, we are not creating the processes of nature, but co-operating with them. It is clear from Genesis 1 that the earth was made fruitful before man was told to fill and subdue it. It is true that we can make the earth more fruitful. We can clear, plough, irrigate and enrich the soil. We can put plants under glass to catch more of the sun. We can manage the soil by rotating our crops. We can improve our stock by selective breeding. We can produce hybrid grains with a fantastic yield. We can mechanize our reaping and threshing by using huge combine harvesters. But in all these activities we are merely co-operating with the laws of fruitfulness which God has already established. Moreover, the "painful toil" which we experience in agriculture, because of God's "curse" upon the ground (Genesis 3:17), only modifies and does not override our continuing care of the soil under God's "blessing" (Psalm 65:9ff).

True again, we are controlling and even accelerating things artificially. But it is an artificial control of essentially natural processes. It is humans co-operating with God. It is a recognition that what God gives is "nature"; whereas what we do with it is "culture" or "cultivation".

True, God has humbled himself to need our co-operation (that is, he needs us to subdue the earth and till the soil). But we must also humble ourselves to acknowledge that our dominion over nature would be entirely fruitless if God had not made the earth fruitful, and if he did not continue to "give the increase".

This combination of nature and culture, of human helplessness and human prowess, of resources and labour, of faith and work, throws light on the recent fashion of declaring that "man has now come of age" and that (in our newly acquired adulthood) we can dispense with God. The truth is that humankind has come of age technologically. We have developed extraordinary expertise in taming, controlling and using nature. In this respect we are lords, as God meant and told us to be. But we are also children in our ultimate dependence on the fatherly providence of God, who gives us sunshine, rain and fruitful seasons. E. F. Schumacher quotes Tom Dale and Vernon Gill Carter in this respect: "Man, whether civilized or savage, is a child of nature — he is not the master of nature. He must conform his actions to certain natural laws if he is to maintain his dominance over his environment. "10

Thirdly, our dominion is a delegated, and therefore a responsible dominion. That is, the dominion we exercise over the earth does not belong to us by right, but only by favour. The earth "belongs" to us not because we made or own it, but because its Maker has entrusted its care to us.

This has important consequences. If we think of the earth as a kingdom, then we are not kings ruling our own territory, but viceroys ruling it on the King's behalf, since the king has not abdicated his throne. Or if we think of the earth as a country estate, then we are not the landowners, but the bailiffs who manage and farm it on the owner's behalf. God makes us, in the most literal sense, "caretakers" of his property.

God's continuing ownership and caring supervision of the earth (indeed of the universe) is asserted many times in Scripture. We have already considered the assertion of Psalm 24:1 that "the earth is the Lord's". This includes all living things which inhabit the earth: "every animal of the forest is mine, and the cattle on a thousand hills. I know every bird in the mountains, and the creatures of the field are mine" (Psalm 50:10-11). In the Sermon on the Mount Jesus extended the divine dominion further — from the largest to the smallest of creatures. On the one hand, God makes "his sun" to rise (it belongs to him), and on the other he feeds the birds, and he clothes the lilies and the grass of the field (Matthew 5:45; 6:26, 28, 30). He thus sustains the whole of his creation; in committing it to us, he has not renounced responsibility for it.

This must be the reason why even Canaan, "the land of Israel", did not belong to Israel. True, it was "the promised land" because God had promised to give it to Abraham's descendants, and did in fact do so. Yet individuals owned land only as representatives of their tribe. No one was allowed to transfer land outside the tribe (Numbers 36:5ff), nor to sell it to anyone in perpetuity. Every 50 years, in the Year of Jubilee, all land was to revert to its original owner. God was teaching that the land was still his, and that no human being had freehold rights. True, property rights were acknowledged, so that not only theft but also covetousness were forbidden in the law. Nevertheless, the proprietors were to remember two fundamental truths. First, they were only temporary residents: "The land must not be sold permanently, because the land is mine and you are but aliens and my tenants" (Leviticus 25:23).

Secondly, they must not keep all the produce of the land for themselves but provide for their needy neighbour out of it. As Professor Martin Hengel has put it, "the right to property was in principle subordinated to the obligation to care for the weaker members of society It is interesting that Pope John Paul II has recently summed up the Christian tradition on this matter in similar terms. In his Encyclical on "Human Work" (1981) he distanced himself from both Marxist "collectivism" and liberal "capitalism". In the latter case, he explained, the question is how "the right to ownership or property is understood". He continued: "Christian tradition has never upheld this right as absolute and untouchable. On the contrary, it has always understood this right within the broader context of the right common to all to use the goods of the whole creation: the right to private property is subordinated to the right to common use, to the fact that goods are meant for everyone."12

If therefore our dominion over the earth has been delegated to us by God, with a view to our co-operating with him and sharing its produce with others, then we are accountable to him for our stewardship. We have no liberty to do what we like with our natural environment; it is not ours to treat as we please. "Dominion" is not a synonym for "domination", let alone "destruction". Since we hold it in trust, we have to manage it responsibly and productively for the sake of both our own and subsequent generations.

The Conservation Debate

Trusteeship includes conservation. The greatest threat to humankind may prove in the end to be not a war-time but a peace-time peril, namely the spoliation of earth's natural resources by human folly or greed. All life on earth is dependent on the biosphere, the narrow layer of water, soil and air in which we live. Yet our record in conserving it, especially in this century, is not good.

Vast areas of America, Africa and Asia, which were once fertile agricultural land, are now through misuse irrevocable deserts or dustbowls. Worldwide, deserts have increased by 150% during the past 100 years, so that almost 50% of the earth's land surface is now desert or semi-desert. The resources of coal might last another 2,000 years, but natural gas and oil may not last long into the twenty-first century. The disposal of radioactive nuclear and other toxic waste is causing grave public disquiet. In the 1960s Lake Erie (which in the 1950s had yielded seven million pounds of Blue Pike every year) became so polluted by industrial and domestic poisons that every living creature in it died; its recovery is only now gathering momentum. Many rivers have suffered the same fate as many lakes. "The most notorious of polluted rivers," writes Dr Ron Elsdon, "is the Rhine," for "the daily chemical discharge by German industry into the river in 1973 (especially chloride, sulphate, calcium, magnesium and nitrate) totalled nearly 62,000 tons. 13 Then there are the oceans and the atmosphere. The effect of pesticides on algae and plankton, on which we depend for oxygen, is incalculable. In the United States alone about 142 million tons of smoke and noxious fumes are dumped into the atmosphere annually. Every ten minutes a four-engine jet aircraft emits two and two-third tons of carbon dioxide. As for the squandering of wood pulp for paper manufacture, a single Sunday edition of the New York Times consumes 150 acres of forest land." Indeed, around 100 acres of forest are being destroyed in the world every minute, and Professor Rowland Moss quotes the suggestion that "if every human being bought a daily newspaper, all the earth's forests would be destroyed within 30 years"I5 Some of this destruction of the environment undoubtedly happens as a result of human ignorance (e.g. the early dustbowls). Nevertheless, the Church of England's Board for Social Responsibility were not exaggerating when they said that "despoiling the earth is a blasphemy, and not just an error of judgement, a mistake". 16 It is a sin against God as well as humankind.

At the same time, not all Christians have accepted the responsibility which Scripture lays upon us; some have even used the Genesis story to excuse their irresponsibility. Gavin Maxwell, author of books on otters, especially Ring of Bright Water, once wrote how he lost two lovely otter cubs he had brought back from Nigeria: "A Minister of the Church of Scotland, walking along the foreshore with a shotgun, found them at play by the tide's edge and shot them. One was killed outright, the other died of her wounds in the water. The minister expressed regret, but reminded a journalist that 'the Lord gave man control over the beasts of the field.' "17 As Professor C. F. D. Moule rightly comments, "a crime against sense and sensibility cannot be defended by the appeal to mere texts".18

What about these Genesis texts, however? Are we sure that we have interpreted them correctly? Or are the critics of Christianity right in saying that these verses are to blame for contemporary ecological irresponsibility? For example, the American historian Lynn White, of the University of California, Berkeley, has written: "Christianity . . . not only established a dualism of man and nature, but also insisted that it is God's will that man exploit nature for his proper ends. . . . Christianity bears a huge burden of guilt." More outspoken still is Ian L. McHarg. He is a Scot, who spent his childhood between the ugliness of Glasgow and the beauty of the Firth of Clyde and the Western Highlands and Islands. He became a town planner, an ecologist and the founder and chairman of the Department of Landscape Architecture and Regional Planning at the University of Pennsylvania. In 1969 he wrote that the Genesis story, "in its insistence upon dominion and subjugation of nature, encourages the most exploitative and destructive instincts in man rather than those that are deferential and creative. Indeed, if one seeks license for those who would increase radioactivity, create canals and harbours with atomic bombs, employ poisons without constraint, or give consent to the bulldozer mentality, there could be no better injunction than this text" (i.e. Genesis 1:26, 28). "When this is understood," he continues, "the conquest, the depredations and the despoliation are comprehensible."2ฐ For God's affirmation about man's dominion was "also a declaration of war on nature". And he concludes with these words: "dominion and subjugation must be expunged as the biblical injunction of man's relation to nature. "21

In his Dunning Trust lectures in 1972-3 Ian McHarg further extended his assault. He traced western man's attitude to the natural world to "three horrifying lines" in Genesis 1 about the dominion which God gave to man. "Dominion is a non-negotiating relationship", he said. "If you want to find one text of compounded horror which will guarantee that the relationship of man to nature can only be destruction, which will atrophy any creative skill .. . which will explain all of the destruction and all of the despoliation accomplished by western man for at least these 2,000 years, then you do not have to look any further than this ghastly, calamitous text."22

Ian McHarg uses very intemperate language to state his case. Some misguided people (for example, Gavin Maxwell's minister) may have tried to defend their irresponsible use of Genesis 1. But it is absurd to call this text "horrifying", "ghastly" and "calamitous", and then attribute to it two millennia of western man's exploitation of the environment.

A much more temperate judgment is supplied by Keith Thomas, the Oxford University social historian. In his Man and the Natural World, he provides meticulously thorough documentation for changing attitudes towards nature in England between 1500 and 1800.23 His theme is that at the beginning of this period, "human ascendancy" was taken for granted. People accepted "the long-established view . . . that the world had been created for man's sake and that other species were meant to be subordinate to his wishes and needs".24 Gradually, however, this "breathtakingly anthropocentric" interpretation of the early chapters of Genesis was discarded.25 It is true that some Christians did use the grant of "dominion.' over the creatures as a mandate even for such cruel sports as bear-baiting and cock-fighting. 26 But Dr Thomas also writes that Genesis 1 cannot be blamed for ecological problems, since (a) they exist in "parts of the world where the Judaeo-Christian tradition has had no influence", (b) Genesis also contains "a distinctive doctrine of human stewardship and responsibility for God's creatures", and (c) other parts of the Old Testament clearly inculcate care for the animal creation.27 In fact he concedes that "the modern idea of the balance of nature . . . had a theological basis before it gained a scientific one. It was belief in the perfection of God's design which preceded and underpinned the concept of the ecological chain, any link of which it would be dangerous to move."28 So let us look at the Genesis text again.

It is true that the two Hebrew words used in Genesis 1:26 and 28 are forceful. The verb translated "have dominion" means to "tread" or "trample" on, so that the paraphrase in Psalm 8 is "you have put all things under his feet". It is often used in the Old Testament of the rule of kings. The other verb, "subdue", was used of subduing enemies in warfare and of bringing people into subjection or bondage as slaves. So man was commanded to rule the creatures of sea, sky and earth (verse 26) and to enslave the earth, bringing it into subjection (verse 28). Ian McHarg is right, then? No, he is not. It is an elementary principle of biblical interpretation that one must not establish the meaning of words by their etymology alone, but also and especially by the way they are used in their context. What I have written earlier about this biblical instruction is germane to the interpretation of these texts. We have seen that the dominion God has given us is delegated, responsible and co-operative; that it is intended to express the same sustaining care of the environment as its Creator's; and that, far from exploiting the earth and its creatures, we are to use them in such a way as to be accountable to God and to serve others. We have no liberty (as Ian McHarg did in one of his lectures) to set Genesis 1 and 2 in opposition to each other as if Genesis 2 taught "cultivation" and Genesis 1 "destruction". On the contrary, the two passages interpret each other. The dominion God has given humankind is a conscientious and caring stewardship which involves the husbanding of the earth's resources. It would be ludicrous to suppose that God first created the earth and then handed it over to us to be destroyed.

Contemporary Awareness

Certainly our generation is beginning to take environmental responsibility seriously. Scientists are emphasizing the delicate balance of nature. God has established in nature almost unbelievable powers of recuperation and regeneration, and in particular a cycle for the renewal of energy (from sun to plants to animals to bacteria to earth, and back to plants again). It is an example of what Barbara Ward called "the most majestic unity" of our planet. It is due to natural laws which produce a "a dynamic equilibrium of biological forces held in position by checks and balances of a most delicate sort".29 "They are so intricate," commented Dr John Klotz, the American conservationist, "that they could not have developed by chance. "3ฐ But if we despoil the green surface of the earth, or destroy the plankton of the oceans, we will quickly reach the point of no return in the recycling process. Our immense modern scientific knowledge teaches us "one thing above all", wrote Barbara Ward, namely the "need for extreme caution, a sense of the appalling vastness and complexity of the forces that can be unleashed, and of the eggshell delicacy of the agents that can be upset. "

Of course there is room for much more innovation. Only 1% of the land area of the earth is under cultivation. If only a cheaper and more efficient way to desalinate salt water could be invented, the world's deserts could be irrigated and made to blossom like the rose. The sea, which covers two-thirds of the planet's surface, has vast riches in terms of fish protein (not to mention oil, gas and mineral deposits). Yet we have still not learned to farm the oceans; we are still at the stage of primitive hunters, and are guilty of over-fishing too. Enormous sums of money have been invested in the space programme; I am not myself convinced, however, that we have a clear mandate to land people on the moon, let alone the other planets of our solar system, before we have completed our God-given task of filling and subduing the earth.

Even more important than the conservation of the earth is the protection of its atmosphere. The ozone layer depletion and the greenhouse effect are now at the top of the world's environmental agenda. International leaders are calling for "a new global ethic" which will promote development without damaging nature. The widespread adoption of the Montreal Protocol on reducing CFC emissions, which came into effect at the beginning of 1989, was an encouraging first step. But now many governments are calling for its renegotiation, with faster, wider and more stringent controls, so that a 50% cut in CFCs is achieved during the early 1990s and a complete elimination by the end of the century. Similar controls, even if harder to impose, will be essential for carbon dioxide and methane.

Have Christians a distinctive contribution to make to the ecological debate? Yes, we believe both that God created the earth, entrusting its care to us, and that he will one day recreate it, when he makes "the new heaven and the new earth". For "the whole creation has been groaning as in the pains of childbirth right up to the present time". Its groans are due to its "bondage to decay" and its consequent "frustration". In the end, however, it will come to share in "the glorious freedom of the children of God". That is, its bondage will give place to freedom, its decay to glory, and its pain to the joy of a new world being born (Romans 8:19-22). These two doctrines, regarding the beginning and the end of history, the Creation and the Consummation, have a profound effect on our perspective. They give us an appropriate respect for the earth, indeed for the whole material creation, since God both made it and will remake it.

In consequence, we learn to think and act ecologically. We repent of extravagance, pollution and wanton destruction. ..

"What is sought from Christians is the motivation for selfless service, which once distinguished the Christian heritage. We should be pioneers in the care of mankind. . . . We should show whence the power and perspective for such a contribution come. We are charged to give an example." We have to "reawaken the heart of the gospel ethic".

At the root of the ecological crisis is human greed, what has been called "economic gain by environmental loss". Often it is a question of competing commercial interests (though some multi-national corporations now have an environmental department). It is only logical that the consumer should pay the cost of production without pollution, whether in increased prices or (through a government subsidy to the manufacturer) in increased taxes. Christians should not grudge this, if it is the cost of responsible, ecological stewardship.

Also, even while the controversy continues over limits to growth, Christians have to bear witness to the self-evident fact that the earth's resources are not infinite. Fifteen years ago Dr John Klotz wrote that "science cannot find a way of spreading the standard of living of modern western man all over the globe."35 Perhaps the silicon chip brings this prospect nearer. But while the vast disparity between wealth and poverty remains, Christians are bound to have an uneasy conscience. We should strenuously avoid all wastefulness, not only out of solidarity with the poor but also out of respect for the living environment.





         �วิธีการอนุรักษ์ทรัพยากรธรรมชาติและสิ่งแวดล้อม

DR SANTAT

1) การใช้อย่างประหยัด (reduce)   คือ  การใช้เท่าที่มีความจำเป็น เพื่อให้มีทรัพยากรไว้ใช้ได้นานและเกิดประโยชน์อย่างคุ้มค่ามากที่สุด       

2) การนำกลับมาใช้ซ้ำอีก (reuse)  สิ่งของบางอย่างเมื่อมีการใช้แล้วครั้งหนึ่ง  สามารถที่จะนำมาใช้ซ้ำได้อีก เช่น ถุงพลาสติก  กระดาษ  เป็นต้น หรือสามารถที่จะนำมาใช้�ได้ใหม่โดยผ่านกระบวนการต่างๆ  เช่น การนำกระดาษที่ใช้แล้วไปผ่านกระบวนการต่างๆ  เพื่อทำเป็นกระดาษแข็ง �เป็นต้น ซึ่งเป็นการลดปริมาณการใช้ทรัพยากรและการทำลายสิ่งแวดล้อมได้    มีอีกคำคือ recycle: ใช้หมุนเวียน

3) การบูรณซ่อมแซม (repair) สิ่งของบางอย่างเมื่อใช้เป็นเวลานานอาจเกิดการชำรุดได้ เพราะฉะนั้น  ถ้ามีการบูรณะซ่อมแซม ทำให้สามารถยืดอายุการใช้งานต่อไปได้อีก

4) การบำบัด (treatment) และการฟื้นฟู (restore or rehabilitate) เป็นวิธีการที่จะช่วยลดความเสื่อมโทรมของทรัพยากร

		-  การบำบัดก่อน เช่น การบำบัดน้ำเสียจากบ้านเรือน  หรือโรงงานอุตสาหกรรม เป็นต้น ก่อนที่จะปล่อยลงสู่แหล่งน้ำสาธารณะ 

		-  การฟื้นฟูเป็นการรื้อฟื้นธรรมชาติให้กลับสู่สภาพเดิม เช่น การปลูกป่าชายเลน เพื่อฟื้นฟูความสมดุลของป่าชายเลนให้กลับมาอุดมสมบูรณ์  เป็นต้น

5) การใช้สิ่งอื่นทดแทน (replace) เป็นวิธีการที่จะช่วยให้มีการใช้ทรัพยากรธรรมชาติน้อยลง  และไม่ทำลายสิ่งแวดล้อม เช่น การใช้ถุงผ้าแทนถุงพลาสติก การใช้ใบตองแทนโฟม การใช้พลังงานแสงแดดแทนแร่เชื้อเพลิง การใช้ปุ๋ยชีวภาพแทนปุ๋ยเคมี เป็นต้น

6) การเฝ้าระวังดูแลและป้องกัน (prevention) เป็นวิธีการที่จะไม่ให้ทรัพยากรธรรมชาติและสิ่งแวดล้อมถูกทำลาย เช่น การเฝ้าระวังการทิ้งขยะ สิ่งปฏิกูลลงแม่น้ำ คูคลอง การจัดทำแนวป้องกันไฟป่า เป็นต้น







�PLAGIARISM



WIKIPEDIA:

Plagiarism is defined in dictionaries as the "wrongful appropriation," "close imitation," or "purloining and publication" of another author's "language, thoughts, ideas, or expressions," and the representation of them as one's own original work, but the notion remains problematic with nebulous boundaries. The modern concept of plagiarism as immoral and originality as an ideal emerged in Europe only in the 18th century, particularly with the Romantic movement, while in the previous centuries authors and artists were encouraged to "copy the masters as closely as possible" and avoid "unnecessary invention."



The 18th century new morals have been institutionalized and enforced prominently in the sectors of academia and journalism, where plagiarism is now considered academic dishonesty and a breach of journalistic ethics, subject to sanctions like expulsion and other severe career damage. Not so in the arts, which not only have resisted in their long-established tradition of copying as a fundamental practice of the creative process, but with the boom of the modernist and postmodern movements in the 20th century, this practice has been heightened as the central and representative artistic device. Plagiarism remains tolerated by 21st century artists.



Plagiarism is not a crime per se but is disapproved more on the grounds of moral offence, and cases of plagiarism can involve liability for copyright infringement.



Legal aspects



Though plagiarism in some contexts is considered theft or stealing, it does not exist in a legal sense. "Plagiarism" is not mentioned in any current statute, either criminal or civil. Some cases may be treated as unfair competition or a violation of the doctrine of moral rights. The increased availability of intellectual property due to a rise in technology has furthered the debate as to whether copyright offences are criminal.[citation needed] In short, people are asked to use the guideline, "...if you did not write it yourself, you must give credit."



Plagiarism is not the same as copyright infringement. While both terms may apply to a particular act, they are different concepts. Copyright infringement is a violation of the rights of a copyright holder, when material restricted by copyright is used without consent. On the other hand, the moral concept of plagiarism is concerned with the unearned increment to the plagiarizing author's reputation that is achieved through false claims of authorship. Plagiarism is not illegal towards to author, but towards the reader, patron or teacher. Even when copyright has expired, false claims of authorship may still constitute plagiarism.



In academia and journalism



Within academia, plagiarism by students, professors, or researchers is considered academic dishonesty or academic fraud, and offenders are subject to academic censure, up to and including expulsion. In journalism, plagiarism is considered a breach of journalistic ethics, and reporters caught plagiarizing typically face disciplinary measures ranging from suspension to termination of employment.







�COPYRIGHT INFRINGEMENT







THAILAND REMAINS ON 'DIRTY DOZEN' LIST



1 May 2013 at 21.21  BANGKOK POST



Thailand has been put at the top of the list of the world's worst violators of intellectual property for another year.



Music, movies and counterfeit goods are still on sale in blatant quantities, so Thailand will stay on the Special 301 Report of the world's worst pirates of intellectual property, as compiled by the US Trade Representative.



The annual Special 301 Report by the US Trade Representative places Thailand on the ``priority watch list'' with nine other countries for the seventh consecutive year.



"Ten countries - Algeria, Argentina, Chile, China, India, Indonesia, Pakistan, Russia, Thailand, and Venezuela - are on the Priority Watch List," the report said. The "USTR will seek to engage intensively with these countries, as appropriate, during the coming year."



In theory, presence at the top of the watch list can bring punitive trade retaliation including special duties and sanctions. In practice, this never has happened.



Thai officials were disappointed but not surprised by the decision. Patchima Thanasanti, head of the Department of Intellectual Property, said before the report came out late Wednesday that the US was unhappy with IP protection in Thailand.



"The United States views that the problem has not declined for the past five years and that Thailand has no serious law to protect intellectual property," she was reported as telling Thailand-Business-News.com



She predicted there could be a comprehensive law to protect intellectual property by next year.



The USTR remained concerned, as it was last year, that Thailand has failed to pass laws protecting intellectual property.



"Thailand remains on the Priority Watch List in 2013," it states in the section on Thailand. "The United States is prepared to review that status if Thailand makes significant progress in passing key legislative initiatives.



It calls for more crackdowns on open sales of copyright and counterfeit goods, "and to impose deterrent-level (prison) sentences".



According to the US agency, Thailand should:



- end piracy of cable and satellite signals



- make landlords liable for sales of pirated and counterfeit goods in or on their property



- put a stop to the rapidly growing problem of copyright piracy and trademark counterfeiting on the internet



- stop "camcording", or recording of motion pictures inside cinemas using video cameras or smartphones



- stop the leaking of test results and marketing plans for drugs, pharmaceuticals and chemicals for agricultural use



- hold more discussions with "stakeholders" (i.e. drug companies) on medical patents

__________________________________________





PROBLEM of Body of Knowledge; the source of his work (i.e. came from the education he received etc…) so can it be truly viewed as his/her own property? (so most go into PUBLIC DOMAIN after so many years)



Copyright

Copyright is a legal concept, enacted by most governments, giving the creator of an original work exclusive rights to it, usually for a limited time. Generally, it is "the right to copy", but also gives the copyright holder the right to be credited for the work, to determine who may adapt the work to other forms, who may perform the work, who may financially benefit from it, and other related rights. It is an intellectual property form (like the patent, the trademark, and the trade secret) applicable to any expressible form of an idea or information that is substantive and discrete.



Copyright initially was conceived as a way for government to restrict printing; the contemporary intent of copyright is to promote the creation of new works by giving authors control of and profit from them. Copyrights are said to be territorial, which means that they do not extend beyond the territory of a specific state unless that state is a party to an international agreement. Today, however, this is less relevant since most countries are parties to at least one such agreement. While many aspects of national copyright laws have been standardized through international copyright agreements, copyright laws of most countries have some unique features. Typically, the duration of copyright is the whole life of the creator plus fifty to a hundred years from the creator's death, or a finite period for anonymous or corporate creations. Some jurisdictions have required formalities to establishing copyright, but most recognize copyright in any completed work, without formal registration. Generally, copyright is enforced as a civil matter, though some jurisdictions do apply criminal sanctions.



Most jurisdictions recognize copyright limitations, allowing "fair" exceptions to the creator's exclusivity of copyright, and giving users certain rights. The development of digital media and computer network technologies have prompted reinterpretation of these exceptions, introduced new difficulties in enforcing copyright, and inspired additional challenges to copyright law's philosophic basis. Simultaneously, businesses with great economic dependence upon copyright have advocated the extension and expansion of their copy rights, and sought additional legal and technological enforcement.



Fair use and fair dealing

Copyright does not prohibit all copying or replication. In the United States, the fair use doctrine, codified by the Copyright Act of 1976 as 17 U.S.C. Section 107, permits some copying and distribution without permission of the copyright holder or payment to same. The statute does not clearly define fair use, but instead gives four non-exclusive factors to consider in a fair use analysis. Those factors are:

    the purpose and character of your use

    the nature of the copyrighted work

    what amount and proportion of the whole work was taken, and

    the effect of the use upon the potential market for or value of the copyrighted work.



Accessible copies

It is legal in several countries including the United Kingdom and the United States to produce alternative versions (for example, in large print or braille) of a copyrighted work to provide improved access to a work for blind and visually impaired persons without permission from the copyright holder.





Copyright infringement is the unauthorized use of works under copyright, infringing the copyright holder's "exclusive rights", such as the right to reproduce or perform the copyrighted work, spread the information contained within copyrighted works, or to make derivative works. It often refers to copying "intellectual property" without written permission from the copyright holder, which is typically a publisher or other business representing or assigned by the work's creator.



Enforcement responsibility: The enforcement of copyright is the responsibility of the copyright holder. Article 50 of the Agreement on Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPs) requires that signatory countries enable courts to remedy copyright infringement with injunctions and the destruction of infringing products, and award damages



Trade-Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights (TRIPS) by the WTO, signed by Thailand :  Thailand as a "Developing countries that are not least-developed countries" had to apply the TRIPS Agreement's provisions by 1 January 2000.



Downloading copied music is legal in some countries in the context of the copyright, such as Canada, The Netherlands, Spain, and Panama, provided that the songs are not sold. In Canada it is legal to download any copyrighted file as long as it is for non-commercial use, but it is illegal to distribute the copyrighted files (e.g. by uploading them to a P2P network)



_____________________________________



CHURCH SONGS?



�WEEK 12

DEBT 

(presentation by student)

NORMAL lifestyle - especially in N.E.



Debt is more than an economic issue. It is fundamentally a moral one. Upon examination it becomes clear that the Bible has much to say directly, or indirectly, to the issue of debt. The challenge to those of us who profess to be Christ-followers is whether we will allow biblical instruction in this area to effect the changes needed in our behavior.



In Deuteronomy, Moses reminds the Israelites of what it means to be the people of God. Moses, when speaking about the year for canceling debts, tells the people that the Lord will bless them and they will lend (out of their abundance) to the other nations . . . and will not borrow (Deut. 15:6). Moses is speaking to the reality he anticipates once God's covenant people are living in the land. The idea is that when God's people live in faithfulness to him, there should be no need to borrow. God's provision will not only meet their needs, but supply enough abundance that they can be a blessing to other nations. Part of the truth here is that God would supply more than enough for his people so there would be no need to borrow from surrounding nations and become subject to them. This gets to the very heart of debt. It makes slaves out of the borrower.



This truth is seen quite clearly in the book of Proverbs, God's great storehouse of wisdom. The borrower is slave to the lender (Proverbs 22:7). In this relationship, the writer of Proverbs 22 says that the "rich" rule over the "poor." The point is that until the debt is paid back, the borrower lives with a form of slave/master relationship. This runs contrary to the freedom that Christ came to bring. This represents an economic fact that must be faced by those who are to take the Bible seriously. Most who have faced mounting credit card debt or a house payment they're struggling to pay know the absolute truth of this verse. Even in the closest of relationships, things are different when one is the lender and one is the borrower. 



One of the reasons debt is so serious is because it limits our ability to live out certain biblical imperatives. Throughout Scripture believers are exhorted to give back a portion of their earnings to God as a declaration of trust and an act of worship (Lev. 27:30; Mal. 3:10; Matt. 23:23; 2 Cor. 9:6-7). There are countless Christians in America who limit their giving due to the amount of debt they have. I have personally talked with scores of believers over the past 6-8 years who "wish they could give more" but are hampered because they're so heavily in debt. Debt also limits our ability to be open-handed with those less fortunate. It's not that believers should sell everything they own and give the money away. The issue is that people live with such debt that they often cannot sell significant things and use the money for kingdom purposes when they see needs. One of the ethical implications of debt is that those weighed down by debt simply cannot fulfill the mandates to give like Scripture teaches. 



I've often heard Ephesians 5:18 quoted. "Do not get drunk on wine, which leads to debauchery. Instead, be filled with the Spirit." The universal principle here is that believers are to be controlled by the Spirit of God and nothing else. When people live with debt, it becomes a major driving factor in their thinking and decisions. Instead of being free to go, give, and live as the Spirit would lead, those strapped with debt are consumed with making the payments. Many will take on a second job or work extra hours at the expense of their family, kingdom service, and own spiritual health. Debt often causes people to have their minds attentive to their own dire circumstances instead of the Lord himself. It is hard to love the Lord with all your heart, soul, "mind," and strength when every waking thought is about how much you owe and how you are going to make it. It is virtually impossible to maintain a lifestyle of debt and live a responsive, Spirit-filled life. Debt is a form of bondage, from which we must be set free.



The Bible warns us about debt, calls us to live in ways that are nearly impossible to do with chronic debt, and makes clear that our thoughts and actions should be guided by the Holy Spirit, not how much we owe and how we will meet our obligations. These are real issues that affect the lives people every day. It is a problem in the nation. It is a problem in the church. And it is an acute problem for seminarians in America today.



Accepting debt as a way of life is an unwise and potentially unethical way to live. It has monumental ethical implications for believers. Believers are warned in Scripture about the enslaving power of debt. Christ-followers who embrace a lifestyle of debt are unable to live with the kind of open-handed generosity that is to characterize them. Debt robs us of the peace that Christ offers. Our attitudes and actions are often more directed by the crushing pressure of what we owe, instead of the Spirit of God. The Bible, however, tells us there's another way. Passages like Proverbs 6:6-8 and 22:9 teach the wisdom of saving for the future. What a thought!



Paul said to the church in Philippi that he had learned to be content in all situations (Philippians 4:11-12). Contentment is one of the best cures for the American debt crisis. Contentment empowers us to live with what God has already given us and trust him for what we hope to have or achieve in the future. Paul also said that "godliness with contentment is great gain (1 Tim. 6:6, emphasis mine)." I pray that the church in America, myself included, will begin to embrace contentment and shun debt to the glory of God and the good of our nation.





SEE HANDOUT for week 12

POVERTY & WEALTH

ความยากจนและความมั่งมี



STOTT (ISSUES FACING CHRISTIANS TODAY, MARSHALL PICKERING)

CHAPTER 12: Poverty, Wealth and Simplicity

Three Approaches to Poverty การตอบสนองปัญหาความยากจนสามแนวทาง

How should Christians approach the harsh fact of poverty in the contemporary world?

FIRST, we could approach the problem rationally, อย่างใช้เหตุผล  with cool statistical detachment. Indeed, this is where we must begin. There are over five billion inhabitants of planet earth, one fifth of whom are destitute. The World Bank's 1978 report, while conceding that there had been for 25 years "unprecedented change and progress in the developing world", went on: "Yet, despite this impressive record, some 800 million individuals continue to be trapped in . . . absolute poverty: a condition of life so characterized by malnutrition, illiteracy, disease, squalid surroundings, high infant mortality and low life expectancy as to be beneath any reasonable definition of human decency. "5

The World Bank's 1989 report is equally sobering:

Recent estimates indicate that about 950 million people in the developing world live in conditions of poverty. . . . Developing countries, with the assistance of the international community, have done much over the years to reduce poverty. Significant strides have been made in increasing per capita income levels in many countries, improving health and nutrition with positive effects on reducing infant mortality and increasing longevity, increasing educational levels, and putting productive assets into the hands of the poor. But these efforts have not been enough. Although it is widely estimated that the proportion of the developing world's population living in poverty has declined in recent decades, the absolute numbers of poor people have increased.6

One subject which brings this home to us is that of the provision of clean, safe water. In the West it is piped into our homes and instantly available to us at the turn of a tap. None of us would dream of regarding it as a luxury. We take it for granted. Yet 50% of the Third World population lack it, and 70% of them have no sanitary facilities, so that "15 million children under the age of five die in developing countries every year, mainly because of water-borne diseases".7 That is why the United Nations declared the 1980s the International Drinking Water Supply and Sanitation Decade. The goal was for member states to "assume a commitment to bring about a substantial improvement in the standards and levels of services in drinking water supply and sanitation by the year 1990". By 1983, 59 countries had developed "Decade plans" and another 31 were in the process of doing so. By the same date an additional 340 million people had received a water supply, and 140 million had received sanitation services, although these increases barely kept up with population growth.8

Meanwhile, whereas one-fifth of the world's population lack the basic necessities for survival, rather more than another one-fifth live in affluence and consume about four-fifths of the world's income. In 1988 the "total disbursements" from these wealthy nations to the Third World "amounted to $92 billion" (less than 10% of worldwide spending on armaments), "but this was more than offset by the total debt service of $142 billion, resulting in a net negative transfer of some $50 billion" from the Third World to the developed countries.9 The gross disparity between wealth and poverty constitutes a social injustice with which the Christian conscience cannot come to terms.



SECONDLY, we could approach the phenomenon of poverty emotionally ด้วยอารมร์ความณู้สึก with the hotblooded indignation aroused by the sights, sounds and smells of human need. When I last visited Calcutta airport, the sun had already set. Over the whole city hung a pall of malodorous smoke from the burning of cowdung on a myriad fires. Outside the airport an emaciated woman clutching an emaciated baby stretched out an emaciated hand for baksheesh. A man, whose legs had both been amputated above the knee, dragged himself along the pavement with his hands. I later learned that over a quarter of a million homeless people sleep in the streets at night, and during the day hang their blanket — often their only possession — on some convenient railing. My most poignant experience was to see men and women scavenging in the city garbage dumps like dogs. For extreme poverty is demeaning; it reduces human beings to the level of animals. To be sure, Christians should be provoked by the idolatry of a Hindu city, as Paul was by the idols in Athens, and moved to evangelism. But, like Jesus when he saw the hungry crowds, we should also be moved with compassion to feed them.1ฐ

It is not only the absolute poverty of Third World slums which should arouse our emotions, however, but also the relative (though real) poverty of the decayed and deprived inner city areas of the West, which the affluent seldom if ever see. This was the emphasis which David Sheppard, Bishop of Liverpool, made in his Richard Dimbleby Lecture, broadcast in 1984. He urged "Comfortable Britain" to stand in the shoes of the "Other Britain". He spoke with deep feeling of youth and long-term unemployment, neglected housing, poor oppor�tunities in schooling, and the sense of alienation, even desertion. He felt indignant, indeed angry, because poverty "imprisons the spirit", spawns "sick human relationships" and wastes God-given talent. He then described four "keys" which could begin to unlock the prison.



The THIRD way, which should stimulate both our reason and our emotion simultaneously, is to approach the problem of poverty biblically.ตามแบบพระคัมภีร์ As we turn again to that book in which God has revealed himself and his will, we ask: how according to Scripture should we think about wealth and poverty? Is God on the side of the poor? Should we be? What does the Scripture say? Moreover, as we ask these questions, we have to resolve to listen attentively to God's Word, and not manipulate it. We have no liberty either to avoid its uncomfortable challenge, in order to retain our prejudices, or to acquiesce uncritically in the latest popular interpretations.

Psalm 113 seems a good place to begin. It is an invitation to Yahweh's servants, indeed to all people "from the rising of the sun to the place where it sets", to praise his name, since he "is exalted over all the nations, his glory above the heavens". It continues:

Who is like the LORD our God,

the One who sits enthroned on high,

who stoops down to look

on the heavens and the earth?

He raises the poor from the dust

and lifts the needy from the ash heap;

he seats them with princes,

with the princes of their people.

He settles the barren woman in her home

as a happy mother of children.

(verses 5-9)

สดุดี 113:5 - 9

5 ผู้ใดเป็นเหมือนพระยาห์เวห์พระเจ้าของเรา ผู้ประทับบนที่สูง

6 ผู้โน้มพระองค์ลงทอดพระเนตร ฟ้าสวรรค์และแผ่นดินโลก

7 พระองค์ทรงยกคนจนขึ้นมาจากผงคลี และทรงยกคนขัดสนขึ้นมาจากกองขี้เถ้า

8 เพื่อให้เขานั่งกับบรรดาเจ้านาย กับบรรดาเจ้านายแห่งชนชาติของพระองค์

9 พระองค์โปรดให้หญิงหมันมีบ้านอยู่ เป็นแม่ที่ชื่นบานมีบุตร สรรเสริญพระยาห์เวห

The psalmist is affirming something distinctive — indeed unique �about Yahweh, which enables him to ask the rhetorical question, "Who is like the LORD our God?" It is not just that he reigns on high, exalted above both the nations and the sky; nor only that from these lofty heights he condescends to look far below to the heavens and the earth; nor even that on the distant earth he regards with compassion the depths of human misery, the poor discarded on the scrapheaps of life and trampled in the dust by their oppressors. It is more than all these things. It is that he actually exalts the wretched of the earth; he lifts them from the depths to the heights; "he raises the poor from the dust and . . seats them with princes". For example, he takes pity on the barren woman (whose childlessness was regarded as a disgrace) and makes her a joyful mother. That is the kind of God he is. No other god is like him. For it is not primarily the wealthy and the famous with whom he delights to fraternize. What is characteristic of him is to champion the poor, to rescue them from their misery, and to transform paupers into princes.

This affirmation is many times repeated and exemplified in Scripture, usually with its corollary that the God who lifts up the humble also puts down the proud. This was the essence of Hannah's song when after years of childlessness her son Samuel was born:

He raises the poor from the dust

and lifts the needy from the ash heap;

he seats them with princes

and has them inherit a throne of honour.

(1ซามูเอล 2:8 ทรงยกคนยากจนขึ้นจากผงคลี ทรงยกคนขัดสนขึ้นจากกองขี้เถ้า ทรงทำให้พวกเขานั่งร่วมกับพวกเจ้านาย และได้ที่นั่งอันมีเกียรติเป็นมรดก เพราะว่าบรรดาเสาแห่งพิภพเป็นของพระยาห์เวห์ พระองค์ทรงวางพิภพไว้บนเสาเหล่านั้น)

This too was the theme of the Magnificat, which the Virgin Mary sang after learning that she (and not some famous, noble or wealthy woman) had been chosen to be the mother of God's Messiah. God had looked upon her lowly state, she said; the Mighty One had done great things for her, for which she gave him thanks and praise:

He has performed mighty deeds with his arm;

he has scattered those who are proud in their inmost thoughts.

He has brought down rulers from their thrones

but has lifted up the humble.

He has filled the hungry with good things

but has sent the rich away empty.

(ลูกา 1:51 - 52

51 พระองค์ทรงสำแดงอานุภาพด้วยพระกรของพระองค์ พระองค์ทรงทำให้คนที่มีใจเย่อหยิ่งกระจัดกระจายไป

52 พระองค์ทรงถอดเจ้านายออกจากบัลลังก์ และพระองค์ทรงยกผู้น้อยขึ้น)

In Psalm 113, and in the experiences of Hannah and Mary, the same stark contrast is painted, although the vocabulary varies. The proud are abased and the humble exalted; the rich are impoverished and the poor enriched; the well-fed are sent away empty, and the hungry filled with good things; powerful rulers are toppled from their thrones, while the powerless and the oppressed are caused to reign like princes. "Who is like the Lord our God?" His thoughts and ways are not ours. He is a topsy-turvy God. He turns the standards and values of the world upside down.

Jesus himself is the greatest example of this. One of his favourite epigrams seems to have been that "everyone who exalts himself will be humbled, and he who humbles himself will be exalted" (e.g. Luke 18:14). He did not only enunciate this principle, however; he personally exhibited it. Having emptied himself of glory, he humbled himself to serve, and his obedience took him even to the depths of the cross. "Therefore God exalted him to the highest place . . ." (Philippians 2:5-11).

It is this principle, which pledges the reversal of human fortunes, which alone can bring hope to the poor. But who are the "poor" whom God is said to "raise"? And what does he do when he "raises" them? These words demand definition.



WHO ARE THE POOR? The Paradox of Poverty  ผู้ยากจนคือใคร

A number of studies of the biblical material have been made and published. 12 They focus on the Old Testament, in which a cluster of words for poverty, deriving from six main Hebrew roots, occur more than 200 times. These may be classified in a variety of ways, but the principal division seems to me to be threefold. 

First, and economically speaking, there are the INDIGENT poor, who are deprived of the basic necessities of life. Secondly, and sociologically speaking, there are the OPPRESSED poor, who are powerless victims of human injustice. Thirdly, and spiritually speaking, there are the HUMBLE poor, who acknowledge their helplessness and look to God alone for salvation. In each case God is represented as coming to them and making their cause his own, in keeping with his characteristic that "he raises the poor from the dust".





THE FIRST GROUP, THE INDIGENT POOR, ยากจน-แบบขัดสน, are economically deprived. They may lack food or clothing or shelter, or all three. Sometimes, as the biblical authors recognize, their poverty may be due to their own sin, whether laziness, extravagance or gluttony. The Book of Proverbs has much to say about this. The sluggard is exhorted to study the ways of the ant, in order to learn wisdom. For ants gather and store food during the summer, while sluggards stay in bed: "A little sleep, a little slumber, a little folding of the hands to rest — and poverty will come on you like a bandit and scarcity like an armed man."

สุภาษิต 6:10 - 11 หลับนิด เคลิ้มหน่อย กอดมือพักนิดหน่อย แล้วความจนจะมาหาเจ้าอย่างคนจรจัด และความขัดสน อย่างคนถืออาวุธ

 Closely linked to laziness, as causing poverty, are greed and drunkenness: "drunkards and gluttons become poor, and drowsiness clothes them in rags".

สุภาษิต 23:21 เพราะคนขี้เมาและคนตะกละจะมาถึงความยากจน และความง่วงเหงาจะเอาผ้าขี้ริ้วห่มคนนั้น

Not only did these particular sins bring individual poverty, however. National poverty also was due to sin. For during the theocracy, when God ruled over his people in Israel, he promised to bless their obedience with fruitfulness of field and orchard, and to curse their disobedience with barrenness."

Generally speaking, however, the Old Testament writers saw poverty as an involuntary social evil to be abolished, not tolerated, and represented the poor (who included widows, orphans and aliens) as people to be succoured, not blamed. They are regarded not as sinners but as "the sinned against" — an expression popularized at the 1980 Melbourne Conference by Raymond Fung, a Baptist minister who had spent eleven years serving factory workers in Hong Kong.



In the Law, God's people were commanded not to harden their hearts or close their hands against their poor brother or sister, but to be generous in maintaining those who could not maintain themselves, by taking them into their home and feeding them without charge. Their regular tithes were also to be used to support the Levites, the aliens, the orphans and the widows.

เฉลยธรรมบัญญัติ 15:7 - 11

7 “ถ้าท่ามกลางท่านมีคนจนคนหนึ่งซึ่งเป็นพี่น้องของท่านอยู่ในเมืองใดๆ ในแผ่นดินซึ่งพระยาห์เวห์พระเจ้าของท่านประทานแก่ท่าน ท่านอย่ามีใจแข็ง อย่าหดมือของท่านไว้เสียจากพี่น้องของท่านที่ยากจนนั้น

8 แต่ท่านจงยื่นมือของท่านให้เขา และให้เขายืมจนพอแก่ความต้องการของเขาที่เขาขาดอยู่นั้น

9 จงระวังให้ดีเกรงว่าจะมีการคิดร้ายในใจของท่านว่า ‘ปีที่เจ็ด ปีที่จะต้องปลดปล่อยมาถึงแล้ว’ และท่านก็มองพี่น้องยากจนของท่านในแง่ร้าย ท่านจึงไม่ยอมให้อะไรเขาเลยและเขาจะฟ้องร้องท่านต่อพระยาห์เวห์ บาปก็จะตกแก่ท่าน

10 ท่านจงให้เขาด้วยเต็มใจ และเมื่อให้เขาแล้วอย่ามีจิตคิดเสียดาย ในกรณีนี้พระยาห์เวห์พระเจ้าของท่านจะทรงอวยพรแก่ท่านในกิจการทั้งสิ้นของท่านไม่ว่าท่านจะทำสิ่งใด

11 เพราะว่าคนจนจะไม่หมดไปจากแผ่นดิน เพราะฉะนั้นข้าพเจ้าจึงบัญชาท่านว่า ท่านต้องยื่นมือให้อย่างใจกว้างต่อพี่น้องของท่าน คือต่อคนขัดสนคนยากจน ซึ่งอยู่ในแผ่นดินของท่าน 

เลวีนิติ 25:35 - 38

35 “ถ้าพี่น้องของเจ้ายากจนลงและเลี้ยงตนเองท่ามกลางพวกเจ้าไม่ได้ เจ้าจะต้องเลี้ยงดูเขาให้เขาอยู่กับเจ้าอย่างคนต่างด้าวและแขกเมือง

36 อย่าเอาดอกเบี้ยหรือเงินเพิ่มอะไรจากเขา แต่จงยำเกรงพระเจ้า เพื่อว่าพี่น้องของเจ้าจะอยู่ใกล้ชิดกับเจ้าได้

37 ห้ามให้เขายืมเงินโดยคิดดอกเบี้ย หรือขายอาหารโดยเอากำไรจากเขา

38 เพราะเราคือยาห์เวห์พระเจ้าของเจ้า ซึ่งนำเจ้าออกจากแผ่นดินอียิปต์ เพื่อยกแผ่นดินคานาอันให้แก่เจ้า และเพื่อเป็นพระเจ้าของเจ้า  

เฉลยธรรมบัญญัติ 14:29 คนเลวี เพราะเขาไม่มีส่วนแบ่งหรือมรดกอย่างท่าน และคนต่างด้าวและลูกกำพร้า และแม่ม่าย ผู้ซึ่งอยู่ภายในเมืองของท่าน จะได้มารับประทานอย่างอิ่มหนำ เพื่อว่าพระยาห์เวห์พระเจ้าของท่านจะทรงอวยพรแก่บรรดากิจการซึ่งมือของท่านได้ทำนั้น

If an Israelite lent money to somebody in need, he was not to charge interest on it. If he took a pledge to secure his loan, he was not to go into the house to fetch it, but to stand respectfully outside and wait for it to be brought out to him. If he took as pledge his neighbour's cloak, he was to return it before sunset because the poor person would need it as a blanket to sleep in." In particular, the support and the relief of the poor were the obligations of the extended family towards its own members.

EMPLOYERS were to pay their workers' wages promptly, the same day that they were earned 

เลวีนิติ 19:13 “ห้ามบีบคั้นเพื่อนบ้านหรือปล้นเขา ห้ามให้ค่าจ้างของลูกจ้างค้างอยู่กับเจ้าจนถึงรุ่งเช้า

เฉลยธรรมบัญญัติ 24:14 - 15

14 “ห้ามกดขี่ลูกจ้างที่เป็นคนยากจนและขัดสน ไม่ว่าเขาจะเป็นพี่น้องของท่านหรือคนต่างด้าวผู้อยู่ในแผ่นดินภายในเมืองของท่าน

15 ท่านจงจ่ายเงินค่าจ้างวันนั้นให้แก่เขาก่อนดวงอาทิตย์ตก (เพราะเขาเป็นคนยากจน และมีใจจดจ่ออยู่ที่ค่าจ้างนั้น) เกรงว่าเขาจะกล่าวหาท่านต่อพระยาห์เวห์ และจะเป็นความบาปแก่ท่าน). 

FARMERS were not to reap their fields "to the very edges", nor to go back to pick up a dropped or forgotten sheaf, nor to gather the gleanings after harvesting, nor to strip their vineyard bare, nor to gather fallen grapes, nor to go over the branches of their olive trees a second time. For the borders, the gleanings and the fallen fruit were all to be left for the poor, the alien, the widow and the orphan. They too must be allowed to share in the harvest celebrations. Every third year, a tenth of the agricultural produce was to be given to the poor. Every seventh year fields were to lie fallow, and vineyards and olive groves to be unharvested, for the benefit of the poor who could help themselves to the fruit.     

เลวีนิติ 19:9 - 10

9 “เมื่อเจ้าทั้งหลายเก็บเกี่ยวผลผลิตในไร่นา ห้ามเกี่ยวเก็บผลผลิตที่ขอบไร่นาจนหมด เมื่อเกี่ยวแล้วก็ห้ามเก็บเมล็ดที่ตกหล่น

10 ห้ามเก็บผลที่สวนองุ่นจนหมด ห้ามเก็บองุ่นที่ตกในสวนของเจ้า จงเหลือไว้ให้คนยากจนและคนต่างด้าวบ้าง เราคือยาห์เวห์พระเจ้าของเจ้า    

เฉลยธรรมบัญญัติ 24:19 - 22

19 “เมื่อท่านเกี่ยวข้าวในนาของท่าน และลืมฟ่อนข้าวไว้ในนาฟ่อนหนึ่ง ห้ามกลับไปเอามา ให้เป็นของคนต่างด้าว ลูกกำพร้า และแม่ม่าย เพื่อพระยาห์เวห์พระเจ้าของท่านจะทรงอวยพรแก่กิจการทั้งสิ้นแห่งมือของท่าน

20 เมื่อท่านฟาดต้นมะกอก ท่านอย่าเก็บที่กิ่งเดิมซ้ำอีก ให้เหลือไว้สำหรับคนต่างด้าว ลูกกำพร้า และแม่ม่าย

21 เมื่อท่านเก็บผลจากสวนองุ่นของท่าน อย่าไปเก็บเล็มอีก จงเหลือไว้สำหรับคนต่างด้าว ลูกกำพร้า และแม่ม่าย

22 จงระลึกว่าท่านเคยเป็นทาสอยู่ในแผ่นดินอียิปต์ เพราะฉะนั้นข้าพเจ้าจึงบัญชาท่านให้ทำเช่นนี้  

อพยพ 23:10 - 11

10 “ตลอดหกปีจงหว่านพืชในนาของเจ้าและเกี่ยวเก็บผล

11 แต่ปีที่เจ็ดนั้นจงงดเสีย ปล่อยให้นานั้นว่างอยู่ เพื่อให้ประชาชนที่ยากจนของเจ้าเก็บกิน ส่วนที่เหลือนั้นก็ให้สัตว์ป่ากิน ส่วนสวนองุ่นและสวนมะกอกเจ้าจงทำเช่นเดียวกัน  



The Old Testament Wisdom Literature confirmed this teaching. One of the characteristics of a righteous man is that he "is generous and lends freely", and "has scattered abroad his gifts to the poor"; whereas "if a man shuts his ears to the cry of the poor, he too will cry out and not be answered".Job 31:16ff  The wise teachers of Israel also grounded these duties on doctrine, namely that behind the poor Yahweh himself was standing, their Creator and Lord, so that people's attitude to him would be reflected in their attitudes to them. On the one hand, "he who mocks the poor shows contempt for their Maker"; on the other, "he who is kind to the poor lends to the Lord". สุภาษิต 17:5 ผู้ที่เหยียดหยามคนยากจนก็ดูถูกพระผู้สร้างของเขา ผู้ที่ยินดีเมื่อเกิดภัยพิบัติแก่คนอื่นจะถูกลงโทษ  

สุภาษิต 19:17 คนที่เมตตาคนยากจนก็ให้พระยาห์เวห์ทรงยืม และพระองค์จะทรงตอบแทนการกระทำของเขา



Jesus himself inherited this rich Old Testament legacy of care for the poor, and put it into practice. He made friends with the needy and fed the hungry. He told his disciples to sell their possessions and give alms to the poor, and when they gave a party to remember to invite the poor, the crippled, the lame and the blind, who would probably be in no position to invite them back. He also promised that in feeding the hungry, clothing the naked, welcoming the homeless and visiting the sick, they would thereby be ministering to him.22





THE SECOND GROUP, THE POWERLESS POOR, are socially or politically oppressed.ยากจน-แบบถูกกดขี่ ถูกเอารัดเอาเปรียบ It was clearly recognized in the Old Testament that poverty does not normally just happen. Although sometimes it was due to personal sin or national disobedience, and to God's judgment on them, it was usually due to the sins of others, that is, to a situation of social injustice, which easily deteriorated because the poor were not in a position to change it. We do not understand the Old Testament teaching on this subject unless we see how frequently poverty and powerlessness were bracketed. At the same time, although the poor often had no human helper, they knew that God was their champion. For "he stands at the right hand of the needy one". Again, "I know that the Lord secures justice for the poor and upholds the cause of the needy. " สดุดี 140:12 ข้าพระองค์ทราบว่า พระยาห์เวห์ทรงให้ความเป็นธรรมแก่ผู้ทุกข์ยาก และทรงให้ความยุติธรรมแก่คนขัดสน

Moses' law laid emphasis on the need for impartial justice in the courts, in particular for the poor and powerless. "Do not deny justice to your poor people in their lawsuits. . . . Do not accept a bribe, for a bribe blinds those who see and twists the words of the righteous." "Do not pervert justice; do not show partiality to the poor or favouritism to the great, but judge your neighbour fairly." "Do not deprive the alien or the fatherless of justice." Moreover, the reason repeatedly given was that they themselves had been oppressed in Egypt, and the Lord had liberated them.24

The Wisdom books were as explicit as the law books in demanding justice for the helpless. In สดุดี 82:2 - 4

2 “เจ้าทั้งหลายจะพิพากษาอย่างอยุติธรรม และลำเอียงเข้าข้างคนอธรรมนานเท่าใด เส-ลาห์ 3 จงให้ความยุติธรรมแก่คนอ่อนแอและเด็กกำพร้า จงปกป้องสิทธิของผู้ทุกข์ยากและผู้ขัดสน 4 จงช่วยคนอ่อนแอและคนขัดสนให้พ้นภัย จงช่วยกู้พวกเขาให้พ้นจากมือของคนอธรรม”  the judges were instructed to "defend the cause of the weak and fatherless" and "maintain the rights of the poor and oppressed". In Proverbs 31 King Lemuel was exhorted by his mother to "speak up for those who cannot speak for themselves, for the rights of all who are destitute", to "speak up and judge fairly" and "defend the rights of the poor and needy".25

It is well known that the prophets were even more outspoken. They not only urged the people and their leaders to "seek justice, encourage the oppressed, defend the cause of the fatherless, plead the case of the widow", and conversely forbade them to "oppress the widow or the fatherless, the alien or the poor", but were fierce in their condemnation of all injustice. Elijah rebuked King Ahab for murdering Naboth and stealing his vineyard. Amos fulminated against the rulers of Israel because in return for bribes they trampled on the heads of the poor, crushed the needy, and denied justice to the oppressed, instead of letting "justice roll on like a river, and righteousness like a never-failing stream". Jeremiah denounced King Jehoialcim for using forced labour to build his luxurious palace. Other examples could be given. The national life of Israel and Judah was constantly tarnished by the exploitation of the poor. And James in the New Testament, sounding just like an Old Testament prophet, also inveighs against the rich. It is not their wealth in itself which he condemns, nor even primarily their self-indulgent luxury, but in particular their fraudulent withholding of wages from their workforce and their violent oppression of the innocent.26

In contrast to this dark tradition of the prophets' diatribe against injustice, their predictions of the Messiah's righteous reign shine the more brightly: "with righteousness he will judge the needy, with justice he will give decisions for the poor of the earth. " อิสยาห์ 11:1 - 5

1 จะมีหน่อหนึ่งแตกออกจากตอของเจสซี และกิ่งหนึ่งที่งอกจากรากของเขานั้นจะเกิดผล

2 และพระวิญญาณของพระยาห์เวห์จะทรงอยู่บนท่าน คือพระวิญญาณแห่งปัญญาและความเข้าใจ พระวิญญาณแห่งคำปรึกษาและอานุภาพ พระวิญญาณแห่งความรู้และความยำเกรงพระยาห์เวห์

3 ความชื่นชอบของท่านคือความยำเกรงพระยาห์เวห์ ท่านจะไม่พิพากษาตามสิ่งที่ตาท่านได้เห็น หรือตัดสินตามสิ่งที่หูท่านได้ยิน

4 แต่ท่านจะพิพากษาคนจนด้วยความชอบธรรม และตัดสินให้กับคนต่ำต้อยของแผ่นดินด้วยความเที่ยงธรรม ท่านจะตีแผ่นดินโลกด้วยตะบองจากปากของท่าน และท่านจะประหารคนอธรรมด้วยลมจากริมฝีปากท่าน

5 ความชอบธรรมจะเป็นสายคาดเอวของท่าน และความซื่อสัตย์จะเป็นผ้าคาดที่บั้นเอวของท่าน



 It is abundantly clear from this evidence that the biblical writers saw the poor not only as destitute people, whose condition must be relieved, but as the victims of social injustice, whose cause must be championed. The biblical perspective is not "the survival of the fittest" but "the protection of the weakest". Since God himself speaks up for them and comes to their aid, his people must also be the voice of the voiceless and the defender of the defenceless.





THE THIRD GROUP, THE HUMBLE POOR, ยากจน-แบบถ่อมใจ are spiritually meek and dependent on God. Since God succours the destitute and defends the powerless, these truths inevitably affect their attitude to him. They look to him for mercy. Oppressed by men, and helpless to liberate themselves, they put their trust in God. It is in this way that "the poor" came to be synonymous with "the pious", and their social condition became a symbol of their spiritual dependence. Zephaniah describes them as "the meek and the humble, who trust in the name of the Lord", and Isaiah calls them the "humble and contrite in spirit" who tremble at God's Word .28

It is particularly in the Psalms, however, that the otherwise rather blurred portrait of the humble poor comes into sharp focus. For the psalter is the hymnbook of the helpless.29 It is here that we listen to their expressions of dependence upon God, and to God's promises to come to their aid. They are "the lonely and afflicted" who cry to him to be gracious to them; they commit their way to the Lord, are quiet before him, and wait patiently for him to act. They are given assurance that "the poor will eat and be satisfied", that "the meek will inherit the land", and that "he crowns the humble with salvation".30

More striking even than these references to the poor and meek as a group, however, are the individual testimonies to Yahweh's salvation. There is Psalm 34, for example: "This poor man called, and the Lord heard him; he saved him out of all his troubles." As a result, he determines to "boast in the Lord" and is confident that others who are "afflicted" like him will hear and rejoice with him, and will in their turn call upon Yahweh. For, he goes on to affirm, "The Lord is close to the broken-hearted, and saves those who are crushed in spirit."31 Another example occurs in Psalm 86. The psalmist describes himself as savagely assaulted by arrogant, godless and ruthless men. His only hope is in God. "Hear, 0 Lord, and answer me," he cries, "for I am poor and needy. Guard my life, for I am devoted to you. You are my God; save your servant who trusts in you." And he goes on to express his confidence that God will rescue him, because he is "a compassionate and gracious God, slow to anger, abounding in love and faithfulness".32

All this biblical teaching enables us to affirm that God succours the indigent poor, champions the powerless poor and exalts the humble poor. In each case "he raises the poor from the dust", whether it be the dust of penury or of oppression or of helplessness.

Good News for the Poor

At the risk of oversimplification, however, it will be helpful (especially if we are to judge what the Christian attitude to poverty should be) if we reduce these three categories to two, namely the material poverty of the destitute and powerless, and the spiritual poverty of the humble and meek. God concerns himself with both. In both cases "he raises the poor from dust", but the way he does it is different. For the first kind of poverty is a social evil which God opposes, while the second is a spiritual virtue which he approves. Moreover, there is only one human community in which the two are combined, namely the Kingdom community, the new and redeemed society in which God rules through Christ by his Spirit.

This is clear from the Old Testament expectation of the Kingdom of God. God promised the coming of his ideal king, who would both judge the poor with justice and give the blessing of his rule to the humble and lowly. We meet such people in the first two chapters of Luke's Gospel. Zechariah and Elizabeth, Joseph and Mary, Simeon and Anna were humble, poor believers. They were looking and waiting for the Kingdom of God, in which God would throw down the mighty from their thrones and exalt the humble and meek.

Clearer still was the fulfilment through Jesus Christ. Who are the "poor" he spoke about, those to whom he had been anointed to preach the good news of the Kingdom and to whom the Kingdom would be given?33 They surely cannot be either just the materially poor (for Christ's salvation is not limited to the proletariat) or just the spiritually poor (for this overlooks his ministry to the needy). He must have been referring to both in combination. The "poor" are those to whom the Kingdom comes as great good news, partly because it is a free and unmerited gift of salvation to sinners, and partly because it promises a new society characterized by freedom and justice.

The church should exemplify both these truths. On the one hand it consists of the spiritually poor, the "poor in spirit", who acknowledge their bankruptcy before God. They have no righteousness to offer, no merit to plead, no power to save themselves. They know that the only way to enter God's Kingdom is to humble themselves like little children and receive it as a gift. So they come as beggars, with nothing in their hands, and on their lips the publican's prayer, "God be merciful to me, a sinner." To such Jesus says: "Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven." By contrast, the rich or self-satisfied, who imagine they have something to offer, are sent away empty.

On the other hand, the church must proclaim the good news of the Kingdom to the materially poor, welcome them into the fellowship, and share in their struggles. Indeed, the special concern for the poor shown by the biblical authors, and more particularly by Jesus himself, has led some contemporary thinkers to speak of God's "bias" in their favour. Bishop David Sheppard has written a book entitled Bias towards the Poor. "I believe that there is a divine bias to the disadvantaged," he writes, "and that the church needs to be much more faithful in reflecting it."34 He concludes his analysis of deprivation in Liverpool with these words: "If we can put ourselves in the shoes of the poor and disadvantaged, we may see how matters appear to their consciousness. . . . They are to do with the righteousness of God which has a persistent tendency to favour those at a disadvantage. They are to do with God taking flesh in the person of Jesus, living out his life in a special relation to the poor."35

I confess that I am uncomfortable with the word "bias", since its commonest meaning is "prejudice", and I do not think God is "biassed" in that sense. Less misleading is the language of the Latin American bishops. At their Second General Conference at Medellin in 1970 they spoke of a "preference for, and solidarity with, the poor". At their Third General Conference ten years later at Puebla in Mexico, they affirmed "the need for conversion on the part of the whole church to a preferential option for the poor" .36 It is because of Jesus' ministry to the poor that "the poor merit preferential attention".37 "Preferential" does not mean "exclusive", however, for the next chapter of the conference's report is entitled "A Preferential Option for Young People". Nevertheless, the option for the poor is "demanded by the scandalous reality of economic imbalances in Latin

America".38

The 1980 Melbourne Conference quoted the Puebla Conclusions, and then echoed them in asserting that "God has a preference for the poor" .39 It seems to me, however, that better than the vocabulary of personal "bias" or "preference" is the language of mission priority. Because of God's own care for the poor, and because of their exploitation by the unscrupulous and their neglect by the church, they should now receive a "positive" or "reverse" discrimination. The church should concentrate its ministry where the need is greatest, and move from the centre out "towards the periphery",40 to the "sinned against", in other words to the poor

and the oppressed.

Moreover, the church should not tolerate material poverty in its own fellowship. When Jesus said, "The poor you will always have with you" (Mark 14:7), he was not acquiescing in the permanence of poverty. He was echoing the Old Testament statement "there will always be poor people in the land" (Deuteronomy 15:11). Yet this was intended not as an excuse for complacency but as an incentive to generosity, as a result of which "there should be no poor among you" (Deuteronomy 15:4). If there is one community in the world in which justice is secured for the oppressed, the poor are freed from the indignities of poverty, and physical need is abolished by the voluntary sharing of resources, that community is the new society of Jesus the Messiah. It happened in Jerusalem after Pentecost, when "there were no needy persons among them", as Luke is at pains to show, and it can (and should) happen again today. How can we allow our own brothers and sisters in God's family to suffer want?

The church, then, as the community which is called to exemplify the ideals of the Kingdom of God, should bear witness to the biblical paradox of poverty, by opposing one kind and encouraging the other. We should set ourselves both to eradicate the evil of material poverty and to cultivate the good of spiritual poverty. We should hate injustice and love humility. It is in these two complementary ways that the gospel may be said to be "good news for the poor", and God may be described as on their side.

Not that our Christian concern should be confined to those poor who are church members. Although we have a special responsibility to "the family of believers" (or, in older versions of the Bible, "the household of faith"), we are also required to "do good to all people" (Galatians 6:10). How will this express itself to the poor? Certainly in terms of personal philanthropy, as we seek to help needy individuals and families in our neighbourhood and further afield. But we cannot allow our duty to stop there. For the Bible itself indicates, as we have seen, that most poverty is the fault rather of society than of the poor themselves. We therefore have a social as well as a personal responsibility towards them, and this will begin with a painful appraisal of the causes of poverty. I call it "painful" because the tendency of the affluent is to blame the poor, or to find some other scapegoat, whereas the problem may lie in the very structure of society in which we ourselves (willy-nilly) are implicated.

This is the thesis of Robert Holman's carefully researched, well written and overtly Christian book Poverty: Explanations of Social Deprivation.'" He rejects as incomplete three common scapegoat explanations — "individual" (genetic, economic or psychological inadequacies in the poor themselves), "cultural" ("the transmission of poverty from one generation to the next "42), and "the deficient agent" (the inefficiency of teachers, social workers and bureaucrats). Instead, he traces the cause of most poverty (at least in Britain) to the stratified structure of society itself, in which resources (especially income, wealth and power) are unequally divided. "Poverty exists," he writes, "in order to support or uphold these social divisions. "43 It is tolerated, even justified, because it (and therefore its affluent opposite) is made to appear merited, and because it provides a useful pool of workers who have no choice but to undertake the most unattractive occupations.

Bob Holman's approach is sociological. In consequence, he avoids the polarized economic debate between those who blame poverty on capitalism, on the ground that it is inherently covetous and therefore exploits the poor, and those who blame socialism, on the ground that it perpetuates the dependency of the poor and undermines the enterprise of wealth creators. Neither position has a monopoly of truth. Christians should oppose in both systems what they perceive to be incompatible with biblical faith. As we saw in Chapter 2, that faith equally emphasizes creativity and compassion, and refuses to foster either at the expense of the other.

THREE OPTIONS FOR RICH CHRISTIANS  สามตัวเลือกสำหรับคริสเตียนที่มั่งมี

Conscientious Christians have further questions to ask. It is one thing to discern what our attitude to the poor should be; it is another to define our attitude to poverty itself. Involuntary material poverty is a scandal, as we have seen; but what about voluntary poverty? And what is an authentically Christian attitude to money and property? What should rich Christians do?

In the context of Western affluence there are three options before us. The first is to become poor, the second to stay rich, and the third to cultivate generosity, simplicity and contentment.



FIRST, SHOULD WE BECOME POOR? กลายเป็นคนยากจนเอง Paul wrote: "For you know the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, that though he was rich, yet for your sakes he became poor, so that you through his poverty might become rich" (2โครินธ์ 8:9 เพราะว่าท่านทั้งหลายรู้จักพระคุณของพระเยซูคริสต์องค์พระผู้เป็นเจ้าของเราแล้วว่า แม้พระองค์ทรงมั่งคั่ง ก็ยังทรงยอมเป็นคนยากจนเพราะเห็นแก่ท่านทั้งหลาย เพื่อท่านทั้งหลายจะได้เป็นคนมั่งคั่ง เนื่องจากความยากจนของพระองค์). This voluntary self-impoverishment of Jesus was the theological ground on which the apostle based his appeal to the Christians of Greece to contribute to the relief of the Christians of Judea. Did he intend them to divest themselves of all their possessions for the sake of their Jewish brothers and sisters? Does he mean its to do the same? At first sight it seems so, and arguments have been advanced for this from the example, teaching and early church of Jesus.

(1) The example of Jesus

Renouncing the wealth of heaven, Jesus was certainly born into a poor home. When Joseph and Mary came to the Temple to present their child to the Lord, they availed themselves of the law's provision for poor people and brought as their sacrifice a pair of doves instead of a lamb and a dove. During his public ministry as an itinerant preacher Jesus had no home and few possessions. To an applicant for discipleship he once said: "Foxes have holes and birds of the air have nests, but the Son of Man has nowhere to lay his head." He taught from a borrowed boat, rode into Jerusalem on a borrowed donkey, spent his last evening in a borrowed room, and was buried in a borrowed tomb. He and his apostles shared a common purse, and depended for their support on a group of women who sometimes accompanied them." The poverty of Jesus seems to be beyond question.

Yet he was a carpenter by trade, which means that he belonged to the craftsman class. Professor Martin Hengel writes: "Jesus himself did not come from the proletariat of day-labourers and landless tenants, but from the middle class of Galilee, the skilled workers. Like his father, he was an artisan, a tekton, a Greek word which means mason, carpenter, cartwright and joiner all rolled into one. . • . As far as we can tell, the disciples whom he called to follow him came from a similar social milieu. "45 Moreover, the women who supported him evidently "cared for his needs" adequately (Mark 15:41). So he was not destitute.

(2) The teaching of Jesus

To would-be followers Jesus said: "Any of you who does not give up everything he has cannot be my disciple." The twelve apostles did this literally. Simon and Andrew "left their nets and followed

him"; James and John "left their father Zebedee in the boat with

the hired men and followed him"; and Levi-Matthew "got up and followed him", abandoning his tax-collector's booth and work.

Similarly, Jesus told the Rich Young Ruler to sell all his possessions, give the proceeds to the poor and then follow him. It was this which prompted Peter to blurt out: "We have left everything to follow you!"46

Does Jesus then expect all his followers to give up everything in order to follow him? The apostles did it. And the rich young man was challenged to do it. But is it a universal rule? In reply, we must be careful not to whittle down the radical summons of Jesus by a little prudential exegesis. He did say that we should store our treasure in heaven not on earth; that we must put devotion to God's rule and righteousness above material things; that we must beware of covetousness; and that it is impossible to serve God and money simultaneously.47 But he did not tell all his followers to get rid of all their possessions. Joseph of Arimathea is described both as "a rich man" and as "a disciple of Jesus". So these two were evidently not incompatible. Zacchaeus the wealthy tax-collector promised both to pay back to people he had cheated four times what he had taken, and to give half of his possessions to the poor, which presumably means that he kept the other half, apart from what he paid back to his victims. Yet Jesus said that salvation had been given him.48 So then, when he said that no one could be his disciple unless he both "renounced" all his possessions and "hated" his parents and other relatives, we shall need to understand both these verbs as dramatic figures of speech. We are not to hate our parents literally, nor to renounce all our possessions literally. What we are summoned to is to put Jesus Christ first, above even our family and our property.

(3) The early church of Jesus

Luke writes of the first Christian community in Jerusalem that they "had everything in common", that "no one claimed that any of his possessions was his own", that "they shared everything they had" and "gave to anyone as he had need", and that in consequence "there were no needy persons among them".49 Is Luke setting their common life before us as an example for every church to copy? In the sense that the early Spirit-filled believers loved and cared for one another, and eliminated poverty within their fellowship, yes. But is he also advocating the common ownership of goods? Among the Essene groups, especially in their central community at Qumran, this was obligatory, and every novice entering the order had to hand over his property.5ฐ But it is plain from Luke's narrative that the Christians' selling and sharing were neither universal nor compulsory. For some believers still had houses in which they met. The sin of Ananias and Sapphira was not that they were selfish to withhold some of their property, but that they were deceitful to pretend they had given it all. Peter said to Ananias: "Didn't it belong to you before it was sold? And after it was sold, wasn't the money at your disposal?" (Acts 5:4). Thus the Christian's right to property is affirmed, together with the voluntary nature of Christian giving.

The example, teaching and early church of Jesus all challenge us to renounce covetousness, materialism and luxury, and to care sacrificially for the poor. But they do not establish the case that all Christians must actually become poor.



If the first option for affluent Christians is to become poor, the SECOND AND OPPOSITE OPTION IS TO STAY RICH. อยู่อย่างมั่งมีต่อไป

Some seek to defend this stance by an appeal to biblical arguments. Human beings were commanded in the beginning (they rightly say) to subdue and develop the earth, that is, to extract its animal, vegetable and mineral wealth and to harness it for their use. Wealth, moreover, is a sign of God's blessing, and they intend to claim and enjoy it. "The Lord will send a blessing on your barns and on everything you put your hand to. The Lord your God will bless you in the land he is giving you. . . . You will lend to many nations but will borrow from none" (เฉลยธรรมบัญญัติ 28:8, 12

8 พระยาห์เวห์จะทรงบัญชาพระพรให้แก่ฉางของท่าน และทุกสิ่งที่มือท่านทำ และพระองค์จะทรงอวยพรท่านในแผ่นดินซึ่งพระยาห์เวห์พระเจ้าของท่านประทานแก่ท่าน,  12 พระยาห์เวห์จะทรงเปิดคลังฟ้าสวรรค์อันดีของพระองค์ประทานฝนแก่แผ่นดินของท่านตามฤดูกาล และทรงอวยพรแก่งานแห่งมือของท่าน และท่านจะให้หลายประชาชาติขอยืม แต่ท่านจะไม่ขอยืม). "What could be clearer than that?" they ask.

The most shameless example of this reasoning which I have come across was in the literature of a certain Pentecostal evangelist. He was appealing for funds to enable him to send Christian materials to the Third World. "There's no better way to insure your own financial security," he argued, all in capital letters, "than to plant some seed-money in God's work. His law of sowing and reaping guarantees you a harvest of much more than you sow. . . . Have you limited God to your present income, business, house or car? There's no limit to God's plenty! . . . Write on the enclosed slip what you need from God — the salvation of a loved one, healing, a raise in pay, a better job, newer car or home, sale or purchase of property, guidance in business or investment . . . whatever you need. . . . Enclose your slip with your seed-money. . . . Expect God's material blessings in return."

Our first response to this is vigorously to deny what such Christians are affirming, and strenuously to repudiate their false "prosperity" or "health and wealth" gospel. When God's people were a nation, he did indeed promise to reward their obedience with material blessings, but in Christ he has blessed us "with every spiritual blessing" (เอเฟซัส 1:3 สาธุการแด่พระเจ้าพระบิดาของพระเยซูคริสต์องค์พระผู้เป็นเจ้าของเรา ผู้ประทานพรฝ่ายจิตวิญญาณทุกอย่างแก่เราในสวรรคสถานโดยพระคริสต์). 

Our second response is to draw attention to what they are omitting. For there are other biblical principles which they have overlooked. The earth was to be developed for the common good, and its riches shared with all mankind. The Old Testament economy which promised wealth also commanded the care of the poor. And the rich man in the parable of Jesus found himself in hell not because of his wealth but because of his neglect of the beggar at his gate. That is, Dives indulged himself at the very time when Lazarus was starving. In the light of these additional biblical truths, and of the contemporary destitution of millions, it is not possible for affluent Christians to "stay rich", in the sense of accepting no modification of economic lifestyle. We cannot maintain a "good life" (of extravagance) and a "good conscience" simultaneously. One or other has to be sacrificed. Either we keep our conscience and reduce our affluence, or we keep our affluence and smother our conscience. We have to choose between God and mammon.



Consider Paul's instruction to Timothy regarding rich people:

Command those who are rich in this present world not to be arrogant nor to put their hope in wealth, which is so uncertain, but to put their hope in God, who richly provides us with everything for our enjoyment. Command them to do good, to be rich in good deeds, and to be generous and willing to share. In this way they will lay up treasure for themselves as a firm foundation for the coming age, so that they may take hold of the life that is truly life. (I Timothy 6:17-19)

1ทิโมธี 6:17 - 19

17 ส่วนพวกที่มั่งคั่งในชีวิตนี้ จงกำชับพวกเขาไม่ให้เย่อหยิ่ง หรือมุ่งหวังในทรัพย์ที่ไม่ยั่งยืน แต่ให้มุ่งหวังในพระเจ้าผู้ประทานทุกสิ่งแก่เราอย่างบริบูรณ์ เพื่อให้เราได้ชื่นชม 18 จงกำชับพวกเขาให้ทำการดี ให้ทำการดีมากๆ ให้เอื้อเฟื้อเผื่อแผ่และแบ่งปัน 19 การทำเช่นนี้เป็นการสะสมทรัพย์ที่เป็นรากฐานอันดีสำหรับตนในภายหน้า เพื่อพวกเขาจะยึดมั่นในชีวิต คือชีวิตที่แท้จริงนั้น

We observe at once that the apostle does not tell "those who are rich in this present world" to "become poor". But he does not allow them to "stay rich" either. Instead, he first warns them of the spiritual dangers of wealth (as Jesus said, it is not impossible for the rich to enter God's Kingdom, but it is hard), and then tells them to be generous with their wealth, which will inevitably result in a lowering of their own standard of living. 

The first danger of wealth is pride: "Command those who are rich. . . not to be arrogant." For wealth makes people feel self-important and so "contemptuous of others" (J. B. Phillips). Rich people are tempted to boast of their home, car, possessions and gadgets. It is easy for wealthy people to become snobs, to emphasize their social "class" and despise others. James pictures the situation when a rich man enters a Christian assembly wearing fine clothes, and then a poor man in rags comes in. If we behave obsequiously to the rich person and show him to one of the best seats, while rudely telling the poor person to stand on one side or sit on the floor, we have been guilty of class discrimination and so have disrupted the fellowship. It is not difficult to tell whether our affluence has alienated us from our less well-to-do brothers and sisters. If it has, we find ourselves embarrassed in each other's company.

If wealth's first peril is pride, its second is materialism: "Command those who are rich . . . not to put their hope in wealth which is so uncertain, but to put their hope in God." "Materialism" is not the mere possession of material things, but an unhealthy obsession with them. It is but a short step from wealth to materialism, from having riches to putting our trust in them, and many take it. But it is foolish. For there is no security in wealth. It is not for nothing that Paul writes of "uncertain riches". Burglars, pests, rust and inflation all take their toll. Many have gone to bed rich and woken up poor, or, like the Rich Fool in Jesus' parable, have not woken up at all.

Trust in wealth is not only foolish, it is also unworthy of human beings, since our trust should not be in a thing but in a Person, not in money but in God "who richly provides us with everything for our enjoyment". This is an important addition. For the Christian antidote to materialism is not asceticism; austerity for its own sake is a rejection of the good gifts of the Creator.

Here then are the two main dangers to which rich people are exposed — pride (looking down on the poor) and materialism (enjoying the gift and forgetting the Giver). Wealth can spoil our two noblest relationships. It can make us forget God and despise our fellow human beings. These negative warnings prepare us for the positive instruction which follows.



After considering and rejecting the opposite options of becoming poor and staying rich, we come to the third, which is to BE GENEROUS AND CONTENTED. มีใจกว้างและมีความพอใจ The apostle summons Christian believers to be both. I do not claim that this approach by itself will solve the problem of world poverty, but at least it is an appropriate expression of solidarity with the poor.

Take generosity. The skeleton of verses 17 and 18 is striking: "Command those who are rich . . . to be rich." More precisely,

"Command those who are rich in this present world . . . to be rich in good deeds." In other words, let them add one kind of wealth to another. Tell them "to do good, to be rich in good deeds, and to be generous and willing to share". Then they will be imitating our generous God "who richly provides us with everything for our enjoyment". They will also store up treasure in heaven (verse 19), as Jesus urged us to do.

It would be impossible, however, to describe as "generous" the voluntary giving to charity of those of us who live in the North of the world. According to research undertaken by the Charities Aid Foundation, the average British household gave only ฃ2 a month to charity in 1987, which was 0.24% of their average total gross income, or one fortieth of what they would have contributed if they had been tithing. "The facts appear to be," comments Michael Brophy, Director of CAF, "that a handful of people are very generous, whilst the majority of us are rather mean. " Americans do better, averaging 2.05% of personal income, but even this is one fifth of a tithe." It is interesting to note that UK expenditure on television sets and videos more than doubled between 1976 and 1987.

Next, contentment needs to be added to generosity. For it would be anomalous if generous giving to others resulted in discontent with what we had left. Paul extols contentment in 1 Timothy 6:6-10, as follows:

But godliness with contentment is great gain. For we brought nothing into the world, and we can take nothing out of it. But if we have food and clothing, we will be content with that. People who want to get rich fall into temptation and a trap and into many foolish and harmful desires that plunge men into ruin and destruction. For the love of money is a root of all kinds of evil. Some people, eager for money, have wandered from the faith and pierced themselves with many griefs.

1ทิโมธี 6:6 - 10

6 อันที่จริง การอยู่ในทางพระเจ้าพร้อมกับมีความพอใจก็เป็นประโยชน์อย่างใหญ่หลวง

7 เพราะว่าเราไม่ได้เอาอะไรเข้ามาในโลกเช่นไร เราก็เอาอะไรออกไปจากโลกไม่ได้เช่นกัน

8 ถ้ามีอาหารและเสื้อผ้า เราก็ควรพอใจในสิ่งเหล่านั้น

9 ส่วนพวกที่อยากร่ำรวยก็ตกอยู่ในการล่อลวงและติดกับดักของความอยากมากมายที่โง่เขลาและอันตราย ซึ่งฉุดคนเราให้ลงไปสู่ความพินาศและความย่อยยับ

10 เพราะว่าการรักเงินทองเป็นรากเหง้าของความชั่วทั้งหมด ความโลภเงินทองนี้ที่ทำให้บางคนหลงไปจากความเชื่อ และตรอมตรมด้วยความทุกข์มากมาย

We notice that, whereas the other paragraph we considered relates to "those who are rich" (verse 17), this one is addressed to "people who want to get rich" (verse 9), that is, the covetous. Paul sets covetousness and contentment in contrast to one another. Covetousness is a self-destructive passion, a craving which is never satisfied, even when what has been craved is now possessed. As Schopenhauer said, "gold is like sea water — the more one drinks of it, the thirstier one becomes".52 "Beware of covetousness," warned Jesus. "Covetousness is idolatry," added Paul." It seduces the heart from love for God and imprisons it in love for money. It brings much pain and many sorrows, for "the love of money is a root of all kinds of evil" (verse 10).

Contentment, on the other hand, is the secret of inward peace. It remembers the stark truth that "we brought nothing into the world, and we can take nothing out of it" (verse 7). Life, in fact, is a pilgrimage from one moment of nakedness to another. So we should travel light, and live simply. Bishop John V. Taylor has put it well: "The word 'poverty' has come to sound so negative and extreme in our ears that I prefer the word 'simplicity', because it puts the emphasis on the right points. . . . Our enemy is not possessions but excess. Our battle-cry is not 'nothing!' but `enough!'. "S4 Simplicity says "if we have food and clothing, we will be content with that" (verse 8). For Christian contentment is coupled with godliness, the knowledge of God in Jesus Christ, and "godliness with contentment is great gain" (verse 6).

We have looked at the three options which confront all affluent Christians. Should we become poor? No, not necessarily. Though Jesus Christ still calls some like the Rich Young Ruler to a life of total voluntary poverty, it is not the vocation of all his disciples. Then should we stay rich? No, this is not only unwise (because of the perils of conceit and materialism) but actually impossible (because we are to give generously, which will have the effect of reducing our wealth). Instead of these two, we are to cultivate generosity on the one hand and simplicity with contentment on the other.

At this point the temptation is to lay down rules and regulations, whether for ourselves or others, and so lapse into Pharisaism. This makes three "isms" for us to avoid — materialism (an obsession with things), asceticism (an austerity which denies the good gifts of the Creator) and Pharisaism (binding one another with rules). Instead, we would be wise to stick to principles.

The principle of SIMPLICITY is clear. Its first cousin is contentment. It concentrates on what we need, and measures this by what we use. It rejoices in the Creator's gifts, but hates waste, greed and clutter. It says with the Book of Proverbs "give me neither poverty nor riches, but give me only my daily bread", for to have either too much or too little may lead to disowning or dishonouring God (30:8ff). It wants to be free of anything and everything which distracts from the loving service of God and others.

One of the most controversial sections of the Lausanne Covenant, adopted at the conclusion of the International Congress on World Evangelization in 1974, relates to the need for more simple living. It goes like this: "All of us are shocked by the poverty of millions and disturbed by the injustices which cause it. Those of us who live in affluent circumstances accept our duty to develop a simple life�style, in order to contribute more generously to both relief and evangelism. "55 It was to elucidate the implications of these sentences that an International Consultation on Simple Lifestyle was held in 1980. It issued "An Evangelical Commitment to Simple Lifestyle", whose nine paragraphs deserve careful study. Paragraph 5 is entitled "Personal Lifestyle" and develops the concept of "simplicity". It includes a general resolve to "renounce waste and oppose extravagance in personal living, clothing and housing, travel and church buildings". But it betrays no negative asceticism. On the contrary, it picks up from Dr Ronald Sider's paper "Living More Simply for Evangelism and Justice" a number of important distinctions: "We also accept the distinction between necessities and luxuries, creative hobbies and empty status symbols, modesty and vanity, occasional celebrations and normal routine, and between the service of God and slavery to fashion. "56 The point is that simple living is not incompatible with carefree enjoyment.

But simple living is incompatible with living beyond one's means, that is, borrowing in order to purchase what one cannot afford. As a result of the steady growth of consumer credit in Britain during the 1980s (approximately 10% per annum in real terms), more and more people (especially younger and poorer people) have been getting into arrears with their mortgage and hire purchase repayments and their credit card bills, and so into serious debt. The Jubilee Centre Research Paper No. 7, Families in Debt, documents the results of a sample of 1,043 people with multiple debt problems. It also highlights three major biblical principles which "provide a coherent and highly reasonable foundation for policy initiatives" covering the prevention and cure of debt problems, namely "justice" (taking seriously the responsibilities of both lenders and borrowers), "mercy" (lenders giving good advice and being lenient with defaulters) and "hope" (the prospect of ultimate rescue from the debt trap).57

If the principle of simplicity is clear, so is the principle of generosity. John expresses it in these terms: "If anyone has material possessions, and sees his brother in need, but has no pity on him, how can the love of God be in him?" (1ยอห์น 3:17 แต่ถ้าใครมีทรัพย์สมบัติในโลกนี้ และเห็นพี่น้องของตนขัดสนแล้วยังไม่เปิดใจช่วยเขา ความรักของพระเจ้าจะดำรงอยู่ในคนนั้นได้อย่างไร). Our God is a generous God. If his love indwells us, we shall relate what we "have" (possessions) to what we "see" (others' needs) and take action.

MAY GOD HELP US TO SIMPLIFY OUR LIFESTYLE, GROW IN GENEROSITY, AND LIVE IN CONTENTMENT!



What about KAM BRAGAHN ?



Luke 6:35 Jesus says: "Lend, hoping for nothing in return"

ลูกา 6:35 แต่จงรักศัตรูของท่านและทำดีต่อเขา จงให้เขายืมโดยไม่หวังที่จะได้คืน แล้วบำเหน็จของท่านทั้งหลายจะมีบริบูรณ์ แล้วท่านจะเป็นบุตรขององค์ผู้สูงสุด เพราะว่าพระองค์ทรงพระกรุณาทั้งต่อคนอกตัญญูและคนชั่ว





What is Honest work ?

Making money from rise or drop in commodities/shares/currency

	- i.e. not actually contributing

When it is at the expense of other people's human rights 

- (e.g. selling cheap clothes made by children)









�BUSINESS ETHICS

Christian Business Ethics Principles : 

Seven Critical Components

Wayne A Grudem



Taking Care of Resources

"In addition, when we care for our possessions, it gives us opportunity to imitate many other attributes of God, such as wisdom, knowledge, beauty, creativity, love for others, kindness, fairness, independence, freedom, exercise of will, blessedness (or joy), and so forth."



Greed and materialism

"We could use our resource to advance our own pride, or we could become greedy and accumulate wealth for its own sake, or we could take wrongful security in riches (see Matt. 6:19; Luke 12:13-21, James 5:3). We could use our possessions foolishly and wastfully, abounding in luxury and self-indulgence while we neglect the needs of others (see James 5:5; 1 John 3:17). These things are rightly called 'materialism,' and they are wrong."



Buying and Selling Goods

"We can imitate God's attributes each time we buy and sell, if we practice honesty, faithfulness to our commitments, fairness, and freedom of choice."



Earning Profit

"The ability to earn a profit is thus the ability to multiply our resources while helping other people. It is a wonderful ability that God gave us and it is not evil or morally neutral but fundamentally good. Through it we can reflect God's attributes of love for others, wisdom, sovereignty, planning for the future, and so forth."



Money and Financial Resources

"Money provides many opportunities to glorify God, through investing and expanding our stewardship and imitating God's sovereignty and wisdom, through meeting our own needs and thus imitating God's independence, through giving to others and imitating God's mercy and love, or through giving to the church and to evangelism and thus bringing others into the kingdom."



Attitudes of Heart:

"God knows our hearts, and we glorify him by having attitudes of heart in which he delights....And if others work for us, we need to think of them as equal in value as human beings made in the image of God, and our heart's desire should be that the job bring them good and not harm."



Borrowing and Lending:

"In this way, borrowing and lending multiply phenomenally our God-given enjoyment of the material creation, and our potential for being thankful to God for all these things and glorifying him through our use of them. In borrowing and lending, we can reflect many of God's attributes. We can demonstrate trustworthiness and faithful stewardship, honesty, wisdom, love, and mercy."





Other than making money in order to stay in business, what do corporations and their employees have a duty to do?



marketing and advertising

employment practices (hiring, promotion, and firing)

the rights of employees

bribery and whistle-blowing

environmental practices

globalization - multinational vs. national  large store vs. local store





�TRUTHFULNESS (+CENSORSHIP)



TRUTHFULNESS

Dishonest (one of the 3 D's  Dishonesty, Disrespect, Disobedience)



Ephesians 4:25 Therefore each of you must put off falsehood and speak truthfully to his neighbour, for we are all members of one body.



Psalms 51:6 Surely you desire truth in the inner parts; you teach me wisdom in the inmost place.



Ephesians 4:15 Instead, speaking the truth in love, we will in all things grow up into him who is the Head, that is, Christ.



Exodus 20:16 "You shall not give false testimony against your neighbour.



DECEPTION is the Sin

- Not telling whole truth - with intention to deceive  (as opposed to cultural forms of communication: e.g. ท่านเข้าหรือยัง?) - have you done it?  Answer in a round about way explaining why before giving the answer...

	- ie. Making people believe something that is false

	-  False advertising



TRUST between husband and wife;  team members;  (once broken very difficult to regain)

ผลประโยชน์ส่วนตัว  works against truthfulness

		- tend only to say what is beneficial to one's own position



Reporting to supporters

	- e.g. church that inflated figures - to encourage (consequentialism)



Manipulation

Lying Baptists.. what if???!!!  (what is holding to TRUTH even though lying)



Did I sing well?????? !!!! - do you say the whole truth?

UK… I don't agree with that….



How truthful about our temptations/spiritual state should we be with our church?



CENSORSHIP  



Freedom of Speech/censorship (limiting the publishing of truth)



"You can't handle the truth" LOOK AT CLIP

A Few Good Men:  

Kaffee (Tom Cruise): I want the truth!

Jessep: You can't handle the truth! Son, we live in a world that has walls. And those walls have to be guarded by men with guns. Who's gonna do it? You? You, Lt. Weinberg? I have a greater responsibility than you can possibly fathom. You weep for Santiago and you curse the Marines. You have that luxury. You have the luxury of not knowing what I know: that Santiago's death, while tragic, probably saved lives. And my existence, while grotesque and incomprehensible to you, saves lives...You don't want the truth. Because deep down, in places you don't talk about at parties, you want me on that wall. You need me on that wall."



Censorship is the suppression of speech or other public communication which may be considered objectionable, harmful, sensitive, or inconvenient as determined by a government, media outlet, or other controlling body. It can be done by governments and private organizations or by individuals who engage in self-censorship. It occurs in a variety of different contexts including speech, books, music, films and other arts, the press, radio, television, and the Internet for a variety of reasons including national security, to control obscenity, child pornography, and hate speech, to protect children, to promote or restrict political or religious views, to prevent slander and libel, and to protect intellectual property. It may or may not be legal. Many countries provide strong protections against censorship by law, but none of these protections are absolute and it is frequently necessary to balance conflicting rights in order to determine what can and cannot be censored.



The rationale for censorship is different for various types of information censored:



    Moral censorship is the removal of materials that are obscene or otherwise considered morally questionable. Pornography, for example, is often censored under this rationale, especially child pornography, which is illegal and censored in most jurisdictions in the world.

    Military censorship is the process of keeping military intelligence and tactics confidential and away from the enemy. This is used to counter espionage, which is the process of gleaning military information.

    Political censorship occurs when governments hold back information from their citizens. This is often done to exert control over the populace and prevent free expression that might foment rebellion.

    Religious censorship is the means by which any material considered objectionable by a certain faith is removed. This often involves a dominant religion forcing limitations on less prevalent ones. (e.g.  condemnation of Salman Rushdie's novel The Satanic Verses by Iranian leader Ayatollah Ruhollah Khomeini) 

    Corporate censorship is the process by which editors in corporate media outlets intervene to disrupt the publishing of information that portrays their business or business partners in a negative light, or intervene to prevent alternate offers from reaching public exposure.

                OR. re. Royal Family… for sake of National security/stability







�WEEK 13

LEADERSHIP ISSUES



LEADERSHIP FAILURE 

ความล้มเหลวในการเป็นผู้นำ



Conflict of Interest - e.g. Narin

BORROWING MONEY FROM (e.g.) Church funds to pay for (e.g.) medical bill of mother

+ using money received for the purpose it was given



Misappropriation of Funds:

28 Jun 2012 

The founder of one of Singapore's richest churches has been charged in court for allegedly syphoning off nearly $19m of the congregation's money to support his wife's singing career.



Pastor Kong Hee, 47, faces three charges of "criminal breach of trust" relating to the misuse of funds belonging to the City Harvest Church, one of Singapore's biggest - with a membership of over 30,000.



Kong was accused of "dishonestly misappropriating monies" from the church's building fund over several years to support the career of his wife Ho Yeow Sun, who had tried to become a music star in the US.



The church, which has affiliates in neighbouring Malaysia and other countries, is known for services that resemble pop concerts.



The pastor's wife, now in her early 40s, was hoping international stardom would help spread the church's message, according to previous reports in the Singapore media.



Four other church executives were charged on Wednesday before a district court for aiding Kong, and faced other charges for having allegedly attempted to misappropriate millions of dollars from the church's funds.



Kong and the four others were arrested on Tuesday by the Commercial Affairs Department, a police unit set up to fight financial crime, and could face life imprisonment, as well as a fine, if convicted.



They have been suspended from their church positions and are out on bail with their passports impounded.



Al Jazeera's Stephanie Scawen, reporting from Singapore, said: "Kong, if found guilty will face life in prison. So you can see how seriously the authorities are viewing these allegations."



"Singapore is known to be a very clean, very uncorrupted society. When you start reading about a multimillion dollar scam, it's a big shock for the people here," she said.



'Sham transactions'



On Tuesday, officials overseeing charities estimated that Kong was involved in misappropriating Sg$23 million ($18m) in church funds but in the charge sheet filed on Wednesday, the total was raised slightly.



According to court documents, the church funds were channelled through "purported bond investments" in two companies, which were in fact "sham transactions".



"They were devised by the accused persons in order to conceal the diversion of the Church's Building Fund to fund Sun Ho's music career ... as well as other unauthorised purposes," the documents said.



City Harvest is a Christian group listed as a charity. The arrests came after a two-year police investigation.



Kong, who appeared in a courtroom filled with supporters as well as local media, stood with a grave expression as charges were laid out against him.



After the session, Kong walked out holding hands with his wife, declining to speak to the media as members of his entourage shoved journalists away and tried to prevent photographers from shooting pictures.



The couple became minor celebrities in Singapore after launching the church, which officials estimated had net assets of Sg$103 million ($80m) in 2009.



Singapore authorities have cracked down on heads of charities found to have been involved in irregularities.



In 2009, a prominent Buddhist monk was jailed for six months for misappropriating hospital funds and lying about it to authorities.





DISCIPLINE OF FAILING LEADERS

การลงวินัยผู้นำที่ล้มเหลว

1ทิโมธี 5:19 - 20 อย่ายอมรับคำกล่าวหาผู้ปกครองคนไหน เว้นแต่จะมีพยานสองสามคน ส่วนพวกที่ยังคงทำบาปอยู่นั้น จงตักเตือนเขาทั้งหลายต่อหน้าทุกคน เพื่อพวกที่เหลือจะได้เกรงกลัวด้วย

With much power/privilege comes much responsibility 

Betrayal of trust

Reconciliation (key to Church Discipline)

	- to restore their relationship and to restore trust

	- accountability

See code of Ethics in MyNotes EXTRAS

Conflict of Interest (e.g. Narin)





USE OF POWER การใช้อำนาจ

CHURCH DISCIPLINE การลงวินัยในคริสตจักร



The Inquisition, like the Holocaust, could be perpetrated by most of us under appropriate conditions. Leon Jaworski (Chief Prosecutor, Nazi War Crimes Trials and Watergate) describes in detail the brutal murder of eight U.S. airmen during World War 2. Taken captive after being shot down, the men were on their way to a POW camp; when their train was stopped at Russelsheim, a small town in the state of Hesse. The railway line ahead was being repaired.



A crowd gathered to look at the Americans. Hostile murmurs began. Then as murmurs became shouts and as shouts rose to a crescendo, the men were dragged from the train to be stoned, kicked and battered. A couple of citizens approached the Protestant pastor and the Catholic priest, begging them to intervene. Neither complied.



In a brief space of time two or three unrecognisable, bloody corpses lay on the ground beside the train, while the rest lay at different points along the streets of the town. Even in death they were not left alone, the battering continuing until intestines and inner organs lay exposed to view. What amazed Jaworski was that the perpetrators of the crime were normal, kindly people.



Having made every allowance for the abdominal crimes, Jaworski concludes, "As I thought of Joseph Hartgen, the two sisters and the other 'good-hearted' people of Russelsheim, I realised that none of us know what we are capable of doing until we reach such a point. As we cannot envision the heights we can reach by placing ourselves in the hands of God, neither can we imagine the depths to which we can sink without him "' And tragically, many of us think we are acting in his name, when the psychological factors playing upon us are precisely those that affected the people of Russelsheim.



Such atrocities are not German atrocities, but human atrocities, and there is no race on earth and few Christian groups on earth who have not at one time or another perpetrated them. 

		(from Healing the Wounded... John White)





AUTHORITY สิทธิอำนาจ



In Greek usage, the term episkopos is commonly used for the power exercised by the gods, as well as for human overseers in various social functions. So Jesus points the finger at the Gentiles, criticizing the fact that 'their high officials exercise authority over them' (Mark 10:42). มาระโก 10:42-43  พระเยซูจึงทรงเรียกเขาทั้งหลายมาตรัสว่า  "ท่านทั้งหลายรู้อยู่ว่า  ผู้ที่นับว่าเป็นผู้ครองของคนต่างชาติ  ย่อมเป็นเจ้าเหนือเขา  และผู้ใหญ่ทั้งหลายก็ใช้อำนาจบังคับ  แต่ในพวกท่านหาเป็นอย่างนั้นไม่ ถ้าผู้ใดใคร่จะได้เป็นใหญ่ในพวกท่าน  ผู้นั้นจะต้องเป็นผู้ปรนนิบัติท่านทั้งหลาย

 In saying this, Jesus is attacking authority, not just authoritarianism, in leadership. Jesus strongly rejects this pattern of leadership, and declares. 'Not so with you.’ He then teaches his disciples that primacy means being slave of all Jesus himself gives the model of serving rather than being served. He comes not to save His own life, but to 'give his life as a ransom for many' (Mark 10:11 45). While it is true that these last words teach that Jesus offers himself as a sacrificial offering in out place. this is not the main point of his teaching here. He is underlining, that Christian leadership should not include the exercise of authority, but rather should be characterized by self-sacrifice.



Authority WRIGHT

He is, as we see and know in Christ and by the Spirit, judging and remaking his world. What he does authoritatively he dots with this intent.. But, once we say that God’s authority is like that, we find that there is a challenge issued to the world’s view of authority and to the church’s view of authority. Authority is not the power to control people, and crush them, and keep them in little boxes. The church often tries to do that—to tidy people up. ... God’s authority... is designed... to liberate human beings, to judge and condemn evil and sin in the world in order to set people free to be fully human. That’s what God is in the business of doing. 



...his enthronement on Calvary, which with hindsight the church realizes to be the place where all power, all real power, is congregated.





__________________________________________
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Customs official probed after assault at airport security

Published: 12/01/2012 at 12:00 AM Newspaper section: News



A high ranking customs official is being investigated for allegedly bashing a security officer about the ears after he refused to undergo a security check at Suvarnabhumi airport.

Footage from a surveillance camera at Suvarnabhumi airport shows a high ranking customs official smacking the ears of a security officer at the airport after he was stopped for a body pat-down during a security check process.

The official, Sombat Chartchaiwaiyawit, who is chief of passenger inspection at the airport, has been transferred following the incident, pending a probe for allegedly assaulting the security staff member, a customs official says.

Customs Department director-general Somchai Poolsavasdi confirmed Mr Sombat is being investigated.

The investigation was sparked by a video clip released on the YouTube website.

It contains footage from a surveillance camera that shows a man smacking the ears of a security officer at the airport after he was stopped for a body pat-down during a security check process.

Mr Somchai said the probe will be wrapped up in 30 days.

Mr Sombat has been shifted to the Bureau of Central Administration for the duration of the inquiry.

Mr Somchai said the incident made him uncomfortable as it tarnished the department's image, even if it does reflect just one individual's behaviour.

Mr Somchai said Mr Sombat faces disciplinary action by the Civil Service Commission if he is found to have behaved inappropriately.

"This is not about corruption," he said.

"I take this investigation seriously. But I have to be sure that he is treated fairly."

He said he has reported the incident to Deputy Finance Minister Boonsong Teriyapirom.

Mr Somchai said senior customs officials may enjoy certain conveniences at the airport but none are exempt from security examinations.

Suvarnabhumi airport director Somchai Sawasdipol said the airport's legal team will be asked if action should be taken against the official.

"It is a case of assault which may have a negative effect on the airport," he said.

Mr Somchai insisted all passengers are required to follow the Airports of Thailand's security checkpoint procedures and policies. Checkpoint protocols require passengers to remove outer coats and metal items for X-ray before proceeding through the metal detectors.

Additional screening is required if the metal detectors send an alarm.

Passengers who refuse to be screened are not allowed to enter restricted areas in the airport.

Suvarnabhumi airport deputy director Narongchai Thanatchangsaeng said the incident will not cause problems between the AoT and the Customs Department.



Wake-up smack for a changing society

    Published: 15/01/2012 at 12:00 AM

Tradition still permeates strongly, especially in the relationship between the superior (phuyai) and the inferior (phunoi).

There are certain tell-tale signs that can help you differentiate between phuyai and phunoi.

Picture two men talking. The one that haunches his back and shoulders, hands folded meekly across his pelvis (in a metaphorical effort to protect his last manly possession, his jewel box, as social norms have already given his dignity to the phuyai) and head nodding rhythmically once every three to five seconds, with lips muttering dutifully, ''khrap, khrap, khrap, khrap''.

Yes, you have either witnessed this scene or been a part of it before.

On the streets, when stopped by a traffic cop, simply flash a card or drop a name. The lowly man in khaki will then recognise that you know somebody, who knows somebody, who's a friend of somebody, who might actually be somebody. He will understand that his role in society is to wave you past with humble apologies.

When introduced to someone who is referred to as ''khun'', you might breathe a sigh of relief because this means you do not have to grab your jewel box. But if that someone is referred to as a ''tan'', you know the dude is a high-and-mighty superior and that you should wipe your sweaty palms. (To be fair there are many nice ''tan'' who insist on not being treated as such.)

It is easy to express outrage at the high-and-mighty Mr Sombat, who was caught on tape smacking his inferior upside the head for showing impertinence. The YouTube clip has well over one million views and the comments are damning against the C-7 official.



But it would be intellectually wasteful to simply express disgust and neglect in probing the social and psychological aspects of the incident.

The slapping was a symptom of an outdated mentality that still permeates a society caught between tradition and modernism. Mind you, smacking someone upside the head is not a tradition, but it is a tradition that a phunoi should know his proper place and never question a phuyai.

In an interview, Mr Sirichai recounted his reaction after Mr Sombat shouted at him.

''I felt scared. I said I was sorry and moved backwards, but he walked towards me and thumped my ears until a woman in the VIP group told him to stop.''

At many airports in the world, Mr Sombat would have been wrestled to ground by security and dragged into a dimly-lit room for a full body cavity search. But Suvarnabhumi is not many airports and Thailand isn't the world.

Reflecting on what had happened, Mr Sirichai said, ''I feel uncomfortable this has turned into such a big incident. I don't know what to do, and am not sure whether I can continue to work at the airport.''

In some countries, it would be Happy Birthday and Merry Christmas rolled into one, as there would be lawsuits galore. But Thailand isn't some countries and Mr Sirichai knows that there are consequences, sooner or later, to come from questioning the authority of the phuyai.

What has followed is the standard procedure. Mr Sirichai lodged complaints with the police. Mr Sombat has been transferred and there will be a 30 day investigation. Customs Department director-general Somchai Poolsavasdi promises fairness and transparency.

The point is not that tradition is all bad. For younger people to honour their elders is a good thing. For the subordinate to pay respect to the superior is fine. But the social relationship takes a feudalistic turn when the phuyai actually believes he is the social better and demands to be treated with privilege; when his narrow view of the world demands that the phunoi kowtow to his high and mightiness.

This is a corrupt relationship. This is an abusive relationship.

Money and power define every social structure; there will always be phuyai and phunoi. This is fine, as long as the relationship is complemented by mutual respect, rather than blind submission to authority.

Thai society is changing, perhaps faster than many can handle. The phenomenon of social media has helped to expose and bring issues out for discussion. Society's backlash against Mr Sombat is a sign of progress.

But like tradition, progress has both positive and negative sides. Come this Songkran festival, there will likely again be girls dancing topless somewhere. (Well, in fact there are girls dancing topless somewhere every night.) Whether that's positive or negative progress is something people can determine for themselves. Meanwhile, if Mr Sombat offers a public apology that would be progress. If he offers a public apology and resigns that would be substantial progress. If he is forced to resign that would still mark progress.

Or will the bad side of tradition take over? Mai pen rai. Sabai sabai. Nothing to see here.

Voranai Vanijaka Position: Political and Social Commentator





นายกอบต.ตบหัวหน้าส่วนการคลัง.mp4

TAO chief accused of slapping subordinate



    Published: 26/09/2012 at 02:35 PM

    Online news: Local News



NAKHON PATHOM -- A civil servant has filed a complaint with police accusing her boss of assaulting her at work, slapping her face and pulling her hair.



Rawipha Phuengporn, head of the finance department of Taiyawas Tambon Administrative Organisation in Nakhon Chaisi district, complained to police that her boss, TAO chief Somdet Suksomkit, attacked her on Sept 12, reports said.

She said she informed him that his 150,000 baht proposal for landscape renovation in the area had been rejected because he planned to hire a private contractor to do the job.

Ms Rawipha said she pointed out that the project spending could not be approved, because his plan did not meet the criteria. The project is aimed at public participation and hiring local people to do the work.

Ms Rawipha said she left his office after she informed him of the decision.

The man was furious that his proposal was rejected. He came after her as she headed back to her office and pulled her hair and slapped her twice on her face.

Police said they have obtained footage from a surveillance camera at the TAO office that captured the entire incident.

Deputy chief of Nakhon Chaisi district Yongyuth Suanthong said he had been assigned to investigate the incident. If found guilty the TAO chief could be permanently relieved from duty.





�THAI SOCIETY AND LEADERSHIP STRUCTURE  

สังคมไทยและการเป็นผู้นำ
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1. คำนำ  

  แบบครอบงำ				แบบปลดปล่อย			         ความสัมพันธ์ในแนวตั้ง

									           



Barami

Why me… studied for Mdiv

Some observations about some Thai leaders…

Rigid (ไม่ยืดหยุ่น แข็ง)

To get on - need to agree(originality not always appreciated-unless from him)

Tends to centre on himself  - rather than Kingdom

sees his team members for his own benefit - rather all in team including himself as for the benefit of the kingdom (USES the "underlings")

Does not believe in / respect his team members

he should consult with others on major points to obtain consensus - not just decide and leave others to find out later

Tends not to Trust others (suspects they may not be loyal)

- both in the leader by those being led

		          - those being led by the leader

		- sometimes tempted to think what are the hidden agendas

Dictates/ covers… rather than Releases (ครอบงำ   แทน ปลดปล่อย)

allows others the freedom to disagree

Lack of organisational ability (tends to be a weakness for the Thais)

need regular meetings, good communication, clear delegation, consistency to what has been agreed. )

Sometimes misinterprets others’ comments as critisism ?  มักเข้าใจผิดบ่อยว่า คำพูดของคนอื่นเป็นคำวิจารณ์

Strong Vertical Relationships - weak horizontal



การปกครองแบบคณะสงฆ์   (แบบลำดับชั้น)

"The Thai social system is hierarchically structured"�

 "Thailand is a hierarchical society"�  



	These two simple statements provide a major key to understanding Thai behaviour. 

	From childhood, every Thai is taught  to be aware of who are their seniors and who are their juniors.



ที่สูงที่ต่ำ

A significant part of socialisation is oriented toward making the young learn appropriate behavior to deal with it.  In particular, they are taught to recognize the difference between high and low status "thi sung thi tam�" (literally "high place" and "low place") and the behavior appropriate to each.  Those who do not recognize and conform to the norm of behavior of "thi sung thi tam" are frowned upon and disliked in society.�



This does not mean that a Thai may not move up or down the social ladder.  In the Thai world view, society appears primarily as a hierarchical system with all positions in it fixed and arranged in ranked fashion.  However, individuals who occupy these positions are free to move in any direction such as soccer players on the soccer field.�  It does, however, mean that he should learn, and behave appropriately according to his present social position.� The expectations of those who are senior and those who are junior are clearly defined:

 

As for adults, they should act respectably and not play with children so much that children consider them as equals.  Those who are getting old should not behave like young people.  An older woman who dresses up like a young girl or who has the manners of a young girl is criticized.  Also, an older man who acts foolishly like a young man is condemned.  Older people should demonstrate that they are worthy of respect.�



	Most Thais are keenly aware of their position of seniority to some (and the obligations they have towards them) and their position of inferiority to others (again with its own set of obligations).  For example, it would be normal when eating out as a group, for the most senior in the group to pay for the bill.  

	As Henry Holmes points out in his book "Working with the Thais", most Thais are reasonably comfortable with the notion that some individuals in society "deserve" to have power.  In fact this ability to accept "Power Difference" has been analysed in the Thai work place by Dr Geert Hofstede (industrial psychologist).  "Power Difference" is defined by Hofstede as:



"the extent to which a society accepts the fact that power in institutions and organisations is distributed unequally"�



Measuring "Power Difference" in different cultures, Dr Hofstede's survey revealed that Thais of both junior and senior rank (compared to those of 32 other cultures) expect and even prefer there to be greater hierarchical gaps among levels of management.





2.  ความเป็นมาของรูปแบบผู้นำไทย  

	It will be helpful to investigate the roots of the hierarchical structure of the Thai society (my other notes have more than this).  

ระบบศักดินา Sakdina 

In the fifteenth century, King Borommatrailokanat, more simply known as King Trailok, put into legislation ideas that were already strongly in practice: the ranking of all citizens within the kingdom based on numbers.  Originally, the ranking of the king's subjects had been based on size of land-thus the name sakdi na�, or "field power".  However, when Trailok enacted his Law of the Civil Hierarchy, he was able to classify and place every individual, irrespective of land holdings, by assigning the person a certain sakdi na, a number.�



Ordinary peasant freemen were given a sakdi na of 25, slaves were ranked 5, craftsmen employed in government service, 50, and petty officials, from 50 to 400.  At the sakdi na rank of 400 began the bureaucratic nobility, the khunnang�, whose members ranged from the heads of minor departments at a na of 400 to the highest ministers of state, who enjoyed a rank of 10,000.  The upper levels of nobility ranked with the junior members of the royal family.  and most princes ranked above them, up to the heir-apparent, whose rank was 100,000.  In the exhaustive laws of Trailok's reign, which read like a directory of the entire society, every possible position and status is ranked and assigned a designation of sakdi na, thus specifying everyone's relative position.�



Sakdi na was abolished four hundred years later by King Chulalongkorn but the fundamental belief that every person should have a place in a hierarchy, and be to some extent content with it, lives on to this day.  As can be seen from the above quote: King Trailok put into legislation ideas that were already strongly in practise.  What factors influenced Thai society prior to King Trailok and what is perpetuating this same framework of thinking today? 



2.1 Buddhism  พุทธศาสนา



2.1.1 Power Distance เกิดมามีฐานะ     ห่างเหินเนื่องจากมีอำนาจ

	Buddhist thinking, most probably, is the first major contributing factor.  



	Perhaps the most interesting aspect of the Thai hierarchical view of society is that one's status in the hierarchical system is believed to result from accumulated past karma� in the form of bun� (merit) and bap� (demerit) .  The degree of "high-ness" or "low-ness" of an individual's status is believed to vary according to his store of bun and bap.  The more bun, the higher one's status; the less bun (or the more bap), the lower the status.  One can see from this the extent to which the Buddhist world view has influenced the Thai view of the social order.�





(wian wai dtai gurt�)



	In Buddhist thought, salvation is earned through good works.  Good deeds (or merit) from previous lives will determine  the state into which one is born.  This well explains why the Thais can readily accept "Power Distance".



Most Thais are reasonably comfortable with the notion that some individuals in society "deserve" to have power As mentioned earlier, many Thais believe that the person with power gained it, at least to some extent, through the accumulation of merit in earlier existences.  The society is therefore ranked-a natural order of things.  This acceptance of power is easiest for Thai subordinates when the manager (male or female) is already in place, with his or her rank already designated.  On the other hand, when a Thai becomes a manager by emerging through the ranks, it is much more difficult for him to assume acceptable or credible power.�





2.1.2 Merit   บุญ

	Traditionally, it appears that more credence has been given to a person's right to seniority because of his/her past (unknown) merit, rather than the visible earning of it through educational qualifications and other accomplishments.  Being born into certain prestigious families (having the right surname ทmi nam sagun�) is enough to guarantee prestige and honour.  There are some changes, however, particularly in Bangkok, where people are increasingly accepted for positions of authority on the basis of academic and other achievements.  



	Karmic thinking has also given the Thai a passive understanding of man's relationship to nature.  In contrast to the Christian understanding of man's dominance over nature�, the Thais see no real distinction between man and nature.  



man is viewed as the passive victim of forces of nature about which there is nothing he can do, as illustrated by a fatalistic attitude towards illness and death… The Thai view of life is frequently influenced by the belief that numerous things or events which happen in their lives are beyond their control.  There is nothing they can do about it but accept it. �



	The Thai people's acceptance of "Power Distance" and hierarchy may thus be largely accredited to the influence of Buddhist karmic thinking.  Each person has his or her predetermined place.  One may be able to change the way of things in part but do not hope for too much.  





2.2 Economic Factors  ประเด็นเศรษฐกิจ



2.2.1 Interdependence  การพึ่งพาอาศัยกัน 

	The second factor influencing the perpetuation of "Power Distance" is the  absence of social welfare and the uneven distribution of wealth in Thai society.  

	Through economic necessity, the Thai people have to depend upon one another.  It is not a question of "learning" dependence.  Each Thai born into the world is dependent on others.  In turn, others will be dependent on them.

	Apart from government schools (to which parents will pay a minimal tuition fee), and government hospitals (which generally work on a "pay as you can afford" basis), there is no government housing, no welfare state, no government support for those out of work, no government old-age pension, no disability allowance, no child benefits etc.  etc.

	Children are dependent on their parents.  Later, parents are dependent on their children.  Poorer family members are dependent on richer family members.  These are facts of life which one may dislike but eventually must accept.  



Since Thai peasants regard children as precious property, having many children is not considered a burden to the family.  Like valuable property, the more you have the more you are satisfied.�





2.2.2 Bunkhun  บุญคุณ

Perhaps the most fundamental value that has merged out of the hierarchical nature of Thai society is the concept of bunkhun� (referred to in some quotations as bun khun).  A correct understanding of bunkhun will lead to a correct understanding of "Patron-Client" relationships.



The term is sometimes referred to as phra khun.  There is no English equivalent of this term but it may be described as any good thing, help or favor done by someone which entails gratitude and obligation on the part of the beneficiary.  Thus, if my friend helps me to overcome a difficulty whatever it is he is said to be ni bun khun (one who has done favor).  I am supposed then to be grateful and to seek an occasion to repay the favor whenever I can.  In this way, anybody can be a phu mi bun khun� to anybody else.  Thus in actual life an individual may owe many people bun khun.  





	The bun khun system of obligation and the network that develops from it are based on the provision of benefits or favors of any kind by one party to another and the special relationship thus established between the two parties.  The relationship is unequal by the fact that the grantor party places the grantee in his debt by his favor while the grantee, by accepting the benefit, contracts the obligation to show gratitude and return the favor at an appropriate time.�





	Bunkhun, or indebted goodness, is a psychological bond between someone who, out of sheer kindness and sincerity renders another person the needed help and favor, and the latter's remembering of the kindness done and his ever-readiness to reciprocate the kindness.�



	The giver of bunkhun is seen as having mettaa karunaa� i.e.  mercy and kindness.  This quality is particularly applicable to interactions between people of different status levels where the superior, or stronger person behaves benevolently to those below him.



A boss should be forgiving of a subordinate who has made a big mistake.  A teacher should be generous with time and effort in order to help his students.  A rich person should be generous with tips to servants and donations to beggars.�



	The receiver of bunkhun will have the feeling of "gratitude and indebtedness".



"One must appreciate those who have done favors for one.  A child should feel great gratitude and indebtedness to his or her parents, as should student to teacher, servant to master, or a friend to another friend who has helped him or her."�



This feeling of "gratitude and indebtedness" is called by the Thais pen ni bunkhun� .  This feeling runs very deep and will normally result in some form of reciprocity, especially in the form of loyalty.

	Normally, however, the bunkhun relationship continues amicably and respectfully between the two parties through continuous cycles of giving, receiving and reciprocating.



For example, a subordinate makes a mistake that negatively affects a customer.  The boss covers and protects the subordinate by taking care of the problem.  The subordinate, grateful, works extra hard on another difficult project.  On the successful completion of the project, the boss praises the subordinate and treats the subordinate and his co-workers to an extravagant dinner.  It is possible for this bunkhun relationship to continue until the death of one of the parties.  It may even extend into the family of the parties involved, sending the relationship on a fruitful and endless continuum.�



	The Bunkhun relationship starts and is perhaps most strongly felt within the nuclear or extended family.



This bun khun obligatory relationship is especially strong within the family and kin circle where the younger generations are very much obligated by the bun khun rendered by the older generations.�



Those who do not take good care of their aged parents are considered ungrateful children and are normally condemned by their other kin and neighbors.�



Podhisita describes this as a contractual relationship between parents and children.�



No one can ever redeem his debts to his parents who, bad or good, are always sacred to their children.  Seniority plays an important role in the Thai kinship system.  As a rule, senior members of a family are regarded as "advisors" and "patrons" of the younger relatives who, consequently are expected to show them�





	The concept of bunkhun is not limited to just one strata of society but exists on all levels, and aids society as a whole to flow in a civil and friendly manner.  Each Thai, to a greater or lesser extent, is both a "receiver" of bunkhun (from those above him) and a "giver" of bunkuhn (to those below him).  

	This concept of bunkhun may perhaps be the single most important aspect of social relationships in Thailand.



Bun khun obligation is very important in Thai social life.  Indeed, it is next to kinship in importance as a basis of social relationships in Thai society.  Those who "recognize the bun khun of others", i.e.  do not fail to return the favor, are always praised; those who neglect this obligation are disliked.�



…they are referred to as khon nerakhun� and nobody will want to make friends with such people.�



As Chai Podhisita points out:



Duties performed by those expected to do so, such as parents and teachers, are considered to be not merely duties but also bun khun.  In sociological terms, this may be seen as social obligation, and in this sense, the Thai bun khun is not at all unique.  However, there is something more than just an obligation involved here.  As noted earlier, the term bun as the Thai understand it also refers to the provision of benefits in a non-religious context.  In other words, any good act, religious or not, may be referred to as a kind of bun.  Thus, helping others, performing one's duties to the best of one's ability, etc., are all bun.  �



	It is therefore impossible to avoid bunkhun relationships, at least to some extent.  The result of which is a "binding" effect which limits and constrains individuals to certain patterns of behaviour.



	Since the Thai social system is hierarchically structured implying unequal interpersonal relation given the existence of bunkhun relationships and the formal relationships dominated by status-power, it follows logically that these relationships generate in the receivers of bun khun a sense of dependence and obligation characterised in such personality traits as trust, respect, obedience, non-assertion, self-effacement, submission, conformity, compliance, etc.�

	

If possible, most Thais would seek to avoid bunkuhn relationships.



Thai people are cautious about bunkhun relationships and do not, if possible, allow themselves to become involved in them; unless necessary.  The reason lies in the belief that "the debt of bunkhun, unlike other debts, is never completely repaid." It appears, then, that while bun khun is highly valued in Thai society, people are wary about it, for once they get into its web, they are supposed to be strongly bound by it.�



From the following chart, however, which presents a partial summary of relationships characterised by bunkhun, it will be seen that it is impossible for the Thai to isolate himself from this "web".



Superior Side				Subordinate side



Father & mother 	-----------     	Sons and daughters

Teachers   		-----------	Disciples, students

Senior relatives		-----------	Junior relatives

Patronage friends	-----------	Receiving friends

Helping neighbours	-----------	Receiving neighbours

Particular individual	-----------	Particular individual



By the fact of being born a Thai, a person is already in the bun khun network system.  First of all, he is indebted to his parents.  later, to his teachers, senior relatives and so on and so forth.�



	It is also noteworthy that those who begin a bunkhun relationship are generally required to continue it. 



N.B. a quote from a Thai hotel manager



To succeed as a manager in Thailand 

1.  Earn their friendship in order to get their trust

2.  Earn their respect.  In order to earn their respect you have to be in a position of seniority or you have to command fear resulting from your power

3.  You have to make them owe you something.  Always give and make them see that you are always sacrificing and giving.

(your staff will hereby be fearful of you, but they will also be obligated to you.  And then they will do everything for you.)�



	Here then, is the underlying psychology of "Patron-Client" relationships in Thai society.  The patron is one who gives favours to the client, thus forming a bunkhun relationship.  The client must then reciprocate this favour.

	Chaiyun Ukosakul helpfully points out a certain particularity of the patron-client system in Thailand as opposed to that found in other countries.� 



The Thai will uphold this material interdependence only as long as it serves to benefit both sides.  The Thais believe that the determination of a person's status in the social hierarchical order is dependent upon a composite quality called "merit" (Bun)� or "virtue" (Khwaam-dii�)....they can expect such visible evidence of their good Karma such as wealth or pleasure.  ....  This obligation or loyalty� will exist as long as there are mutual benefits; as long as the patron is viewed as possessing greater merits.  However, if the patron should suffer misfortune, this would indicate that her/his merit is insufficient, or that her/his Baap� (sin) has now overcome her/his Bun (merits).  S/he is, therefore, no longer dependable, so her/his client withdraws.�





3.  ความคาดหวังต่างๆ   ในการนำแบบระบบผู้อุปการะ /  อุปถัม  

3.1 ของผู้ตามต่อผู้นำ (Expectations for a Leader)

		(or the Client's expectation of his Patron/benefactor/boss) :



3.1.1 Authority   พระเดช / อำนาจ / สิทธอำนาจ

	The leader holds his (hierarchical) position because of his merit (bun).  He should therefore be feared.  The leader must command respect.  His manner, behaviour, dress (and even his car!) should all reflect his position of authority.  It is the boss who should take initiative and come up with the new ideas.  It is his job to know what his juniors think rather than the junior's job to initiate saying it.  It is his job to see that there is a problem rather than to be told it.  He knows all the jobs under him and gives "hands-on" leadership.  (These expectations of the leader or boss are quite different from those within a "flat" or "non-hierarchical", "power-distributed" society as in most Western countries).



3.1.2 Benevolence   พระคุณ / เมตตากรุณา

	The leader (or patron) is expected to be a father-figure (head of family).  He is to provide protection, emotional support, favours, cover the mistakes of his subordinates and reward them lavishly.  He should help manage their personal affairs from hospital bills to education costs or to funerals.  These favours may even extend to other members of his subordinate's family.�  He should be forgiving, generous with time and effort to help personally coaching his juniors in their work (or in the case of teacher to student).  He should be  generous.  Through these many acts of benevolence, he builds up the buhnkhun (or indebtedness) with his workers.  

	As suggested by Henry Holmes�, he is expected to exercise several honoured values: 

ความเกรงใจ   

การให้เกียรติ (e.g. by attending their important ceremonies, or asking their advice) 

มีน้ำใจ  (e.g. buys food & gives to everyone, invite all staff out)

การเห็นใจ  (or to understand - literally to "see into the heart")

ความจริงใจ

สำรวม  (e.g. to stay calm, not expressing anger, not showing too much emotion). 



"Jai" (heart) …Thais are concerned with how people feel.



Holmes suggests that the exercise of phradet and prakhun over a period of time will give rise to the leader possessing baramee (baramee is power and strength derived from respect and loyalty)�.  



In this way, the leadership CENTERS on the Leader

	- not the organisation

	- not the udomgahn of the organisation

- so people tend to rap chai primarily the leader, rather the organisation

(but in the church it should centre on CHRIST, KINGDOM OF GOD)





3.2 ของผู้นำต่อผู้ตาม Expectations for a follower  (i.e. The leader's expectations of those he is leading; or the patron's expectation of his clients)



By building up bunkhun (meritorious acts on their behalf) the leader will expect to be repaid by:



3.2.1 Deference ให้เกียรติ ไว้ใจ  นับถือ

	The leader expects his subordinates to honour, respect and trust him.



3.2.2 Loyalty จงรักภักดี ซื่อสัตย์ กตัญญู

	The leader expects his subordinates to support, follow and promote him and his cause.   They should be willing to do anything he wants (no questions asked�).  In cases of ethical decisions, their loyalty to their boss should rise higher than their conscience.

	Note that the loyalty expected of a "client" is rendered more towards the particular leader than the institution or company as a whole.  This will become particularly evident when their leader leaves the company.  Sometimes his whole section will leave with him.

	If either the client or the patron fails to meet, or moves away, from these expectations, he can expect to be cut off from the bunkhun relationship and relegated to the "selfish circle" where he must fend for himself.  Repairing damage to a bunkhun relationship is sometimes next to impossible.  He is now outside the "cautious circle" of bunkuhn, probably never to return.







****  N.B. YOU AS NEW LEADERS - there’s a lot of pressure for you to have this kind of Baramee or Benevolence in one form or other

	- e.g. think need to show that you are specially gifted (show off…)

	- or to do favours for people

	- even to make some people INDEBTED to you

DON’T DO IT

	- trust God… if he wants you in a position…

	- then He will keep you there, and will enable you to be successful

		- without needing to do all that









4. การสอนของพระคัมภีร์  



4.1 การเป็นคริสเตียนในพระคัมภีร์  

4.1.1 Christians are Christ's Body  คริสเตียนเป็นพระกายของพระคริสต์



4.1.2 Importance of every individual  ทุกคนสำคัญ



4.1.3 Unity  การเป็นนำ้หนึ่งใจเดียวกัน



4.1.4 Family of God   เป็นครอบครัว



4.1.5 Freedom  เสรีภาพ



4.1.6  Plurality and Accountability    “พหูพจน์”  และ  การรายงานต่อกันและกัน ?





4.1.7  การรับใช้ และ การเลี้ยงดู

ลูกา 22:25 - 27





4.1.8  True Authority  สิทธิอำนาจที่แท้จริง







5.  คริสตจักรและระบบอุปถัม



วิเคราะห์จุดเด่นจุดอ่อน

5.1 Inevitability  ความจำเป็น



5.2 Role of influential members  สมาชิกที่มีอิทธิพล





5.4 Strengths and opportunities  จุดเด่น และ โอกาส

5.4.1 Close lasting relationships  ความสัมพันธ์ที่สนิท และยาวนาน



5.4.2 Situational discipleship การสรา้งสาวกแบบธรรมชาติ / ในชีวิตประจำวัน



5.4.3 Responsibility and accountability  ความรับผิดชอบ



5.4.4 Generosity การมีใจกว้าง



5.4.5 Grace พระคุณ



5.4.6 Multiplication  การทวีคุณ



5.4.7 Church growth  การเพิ่มพูนคริสตจักร



5.5 Objections to the patron-client system  ข้อคล่องใจเรื่องการนำในระบบอุปถัม

5.5.1 Fundamental objections  ข้อคล่องใจที่เป็นหลัก

Hierarchy  การอยู่เหนือกว่า

Indebtedness  การเป็นหนี



5.5.2   Question Marks  ข้อคล่องใจที่เป็นคำถาม

Questionable appropriateness  เป็นรูปแบบที่สอดคล้องกับรูปแบบของคริสเตียนไหม



5.5.3 Potential problems    ปัญหา ที่อาจตามมา

Discipleship/Dependency  การพึ่งมนุษย์

Opportunism  การี่ฉวยโอกาส

Rejection  การถูกปฏิเสธ

Favouritism & Jealousy   ความลำเอียง  ความอิจฉา

Lack of Team work / Individualism  ขาดการทำงานเป็นทีม   

Discouragement to Initiative  ขาดความคิดแบบริเริ่ม

Inter-church co-operation   ขาดการร่วมมือกันระหว่างคริสตจักร

Change of leadership การเปลียนผู้นำ

Arbitration  ความยากในการเป็นผู้กลาง

Church Discipline  การลงวินัยในคริสตจักร

Inordinate demands / ethics การขอที่มากเกิน   จริยธรรม

Church elections  การเลือกตั้งในคริสตจักร

�ETHICS  SUMMARY

จริยธรรม  สรุป



ประเภท หรือ ระบบต่างๆ ของจริยธรรม



CONSEQUENTIAL / TELEOLOGICAL Ethics  จริยธรรมแบบผลลัพธ์ 

- hedonism

- utilitarianism (+ Rule Utilitarianism)





PRINCIPLE / DEONTOLOGICAL Ethics  จริยธรรมแบบยึดหลัก / ยึดข้อผูกมัดหรือความรับผิดชอบ

	- Situationism   จริยธรรมสถานการณ์ 

	- Kant - Categorical imperatives

	- Unqualified, Conflicting, Graded





VALUE ETHICS จริยธรรมแบบค่านิยม

มิติของวัฒนธรรม

�EMBED MSDraw   \* MERGEFORMAT���

มิติแห่ง ความคิด  ความรู้สึก   การประเมิน   Hiebert





VIRTUE Ethics จริยธรรมแบบคุณธรรม ***

1โครินธ์ 13:13 และบัดนี้ ทั้งสามสิ่งนี้ยังดำรงอยู่ คือความเชื่อ ความหวัง และความรัก แต่ความรักนั้นใหญ่ที่สุดในสามสิ่งนี้ 

กาลาเทีย 5:22 - 23 ส่วนผลของพระวิญญาณนั้น คือความรัก ความยินดี สันติสุข ความอดทน ความกรุณา ความดี ความซื่อสัตย์ ความสุภาพอ่อนโยน การรู้จักบังคับตน เรื่องอย่างนี้ไม่มีธรรมบัญญัติห้ามไว้เลย



เราเป็นใครในพระคริสต์  และกำลังจะเป็นใคร

โคโลสี 3:9 - 10 อย่าพูดมุสาต่อกัน  เพราะว่าท่านได้ปลดวิสัยมนุษย์เก่า  กับการปฏิบัติของมนุษย์นั้นเสียแล้ว และได้สวมวิสัยมนุษย์ใหม่  ที่กำลังทรงสร้างขึ้นใหม่ตามพระฉายของพระองค์ผู้ทรงสร้าง  ให้รู้จักพระเจ้า

เอเฟซัส 4:13 - 16 จนกว่าเราทุกคนจะบรรลุถึงความเป็นน้ำหนึ่งใจเดียวกันในความเชื่อและในความรู้ถึงพระบุตรของพระเจ้า บรรลุถึงความเป็นผู้ใหญ่ คือโตเต็มถึงขนาดความบริบูรณ์ของพระคริสต์ 14 เพื่อเราจะไม่เป็นเด็กอีกต่อไป ถูกซัดไปซัดมาและพัดไปพัดมาด้วยลม





� Titaya Suvanjata, "Is Thai social system loosely structured ?"  Social Science Review, (1976), 171-187

� Henry Holmes and Suchada Tangtongtavy, Working with the Thais (Bangkok: White Lotus, 1995), 26.

� ที่สูง ที่ต่ำ

� Chai Podhisita, "Buddhism and Thai World View," in Traditional and Changing World View  (Bangkok: Chulalonkorn University Social Research Institute, 1985), 32.

� Ibid., 44.

� A mother, or father or grandparent in Thailand will bless their infant by saying ขอให้เติบโตเป็นนายคน เป็นเจ้าคน (may you grow up to be a leader and a boss)

� Navavan Bandhumedha, "Thai Views of Man As a Social Being" in Traditional and Changing World View  (Bangkok: Chulalonkorn University Social Research Institute, 1985), 95.

� Geert Hofstede, Culture's Consequences (Beverly Hills: Sage Publications, 1984)

� ศักดินา

� Holmes, Working with the Thais, 27

� ขุนนาง

� David K.Wyatt, Thailand - A Short History (Bangkok: Silkworm Books, 1982)

� กรรม

� บุญ

� บาป

� Podhisita, "Buddhism and Thai World View", 33.

� เวียน ว่าย ตาย เกิด

� Holmes, Working with the Thais, 62.

� มีนามสกุล

� Gen 1:28

� Suntaree Komin, "The World View Through Thai Value Systems," in Traditional and Changing World View (Bangkok: Chulalonkorn University Social Research Institute, 1985), 174.

�  Snit Smuckarn, "Thai Peasant World View," in Traditional and Changing World View (Bangkok: Chulalonkorn University Social Research Institute, 1985), 138.

� บุญคุณ

� ผู้มีบุญคุณ

� Snit Smuckarn, "Thai Peasant World View," 139.

� Suntaree Komin, Psychology of the Thai People, (Bangkok:  Research Center, National Institute of Development Administration, 1990), 168.

� เมตตากรุณา 

� Holmes, Working with the Thais, 31.

� Juree Vichit-Vadakan, "All Change for Thai Values," A paper presented at a seminar Societies on the Move: Changing Values (Colburi, Thailand: 1990. Reprinted in the Nation, June 21, 1990)

� เป็นหนี้บุญคุณ

� Holmes, Working with the Thais, 32.

� Chai Podhisita, "Buddhism and Thai World View," 39.

� Snit Smuckarn, "Thai  Peasant World View," 138.

� Chai Podhisita, "Buddhism and Thai World View," 39.

� Snit Smuckarn, "Thai  Peasant World View," 138-139.

� Chai Podhisita, "Buddhism and Thai World View," 39.

� คนเนรคุณ

� Snit Smuckarn, "Thai Peasant World View," 140.

� Chai Podhisita, "Buddhism and Thai World View," 39.

� Komin, "The World View," 184.

� Chai Podhisita, "Buddhism and Thai World View," 39.

� Snit Smuckarn, "Thai Peasant World View," 140.

� Holmes, Working with the Thais, 61

� For instance he mentions Japan as having a stronger and more durable mutual bonding between patron and client. Chaiyun Ukosakul, A turn from the wheel to the cross (Vancouver:  Regent College, 1993), 142.

� บุญ

� ความดี

� meaning between patron and client

� บาป

� Chaiyun Ukosakul, A turn from the wheel to the cross, 142-144.

� An acquantance of mine related how her sister needed to purchase a wig beacuse of a problem with her scalp. She had relayed her sister's need to her own immediate supervisor at work and was glad to receive from her the necessary funds.

� Holmes, Working with the Thais, 46-55.

� Holmes, Working with the Thais, 67

� Grengjai เกรงใจ





�PAGE  �






�PAGE  �
229
�











HOMOSEXUAL PARTNERSHIPS?	349



h







I










