The Question of Morality
Chapter 5
The principles set forth in Deuteronomy for the instruction of Israel, are to be followed by God’s people to the end of time…Never can we afford to compromise principle by entering into alliance with those who do not fear him, Prophets and Kings, page 570.
 
It is an indisputable fact that most shipwrecked lives can be traced to the disregard of the seventh commandment: Thou shalt not commit adultery (Exodus 20:14).  Sit in an active minister’s study, read his mail, talk to the men and women who come for counsel, listen to the telephone calls; and you will soon see the pervasiveness of this sin which leads into a tangle of human wreckage.


Yet, no subject is more often dealt with in the Torah than the question of morality. For the most part, these pure and lofty ideals have fallen on deaf ears.  The disdain for the requirements of morality has done more to destroy the image of God in mankind than all other evils combined.

	If a man had sex with a maiden, he must marry her and pay her father a dowry, Exodus 22:16.  If the father refused to allow the marriage, the suitor must still pay the dowry,  Exodus 22:17.




            Fifty shekels of silver was the dowry for a maiden, Deut. 22:29. To the best of my mathematical calculations, fifty shekels would approximate eight to ten month's wages.  In today's economy, that would be a formidable fee.  If a person's income were only two thousand dollars a month, the dowry would amount to $16,000 to $20,000. A moment of passion could place a poor man in serious debt.


         This statute also covered the precocious couple engaged in premarital sex.  The young lady took a great risk to pressure her father; for, if he said "No," she would bear the disgrace of losing her virginity –a major consideration for another man who might consider marrying her.

	        Think of the possibilities of enforcing this statute today, even within the limits of the Christian community.  The thought undoubtedly will bring a smile.  The 
pressure for abstinence would suddenly shift from the maiden to her suitor.
	


	If a damsel, who was engaged to be married, had consensual sex with another man, they both must die (Ex. 22:23).   If the betrothed damsel was raped, only the man was guilty (vs. 25).  In the case of a man raping a virgin, the man must pay the father to allow him to marry the girl, and he could never divorce her, since she had been humiliated (vs. 28).  See Deut. 22:23-29.





Here three types of seduction are described.  The first is the situation in which an engaged, young lady had sex with another man before her marriage ceremony. The pair was treated as guilty of adultery if the encounter had taken place in a city where she could have cried for help.


In the second scenario, the betrothed damsel would have been too far from help for her cries to have been heard.  In that case, only the rapist would have been put to death.


Finally, in the third case, if an unengaged lady was seduced or forced to have sex, the man must pay the dowry, and, as stated in Exodus 22, may or may not be allowed to marry the girl.  If the father did allow the marriage, the husband could never divorce the woman, as he had already humiliated her once.


The SDA Bible Commentary regards premarital sex between engaged couples with some of the above severity, recalling Joseph's concern for Mary who, being found with child (Matt. 1:20, 24) before their marriage, he thought to put her away quietly.  Although this application may be allowed, the Deuteronomy passage does not justify it.  Joseph may have considered Mary’s premarital pregnancy evidence of rape or consensual relations with another man.  In either case, Joseph's consideration was to protect Mary from the humiliation associated with such gossip. That was then…

What about today?  Few stand up against premarital sex in any context.  Church ladies give baby showers for the fornicators as if fornication was honorable. Worth considering is the question, what would the principles of these morality statutes do for society today? Can we even imagine it?  What would these standards do for the Christian community if Christians stood in contrast to the world?  Sadly, the institutions of Christianity have become perverted by tolerance for immorality to the point that those who advocate moral standards are more likely to be considered “out of line” than the advocates of promiscuity. 

By consistently lowering the standard to accept the moral corruption,  "they look upon sin as righteousness, and righteousness as sin.  By associating with these, whose inclinations and habits are not elevated and pure, others become like them"(Testimonies, Vol. 5, page 143). 

	Sex with an animal was forbidden, Exodus 22:19; Lev. 18:23; 20:15, 16; Deut. 27:21.




This statute is referenced among the twelve curses proclaimed from Mount Ebal.  One may read the entire list in Deuteronomy 27:15-26.  Anyone who would practice such debauchery is not a "Christian."  The two life-styles are incompatible.  
	A man must not marry two sisters (Lev. 18:18), nor both a mother and her daughter; this was wickedness, Lev. 20:14.




	
About the tension, distress, and heartache caused by Jacob marrying two sisters, the Bible is silent. We can only guess. The jealousy between the wives is suggested in Scripture, but how Jacob dealt with the arguing and bickering, the accusing and tattling is not told.  His could not have been a peaceful haven, "a light of the world" kind of home.


            Although the nations around them saw no wrong in sexual indulgence, Israel was to be a separate people (Lev. 20:24) with standards much higher than their worldly neighbors.
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The nations around them had no standards for moral conduct.  They would wait for the natural consequences of disregarding this law of God. The same is true today. Children and teenagers go through the godless, public school system with nary a thought that there is a healthier, happier design for their lives.

	Don’t even look at the nakedness of another person; not your father or mother, not your brother or sister, not your aunt or uncle, nor (outside of obvious parenting necessity) any person other than your spouse, Lev. 18:6-17;  20:11,12, 17, 19-21;  Deut 22:30;  27:20, 22, 23.  




 
The seventh commandment, against adultery, was to be safeguarded by the injunction, “Don’t even look at the nakedness of another person,” suggesting the 

relationship between thoughts and actions.  Christ, in Matthew 5:27, 28, reminded the multitude of this relationship when He spoke,

You have learned how it was said:  You must not commit adultery.  But I say this to you: If a man looks at a woman lustfully, he has already committed adultery with her in his heart (Jerusalem Bible).  

Here, Jesus refers to the giving of the commandments “of old,” and reminds them of the protective statute, which had apparently been forgotten. He contrasted what they already knew (the seventh commandment) with what He was about to teach them: Don’t look at a woman lustfully. The conjunction, “but,” establishes the contrast.  Yet, one can readily see from the numerous references in the Torah, that the principle of keeping one’s mind from lustful thoughts had also been given “of old times” (King James rendering) in the above statute.  Christ taught no new commandment; He, rather, magnified the Law, placing the precepts of old in new casings.
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	          We may safely conclude from Christ's revitalizing the oracles of God, that, morality had so declined by the first century A.D, that few knew or practiced this commandment-protecting statute.  Furthermore, we recognize in His discourse that Jesus was not only upholding the seventh commandment, but He was also elevating the statute as well, for its principle of pure thoughts placed a “hedge” around the seventh commandment.  



Jesus was explaining the kernel of the commandment, “Thou shalt not commit adultery,” exhorting the multitude to guard the sacredness of the marriage bond by keeping their minds free from stimulating temptations and lustful thoughts being foisted upon them. That was then…

 
This is now…
Today nudity is commonplace. To keep from looking upon naked body parts seductively exposed, seems impossible.  Nudity is the number one selling technique used by merchandisers.  How can we avoid it?  It may seem prudish to some to put television personalities, movies, billboards, and magazines, etc. in the spotlight of this statute: Don’t even look at nakedness.  But what is our authority for morality? –Custom, or Scripture? Culture? or the Word of God?

 
Some will counter, because nakedness is so commonplace, it is no longer seductive.  Then, ask yourself, have we become so contaminated with the declining morality that sin has lost its sinfulness?  If it were not seductive, furthermore, advertising agencies would not spend millions using it.  To be in the world but not of the world has seemed virtually impossible! Yet, God will have a peculiar people who will guard their minds against all immorality, including sensual thoughts. For this and other reasons, removing the television makes sense to many modern saints of God.  We know God specializes in things thought impossible; shoring up our minds may be one of them.

	         Another implied question regarding pure thoughts should be considered by parents.  It concerns the bath.  The bath has for centuries been a choice place for relaxation, an escape from pressures, and a place to focus on problem solving.  For some, reading in the bathtub provides a desirable release.  Some women light candles and burn fragrant aromas around the tub.
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For the Greeks and Romans, the bath was a public place for relaxing the body while exercising the mind.  It was at the public bath that great minds poured over scientific theories and military strategies.  


Could it be that the above statute includes no parent-with-child bathing? –No viewing of a parent’s nakedness at all?  Certainly with a more conservative attitude protected from toddlerhood, adolescents would have a far different regard for their sexuality. Some modern psychologists would call this attitude abnormal, and even harmful, since the openness to sex talk has been in vogue.  We must remember that God’s ways are foolishness to the world (1 Cor. 1:23, 25; 2:14; 3:19). The godly parent will prayerfully seek God’s perspective rather than that of learned men.


Then, there is the question of swimming attire. Just bringing up the subject in a group of young people raises hackles. Have we moved so far from Scripture that we can never go back?  The instructions given to Moses for ancient Israel, with their sharp, rigid outlines, are to be studied and obeyed by the people of God today (SDA Commentary, Vol. 1, page 1103).  It is time to return to the "old paths."

Noah's folly after the flood crisis gives us an inkling of God's perspective on “nakedness sacredness.”  Genesis 9 tells the story (verses 20-27), however scanty, of how Noah drank of the wine from his vineyard.  We are not told how he became “uncovered within his tent.”  We do know from the Scriptures that Shem and Japheth respected the statute:  They backed into the tent to lay a cover over their father’s nakedness.  Much speculation surrounds this story.  What did Ham do that brought upon his descendents the curse there recorded?  Did he touch his father?  Did he laugh at his father’s nakedness?  We don’t know.  We do know that parental respect had been decreasing before this fateful day. 

The unnatural crime of Ham declared that filial reverence had long before been cast from his soul; and it revealed the impiety and vileness of his character.  These evil characteristics were perpetuated in Canaan and his posterity, whose continued guilt called upon them the judgments of God…

On the other hand, the reverence manifested by Shem and Japheth for their father, and thus for the divine statutes, promised a brighter future for their descendants.”  Patriarchs and Prophets, page 117.


Two lessons immerge from the above quote.  First, there is a brighter future to those who learn reverence toward parents and the divine statutes.  Second, many divine statutes were in place centuries before Sinai. This statute seems to have been one of them.

Marital sex was not to take place during the wife’s menstrual period.  That was an 

	abomination to God, Lev. 18:19; 20:18.





Here we find both literal and spiritual implications.  Blood contained the life or death of the body.  Through the blood disease was transmitted from one to another.  The woman's immune system was stressed, and her body was more susceptible to infection than at any other time of the month.  

 Spiritually, it is through the shed blood of the Messiah that life is imparted to us.  Thus, the ideology of blood is one of shared life and death.  That shared intimacy should not be subjected to an increased potential for illness or compromised health.


The prohibition against intimacy during a wife's menstrual period may have lost much of its intended purpose today.  With better sanitary provisions and more knowledge, we may have overlooked a subtlety that, if known today, would settle any debate over the importance of this law in our contemporary lives.
	Having sex with your neighbor’s wife is an abomination to God, Lev. 18:20; 20:10. 




And who is your neighbor? Although Christ's answer came in the context of mercy to anyone in need (Luke 10:29), the story of the Good Samaritan defines "neighbor" for all Biblical injunctions.  One's neighbor is anyone not of one's own family. Other statutes prohibit improper conduct with family members, as well. All human relationships were covered.  The seventh commandment, Thou shalt not commit adultery (Ex. 20:14), is here in reference, however. The injunction ends with a judgment: death to the adulterer and the adulteress. Does that not tell us clearly what God thinks of society's new morality?  He is the same yesterday, today, and forever (Hebrews 13:8). 
	 Homosexual relations was an abomination to God,  Lev. 18:22;  20:13.



For a Christian to speak up on the subject of homosexuality requires unusual tact and reverence, lest even the rebuke should be like the lights of the Pharos which sometimes served to wreck the ships they meant to save. 

While we are all born with a sinful nature, we are not to willfully sin.  Christ has made the provisions for our justification and sanctification, both imputing and imparting his righteous life to us.  Through the daily regeneration of our lives in Christ at the foot of the cross, we may overcome the debasing tendencies inherited.  

The marketplace has been flooded with books defending homosexuality.  Even some so-called "Christian books" defend this weakness on the basis of genes.  But the Bible calls it an abomination.  To have the tendency, or disposition toward, doesn't constitute the abomination.  It is the practice of, or the giving in to, the weakness that is the abomination to Jehovah.
	A servant of God must not take to wife a woman who is not a virgin, Lev. 21:7, 14.




It seems fitting that a priest would select a wife from among the virgins in Israel, for he was to be set apart for a holy purpose.  His mate must be as dedicated to a holy life as he was, or his reputation and influence would be undermined.  

	            In contrast to the ideals the Heavenly Father set before His people, is the story of God's directing Hosea to marry a harlot.  While it is not known that Hosea was a priest, his prophecies placed him in a position of spiritual leadership during the last forty years of the Northern Kingdom.  It is, therefore, significant that his marriage and each of his children, by their names, proclaimed the judgment of God against the northern tribes.  
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Israel had been called (Eze. 16:8-15) God's bride.  She was to keep herself for Him alone.  Thus, the title of "whore" was appropriate for a nation that had gone after the world in spiritual adultery. Hosea's prescribed marriage was a desperate attempt to shock the people of Israel into recognition of their wickedness.

            Today, the Heavenly Husband is looking for a people who will love Him enough to keep their affections on the things of God, and who have no desire to flirt with the world.  God will have such a people (Rev. 14:1-5) when He comes again.  These follow Him wheresoever He goes.

	If the daughter of an anointed priest of God played the harlot, she must be put to death, Lev. 21:9.




           Immorality in the family of an anointed priest of God must be eradicated.  Death by fire was ordered. Perhaps that is why we find no examples recorded in Scripture of rebellion to this statute.  On the other hand, it may have been because Israel so quickly turned away to lust for the lures of Satan, so that the priests tolerated the abomination.

The great statute book is truth, and truth only; for it delineates with unerring accuracy the history of Satan's deception, and the ruin of his followers.  Satan claimed to be able to present laws which were better than God's statutes and judgments, and he was expelled from heaven. [Dear Reader, do you see the evidence that the statutes existed before Adam's sin?] He has made a similar attempt upon earth…He has taken the world captive in his snare, and many even of the people of God are ignorant of his devices, and they give him all the opportunity he asks to work the ruin of souls, (Selected Messages, page 316).


Ministers today hold the same holy office and calling as priests of old.  Their children may not blend with the world in ways others might call "innocent." When they do, the effectiveness of the minister’s influence is severely lessened.  Reverence for the holy office of ministry must be enjoined upon each member of the family.  But is that what is commonly seen among us?  Praise God for the faithful ministers who, like Abraham, commanding his household after him (Genesis 18:19), have held up the standards in love and obedience for their families.  

	The daughter of a priest could not marry out of “the faith” or she must be sent away never to have anything to do with holy things again, Lev. 22:12.





Eastern religions have held on to a likeness of this precept throughout the centuries. The Catholic religion has set a form of this rule for its members.   Protestants, on the other hand, have often tended more to tolerate compromise.  What does the Scripture say about this principle? Amos 3:3 – Can two walk together, except they be agreed?  2 Corinthians 6:14 – Be ye not unequally yoked together with unbelievers; for what fellowship hath righteousness with unrighteousness? What communion hath light with darkness?


Among professing Christians, there has been a problem discerning light from darkness.  Truth is too often perceived in shades of gray. Gray is the color of confusion when values are compromised. Gray is the color mixed for the open-minded on the pallet of "situation ethic."   The question, rather than, How far can I go and stay in good favor with my church?" should be "How can I better serve and represent the Saviour?  What is His will for my life as revealed in Scripture? 

 To the latter, Paul answers, All scripture is given by inspiration of God and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness, that the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all good works, (2 Tim. 3:16, 17).  We pray for discernment, and the Holy Spirit is sent to help us interpret the cases and codes recorded in Scripture.  Thereby, we may apply the principles of the past to our present challenges, no matter how culturally different they may be.
	If the priest’s daughter was divorced or widowed and had no child, she could return to her father’s house, providing she brought no stranger with her, but if she had married a stranger, she could not eat of the holy offerings, Lev. 22:13, 14.



 
The daughter of the priest, who had married lawfully and had been set aside or widowed, could return to her father's home and be re-established in the family ministry. The food provided at the table would come from the sanctuary, or temple, and from tithes brought from flock and field.  Because the meal often included sacrificed meat, she could not bring a stranger with her to the table.  As the food was dedicated for a sacred purpose, so each, who ate of the food, had to have been set aside for a holy ministry. 

           Should it not so be today among those who take His name? What if ministers recognized their paycheck, paid from tithe to the Almighty One, as sacred income for sacred purposes? What if each family member showed reverence for the tithe and the sacredness of God's money?  What if such money was spent prayerfully so that children in the minister's home grew up recognizing their financial support as coming from Jehovah, so that they used it reverently to His glory?  There are few ministers’ homes where this principle is still respected. 
         The concept of not feeding the stranger from the animal sacrifices at the temple has no apparent parallel in our lives.  The sacrificial services pointed to the sacrificed Lamb of God.  Their significance ended on the cross.  The principles remaining for us today include the following:

1) Responsibilities and privileges, reserved for the spiritually discerning, will not be placed in the hands of strangers.  

2) Those in sacred office will submit to the sacredness of their Divine appointment; and 

3) Children and youth, growing up in a home set apart for sacred ministry, are themselves ministers in the making.     

This statute is not about refusing to feed strangers or turning them away from shelter.  There are statutes that command the care of strangers and foreigners, even enemies.  This law was not about loyalty, generosity, and respect for the sacred.  What power would attend the preaching of the oracles of God in this frivolous generation if more ministers accepted the sacred responsibility in the manner commanded of old!

	If a woman broke the seventh commandment to have a secret affair, and the husband began to suspect it, he was to bring her before the priest who would pray for a curse or blessing to be upon her according to her truthfulness and innocence, Numbers 5:11-31.  If the husband did not follow this ordinance, he was also guilty before God (vs. 31).







Numbers, Chapter 5, describes the judgment upon a woman caught having an affair, thus breaking her marriage vow.  Two witnesses were required (Num. 35:30; Deut. 17:6; 19:15) to secure a conviction of the transgressors, but only the husband could bring the case to court. The penalty was death (Lev. 20:10) to the couple when proven guilty.  But, when the husband first suspected unfaithfulness, he must follow specific steps outlined in Numbers 5.

There may be no parallels today for the rituals performed by the priest to determine the woman's guilt or innocence. After all, guilt was associated with the ordinances of the altar, which ended at Calvary.  Not that the guilt ended there, but its rituals did. Even the principles may have been lost through centuries of change.  Jesus quoted the rule of established guilt by the testimony of two or three witnesses (Matt. 18:16), thereby reassuring us that the practice was of God's origination, and was to continue to the end of time.  More on the significance of two witnesses will be found in Chapter 9.


Also important in this judgment of God was the husband's guilt if he ignored the sin. Thus, in addition to the severity of judgment for breaking the seventh commandment, we also, from this law, gain God's perspective on deliberately ignoring sin within the family, or church family.  In a previous chapter we read the judgment on a teenager who rebelled against the parents. The parents must bring that rebellious youth to the authorities for justice. When one youth was tempted by another youth to seek the pleasures of the world, the command was to "Tell." 
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	          Other examples of turning the guilty over to the authorities may be cited, all of which bear out that we are to have a "zero tolerance policy" for immorality, individually and corporately.

          Then the Son of God came to earth to demonstrate God's character, and suddenly the "zero tolerance" in the Oracles seems to have found new definition.  To the woman taken in adultery, Jesus spoke forgiveness:  Neither do I condemn thee; go, and sin no more (John 8:11).         



Was Jesus changing the rules He Himself had given at Sinai?  Was this encounter really about adultery?  Jesus acknowledged the truthfulness of the law they quoted (vs. 5) when He said, 

"He that is without sin among you, let him first cast a stone at her" (vs. 7).  With all their professions of reverence for the Law, these rabbis, in bringing the charge against the woman, were disregarding its provisions.  It was the husband's duty to take action against her, and the guilty parties were to be punished equally.  The action of the accusers was wholly unauthorized.  Jesus, however, met them on their own ground.  The law specified that in punishment by stoning, the witnesses in the case should be the first to cast a stone,  (The Desire of Ages, page 461).


Christ had, by His Spirit-inspired response, avoided their efforts to entrap Him, inferred their own guilt for not following the provision of the statute; and at the same time, He had shown respect for the law given to Moses. By extending to the woman forgiveness, He empowered her with deliverance. The guilt was turned on the Pharisees.  But that was a long time ago.

How do we relate to the seventh commandment in the light of this New Testament incident?  Many believers in the Law wish to escape this commandment.  Yet, moral principle, strictly carried out, becomes the only safeguard of the soul, (Counsels on Health, p. 621).  At the foot of the cross, we must daily submit our sin-damaged hearts. There He alone can forgive, cleanse, and refocus our lives on a higher plane. 

For we are not as many, which corrupt the word of God; but as of sincerity, but as of God, in the sight of God speak we in Christ, 2 Cor. 2:17.


The point is, then, that because the husband only could bring the accusation before the court, it was both an act of justice and one of redemption.  Rumor would be stopped. Sin would be dealt with as committed against both God and His people.  And the innocent would have restored a good reputation. That was then…


Today, the oracle spoken by the Son of God remains for us and our children:  Judge not lest ye be judged, Luke 6:37.  Only our Heavenly Husband may bring accusation against us, and He loves us more than life itself.
The knowledge of the claims of the law would crush out the last ray of hope from the soul if there were no Saviour provided for man; but the truth as it is in Jesus, is a savor of life unto life.  God's dear Son died that He might impute unto man His own righteousness, and not that he might be at liberty to break God's holy law, as Satan tries to take men believe.  Through faith in Christ, man may be in possession of moral power to resist evil, (Selected Messages, Vol. 1, page 317).

	 A woman was not to wear a man’s clothing; nor was a man to wear a woman’s clothing.  It was an abomination to God to do so, Deut. 22:5.





The impersonation of the opposite sex was done for vulgar and lewd entertainment among the heathen.  The phrase, "that which pertaineth," in the King James Version, may include articles other than clothing. Thus, the SDA Bible Commentary, Vol. 1, page 1030, enumerates such items as weapons (Gen. 27:3), armour (1 Sam. 14:1, 6), and furniture (Nahum 2:9), which may be implied.  God created mankind, male and female.  The desire to minimize the differences makes a strike at the Creator's design.  


The Remnant people of God will shun popular customs that draw them into conformity to the world’s rebellion against the universal morality found throughout the Bible.  May each reader determine to be transformed by renewing the mind (Romans 12:2) in the ways God has outlined for His saints.  Our dress will be distinctively modest, setting us apart from the world.  That which is ostentatious, unrefined, or immodest will not recommend our Saviour to the careless throng.  How may I better give glory to my Saviour?  This should be our first consideration.

Someone has sagaciously written, "A wise man is one who knows the difference between good, sound reasons and reasons that sound good."  To the justifications offered by women buying their clothing in the men's department, this statute stands in rebuke.

	It was essential that a woman be a virgin at the time of her marriage to a young man of Israel.  If the new husband suspected that his bride was not a virgin, he was to present this accusation to the city council for a hearing with the bride’s relatives.  They would show evidence of her virginity, according to ancient custom.  If her case revealed rape, an investigation would follow.  If the young lady was found innocent, her new husband must pay her father double the dowry and retain his wife.  But if she was found guilty, she must die, Deut. 22:13-24, 25-27.




The question remains, how can parents safeguard their adolescent children from the spirit and immorality of the world?  The servant of the Lord has left such instruction.  By following these rules for life, reserving dating until the youth is of a marriageable age and maturity, many traps will be avoided.  The youth, having been brought up in the way of the Lord, will use after-school hours for community and church service, and for helping around the home.  

When young people are allowed to date, often unchaperoned, the laws of God are broken and the compromising teen is damaged. I cannot believe that the word of God is abiding in the hearts of those who so readily yield up their innocency and virtue upon the altar of lustful passions, wrote the servant of the Lord (Counsels on Health, page 611).  

        Young people must learn the lessons of self-sacrifice in order to walk with God.  No one can serve self and God at the same time.  Let parents ask forgiveness from their teenagers for having failed to focus their lives in heavenly places.  Then, daily renew with the young their commitment, and encourage them to follow on to the end.  Remember now thy Creator in the days of thy youth (Eccl. 12:1).  Let no man despise thy youth (1 Tim. 4:12), but be an example unto the believers.  Flee youthful lusts, we read in 2 Timothy 2:22. 

The admonition to Timothy is the admonition to every young follower of Christ today. These words from Scripture contrast His young saints with the self-gratifying crowd (Gen. 8:21). Our youth, rightly taught, will grow into an army of crusaders who will cover the globe with God's glory.  May yours and mine be among them!




Our Can'ts and Cans




If you would have some worthwhile plans,




You've got to watch your can'ts and cans;




You can't aim low and then rise high;




You can't succeed unless you try.




You can't go wrong and come out right;




You can't love sin and walk in light.







-Selected


There must be no whore in Israel, and no sodomite among the sons of Israel.  Furthermore, to hire a prostitute was an abomination in Israel, Deut. 23:17, 18.

	



From the many statutes defining and protecting the seventh commandment, it should be clear to us that God still has a "zero tolerance policy" against the lust of the flesh.  Christ overcame in the flesh as the Perfect Man, that we through love and faith in Him might walk even as He walked, (1 John 2:6).


On the lighter side, is this description of a "Square" found in a fifty-year-old scrapbook I inherited from my late-mother.  Its message matches the thesis of the above statute.





                   What Is a Square?

He's that strong, polite, God-fearing young fellow who freely admits that he prays, weeps for joy, plays with little kids, kisses his mother, goes to Dad for advice, thinks old folks are nice, and blushes.  He wears jeans he can bend in, puts savings in the bank, cuts his hair, likes school, can't imitate the television cartoons, avoids dirty discussions about sex, goes to worship, drinks water, drives thirty miles per hour in a 30 MPH zone, is in bed by twelve, doesn't smoke and expects purity in girls.

As a result of his odd and outlandish behavior, he suffers the loss of gang companionship; but he gains the gratitude and devotion of his parents, school honors, family respect, unjaded imagination and spiritual security.  He is a strange fellow, but I like him.  Might he be your son?

It is just as important to instill moral purity in our sons as in our daughters. While  sons often escape moral obligation to high purity standards, according to society’s ethics, Christ-centered homes will not leave the moral training of their sons to osmosis or chance.
The father who has become a slave to abnormal appetite, who has sacrificed his God-given manhood to become a tobacco inebriate, cannot teach his children to control appetite and passion… He is in no condition to rouse moral courage and independence in the young, (Signs of the Times, December 6, 1877).


Fathers, to a large degree, hold the responsibility to teach their sons self-control and moral courage.  Unless the standard is modeled, taught, and expected, sons will have no developed capacity or values to hold their passions in check while peers and secular role models ignore God's moral laws without incurring disfavor.

	When a man was embarrassed by his wife’s "uncleanness," he could divorce her.  However, if her second husband died, the first could not reconsider and take her back, Deut. 24:1-4.






A provision for divorce was given to cover the husband who considered his wife's conduct a disgrace.  The word "uncleanness" in the King James Version may be translated "shame" or "dishonor," or "disgrace."  This precept came to mean to the Jews that they could divorce for almost any reason.  For anything could be claimed to be a shame or dishonor to a maverick husband. Christ, however, explained that this was not God's intention by the allowance (Matt. 19:4-8), but it was conceded because of the hardness of their hearts. In Matthew 5, Jesus quoted the practice, which had evolved from this statute (verses 31, 32); namely, a man could divorce his wife for any displeasure as long as he gave her a legal bill of divorcement.  In the Sermon on the Mount, the Saviour addressed these abuses by directing the listeners to more responsible behavior.

Women had never been allowed to initiate a divorce.  If the husband was cruel, the woman could flee to her father's house and be protected, but there was no clause that could be construed to allow her to jump out of wedlock for a more handsome dude.  Israel had a guilty conscience for their treatment of wives; the prophets kept it so.  In the list of Israel’s covenant breaking activities are these words:  

And this, too, you do:  You cover the altar of the Lord with tears, with weeping and with sighing, because He no longer regards the offering, or accepts it with favor from your hand.  Yet you say, "Why?"  Because the Lord has been witness between you and the wife of your youth, to whom you have been faithless, although she is your companion and your wife by covenant.  Anyone with any intelligence does not act this way; for what did that one do, who was seeking offspring from God?  So watch out for your feelings lest you be unfaithful to the wife of your youth. For I hate divorce, says the Lord the God of Israel, and the one who covers his clothing with cruelty, says the Lord of host.  So take heed to your spirit, and be not unfaithful, Mal. 2:13-16  (Modern Language Version, Emphasis supplied).

	When a man married, he was exempt from military or civic duties for one year, Deut. 24:5.




	         It was in God's plan, and certainly for the benefit of the nation, that provision be made for marriages to be well established.  One full year was granted for the honeymoon period.  When a man took a wife, he had already made the provisions for establishing a home. The house was ready to be inhabited.  By taking a year off from outside duties, it did not mean he would not till his land or milk his cows during that first year.  He simply would not be called to leave home for civic or military obligations.
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          Jesus put forth a parable, ever trying to correct the abuses and misunderstanding foisted upon the oracles of God, of a wedding feast to which many guests were bidden (Luke 14).  Among the concerns of the groom, were the excuses offered by friends of the couple.  One such excuse from a guest was that he had taken a wife (vs. 20).  In the context of this parable, it is clear that the excuse was merely an excuse.  Thus, we see that this statute had become as distorted and convoluted as so many others, for anything one didn't want to do during that year could be justified by this ordinance. That was then.


How would this precept apply to us now?  Society has made little allowance for newlyweds. Some businesses allow one or two weeks for a honeymoon; others, only a day or two. But, what if the church body aligned themselves with all of God's precepts, including this one?  How might the principle of this statute help the newly-formed union get a solid footing?  

          We may speculate on a parallel application to this “honeymoon law.” Church members might leave on the doorstep sacks of produce, casseroles, and notes of joy and encouragement, periodically. Once a week, or so, the pastor and his wife might call on the couple to encourage and counsel the pair through adjustment challenges.  By these and other creative ways, a congregation could encourage the new family to build firmly their home in the ways of the Lord, for a whole year!

          From that power-packed beginning, we may see where small groups could expand to keep contact with all young families in the congregation.  Subjects of interest to the young families would be the course of study within these “cell” groups.  Christian living and child rearing, family values and witnessing, would rise to a higher level.  God's churches would prosper and fill with others eager to learn a better lifestyle, as they adored their Redeemer.

	When a man died, if his wife was left childless, the man’s brother was required to marry her and provide children in place of her late-husband.  The firstborn would carry the late-husband’s name, Deut. 25:5, 6.  But, if the brother refused to take the widow as his wife, then the woman was to come to the city gate (city council) and tell the judge and city fathers.  They would have a hearing.  In the end, the man who took off his shoe and spit in the face of the irresponsible brother would be given the woman to wife and raise up a son for the deceased (vs. 7-10).




           The instructions regarding levirate marriage law, seems to have served two purposes:  To the deceased, it guaranteed progeny who legally carried the family name.  The child would grow up to maintain the duties of a descendant of the deceased.  The second purpose was to prevent the widow from becoming an outcast in her community.  By the levirate marriage she would remain part of the family. Life would remain as normal as could possibly be under her circumstances.  Thus, her concerns over raising children to her husband's name were given dignity among her people.
           Also important in Hebrew theology was the passing of one's religion and solidarity from generation to generation.  This statute assisted the preservation of the family, or tribe consciousness, which remains today more prominently in the Far East than in Western societies. 
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	          Is the principle of this prescribed custom lost in the melding of centuries of cultures?  Is there anything here that should be resurrected?  Today there is no provision for the family name.  If both the husband and only son are killed at war, the wife is simply bereft of her husband and son.  No near kin will step in to raise sons in honor of the deceased.  Since there is no possibility of this statute having a practical application today, one might consider its possible spiritual parallel, knowing that much of Hebrew history was a rehearsal of some aspect of redemption.

          It was the war in heaven where the trouble all started.  The enemy soon thereafter beguiled the perfect human family.  Spiritual nature died that day.  


But, Christ came as the Perfect Next-of-Kin to raise up a spiritual family for the Father.  The Father's name will be in their foreheads.  These spiritual children will inherit the kingdom of the Father through the merits of Christ who procreated their spiritual life. 

          What can we do today to get back to the old paths, to the life-style and standards that preserve the name of our God among our own in this generation?  It is not possible to separate from the world so completely that we are no longer influenced by the sights and sounds around us.  Modern culture has cleverly woven in the moral decline.  What then should we do? 

 The antinomian recommends that we stop trying to "do;" just accept the world and its immoral life style as normal and natural.  One can't do much about it, anyway. Christ lived the perfect life for us; we can't live it, so accept things the way they are. Just live to praise God for the Gift, and “go with the flow.”  The legalist argues, on the other hand, that we must walk as the Saviour walked in order to be saved at last. 

The truth remains:  We obey and walk in the ways of Yahweh, not to escape being lost, but to spread His loving and just precepts and character that others will want a relationship with Him. In other words:

Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good works and glorify your Father which is in heaven, Matthew 5:16.
       The Church and the World

The Church and the World walked far apart

On the changing shore of Time;

The World was singing a giddy song,

And the Church, a hymn sublime.

“Come, give me your hand,” cried the merry World,

“And walk with me this way.”

But the good Church hid her snowy hands,

And solemnly answered, “Nay;

I will not give you my hand at all, 

And I will not walk with you:

Your way is the way to endless death;

Your words are all untrue.”

“Come walk with me but a little space,”

Said the World with a kinder air;

“The road I walk is an exciting place,

And the sun shines always there.

Your path is thorny, and rough, and steep,

While mine is broad and smooth;

My road is paved with flowers to reap,

And yours with boredom and tears.

The sky above me is always bright,

Your lot seems full of woe.

My path, you see, is a broad, fair one

And my gate is high and wide;

There is room enough for you and for me

To travel side by side.”

Half shyly the Church approached the World,

And gave him her hand of snow;

The World quickly grasped the delicate hand 

Saying in accents low:

“Your dress is too modest to please my taste;

I will give you jewels to wear,

Rich velvets and silks for your beautiful form,

And diamonds for your hair.”

The Church looked down at her plain white robes

And then at the dazzling World,

And blushed as she saw his handsome lip

With a smile contemptuous curled.

“I will change my dress for a scantier one,”

Said the Church with a smile of grace:

Then the pure white garments were tosses away,

For what the World gave her in their place.
“Your house is too plain,” said the proud old World.

I’ll build you one like mine, -

Carpets from Brussels, and beautiful drapes

And furniture ever so fine.”

So he built her a costly and stunning house,

Magnificent it was to behold;

Her sons and daughters worshipped there,

Gleaming in purple and gold;

The hall was used for shows and fair,

And the World and his children came.

They brought in jesting, gossip, and glee.

The Church had no place for the lame.

The Angel of Mercy flew over the Church,

And whispered, “I know thy sin;”

Then the Church looked back with a sorrowful sigh

Longing to gather her children in;

But some were off at a movie that day,

And some were playing ball,

Others were drinking at a new friend’s house,

So the angel went away.

Then the sly World gallantly said to her,

“Your children mean no harm,

Merely indulging in innocent sport.”

So she leaned on his proffered arm

And smiled and chatted and picked some fruit

As she walked along with the World;

Her message was silenced and her witness was mute

As millions to destruction were hurled.

“Your preacher’s too bold and speaks too plain,”

Said the World to the Church with a sneer.

“He threatens my children with frightful tales,

Which I want them not to hear.

He talks about the Judgment, and fire, and pain,

The Sabbath, and eternal death;

The third angel’s message, which I believe

Should be mentioned with bated breath!

I will send you preachers of a better stock,

Brilliant, funny –a blast.

They will tell your people to live as they like,

They'll all go to heaven at last.

The Father is merciful, loving, and good,

Tender and faithful and kind;

Do you think He would take one child to heaven,

And leave the other behind?”

“You give too much to the poor,” said the World,

“Far more than you ought to do;

If the poor need shelter and food and clothes,

That's for Welfare to do, not you.

Go, take your money and buy what you want:

Fine clothes and cars and pleasure,

Rich foods, fancy dining, -Forget what's been taught;

Enjoy yourself with full measure!”

My children, they dote on all such things;

And if their love you would win,

You must do as they do and walk in the ways
That they are walking in.”

Then the Church held tightly the strings of her purse

And sheepishly lowered her head.

She whimpered, “I’ve given too much away;

I’ll do, Sir, as you have said.”

So she put her belongings in her own cart

As the widows went weeping by;

And the sons of the World and the sons of the Church

Walked closely hand and heart.

And only the Master who sees and knows,

Could tell the two sons apart.

Then the Church sat down at her ease, and said,

“I am rich, and in goods increased;

I have need of nothing, and naught to do

But to laugh and visit and feast.”

And the sly old World heard and laughed in his sleeve,

And mockingly said aside:

“The Church is fallen, the beautiful Church,

And her shame is her boast and pride.”

The Angel drew near to the mercy seat,

And whispered in sighs her name;

The saints, their anthems of rapture hushed,

Covered their heads in shame.

Then a voice came down through the hush of heaven

From Him who sits on the throne:

“I know thy works, and how thou hast said,

‘I am rich,’ and hast not known

That thou are naked, and poor, and blind,

And wretched before My face.

Unless thou repent I will cast thee out

And blot thy name from its place.
I counsel thee to buy of Me

Gold that will make you rich;

And anoint your eyes with the heavenly salve

To discern your Master’s wish.”

Oh, Church, wake up; hear the Spirit’s voice

As He calls through the world today.

Return to the Commandments of  the Lord,

And from the World turn away.

For this old World will be destroyed,

While God’s Church lives by faith.

Neither the antinomian nor the legalist is right in his response to the Oracles of God.  Each holds truth; and both are in error.  None will ever be saved by commandment and statute keeping. Neither will we be saved without it.  That we are saved by grace through faith (Eph. 2:8) is a cardinal truth; that we are thereby "ordained" (prepared) to walk in His good works (Eph.2:9) is also a maxim of holy living.  Let us each one renew our covenant with our Maker that He may write His precepts in our hearts and live out His life within us.  Then we shall exclaim with the Psalmist: Open thou mine eyes that I may behold wondrous things out of thy law (Ps. 119:18). Morality is an expression of a converted heart.
