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The problems in society could be solved if individuals would truthfully fulfill their God-given responsibilities in every relationship, whether they are relationships of circumstance, purpose, or fulfillment. To do this each individual needs to learn how to communicate effectively. The basic message we need to communicate to strengthen our relationships is a concern for others and a desire to meet their needs sometimes even before our own. We must put responsibility back into the meaning of relationship. We need to fulfill our responsibilities and be assured that others in the relationship will fulfill theirs.
There are some popular philosophies that work against and even destroy healthy relationships and prevent effective communication from taking place. These philosophies—philosophies regarding knowledge, existence, and behavior—work against us by breaking down the fabric of society necessary for building relationships.
The problems in the world today are so vast and complex that no simple bromide or pat answer is going to resolve them. However, the answer is simpler than one might expect. It is as simple as the lyrics to a popular song a few years ago: “What the world needs now is love sweet love.” Unfortunately, what the songwriter had in mind is not what the Bible calls love.
The love of the world is based upon the philosophies of Gnosticism, Existentialism, and Behaviorism. These philosophies have a common denominator. They are based on human reasoning and self-gratification. They exclude God and the supernatural. They excuse irresponsible behavior and relieve mankind of the duty to accept responsibilities in relationships.
For love to overcome the destructive forces of these philosophies, it must begin with and become an extension of the work of God in our lives. This is exactly what biblical love does. But before we can define biblical love, we need to identify what it is not. Love based upon human philosophies, like the philosophies themselves, is destructive.
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Before we can clearly define biblical love, we must recognize what it is not. Biblical love is not sex. Much of what we see and hear in the world today contradicts this one simple statement. Sex is viewed as the greatest experience in life. Freudian psychology viewed love as the foundation of human relationships. Behavioral Psychology reinforced this concept by placing sex in the list of Hierarchy of Needs as a prepotent need that must be satisfied before most of the other needs can be satisfied.
Nowhere in the Bible is love ever described as sex. Of course the English term, “sex,” is not found in the Bible. The closest word to the English word “sex” is found in Hebrews 13:4 where we read, “Marriage {is to be held} in honor among all, and the {marriage} bed {is to be} undefiled; for fornicators and adulterers God will judge.” The Greek term translated “{marriage} bed” is koite from which comes the English word coitus meaning sexual intercourse. In the four contexts in which the Greek term is found, three clearly refer to engaging in sexual intercourse. In the Hebrew passage, we are exhorted to honor intercourse and are warned that fornication and adultery dishonor it and will bring God’s judgment.
In the Old Testament the Hebrew word that most approximates the English word sex is “yada,” which is translated by some English versions, “to know.” However, in the 1,040 occurrences of yada in the Old Testament, the King James version never translates yada as “love.”[endnoteRef:1] [1:  W. E. Vine, An Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words, (Old Tappan, N. J.: Fleming H. Revel Co., 1966), W. E. Vine, An Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words, (Old Tappan, N. J.: Fleming H. Revel Co., 1966), ] 

In some English translations, there are a few Old Testament passages where other Hebrew terms are translated “love” and where the reference made in the context approximates the physical relationship. But in almost every one of these contexts where this is true there are destructive forces at work in the relationship.
Consider the love Amnon had for Tamar in 2 Samuel 13. The context makes it clear that this was not a healthy kind of love. In fact after forcing his half-sister to lay with him, we read, “Then Amnon hated her with a very great hatred; for the hatred with which he hated her was greater than the love with which he had loved her. And Amnon said to her, “Get up, go away!”[endnoteRef:2] Amnon’s actions from beginning to end were the very opposite of biblical love. Yet they describe the love of the world that is a logical extension of the erroneous philosophies regarding knowledge, existence, and behavior. [2:  2 Samuel 13:15] 

Amnon’s treatment of Tamar is probably the best example in the Bible of the sexual self-gratification so often viewed as love today. To begin with, Tamar was his half-sister. His love was a forbidden love. While marriage in such a relationship was not unheard of in those days, the Law of Moses forbids marriage between blood relatives.
None of you shall approach any blood relative of his to uncover nakedness; I am the LORD. You shall not uncover the nakedness of your father, that is, the nakedness of your mother. She is your mother; you are not to uncover her nakedness. You shall not uncover the nakedness of your father's wife; it is your father's nakedness. The nakedness of your sister, {either} your father's daughter or your mother's daughter, whether born at home or born outside, their nakedness you shall not uncover. "The nakedness of your son's daughter or your daughter's daughter, their nakedness you shall not uncover; for their nakedness is yours. "The nakedness of your father's wife's daughter, born to your father, she is your sister, you shall not uncover her nakedness. "You shall not uncover the nakedness of your father's sister; she is your father's blood relative. "You shall not uncover the nakedness of your mother's sister, for she is your mother's blood relative.[endnoteRef:3] [3:  Leviticus 18:6-13.] 

The second thing we see about Amnon’s act was that he was unconcerned for the welfare of Tamar. Tamar expressed a willingness to marry Amnon if forced into it. However, it was not her desire to do so. Tamar was coerced into having sex. The tragedy of viewing love as sex is that love then is defined by the passion of the moment without any regard for what is best for both partners. It is conquest, not love. Where there is conquest, there is competition. With competition there are winners and losers. Historically the losers have been women. While conquest is more consistent with the makeup of men than women, in some cultures—including the present culture in America—some women adopt the concept of conquest even though it is not naturally a part of their makeup. In the account of Amnon, Amnon was the winner and Tamar was clearly the loser.
A third lesson was that Amnon’s treatment of Tamar was the result of passion and the opposite of biblical love. There was no consideration of personal responsibility on his part and once his sexual appetite was assuaged his passion turned to hate. This is the best argument against defining love as sex. Sooner or later the passion is gone and, because there was no genuine relationship from the beginning, sexual passion is replaced by some other form of self-gratification.
Finally, we see in this example of Amnon and Tamar that Amnon’s actions sowed seeds of turmoil in his family that bore bitter fruit for years. It eventually led to Amnon’s murder. Amnon’s actions turned into self-hate because it damaged every other relationship in Amnon’s life. The unfolding of events from that fateful moment demonstrates the truth that we reap what we sow.[endnoteRef:4] The truth that we reap what we sow—more than any other truth about sex—needs to be taught to children before they engage in promiscuous sex. [4:  Galatians 6:7, 8.] 

In most Old Testament passages where love is associated with sex, the context describes either harlotry or spiritual adultery and, therefore, a perversion of the relationship. Harlotry is the epitome of self-gratification because personal responsibility and self-control are excluded. Spiritual adultery is the act of giving to a false god the love which God alone deserves. Throughout human history, we find harlotry associated with spiritual adultery. The same is true today. Many aberrant forms of Christianity eventually degenerate into some form of sexual deviation.
In other passages where commentators find love associated with sex, this association must be supplied through the English word, “love,” because it is not automatically derived from the Hebrew terms. The same is true in the Greek New Testament. When we stop to consider the matter, sex should not automatically be associated with the English word “love” and needs to be expressed or implied by the context in which the word is found. Because of the false philosophies prevalent in society, the context of love is often assumed to be associated with sex. One of the dilemmas of Western culture is how to disassociate sex from love so that the positive expressions of genuine love can be experienced apart from sex.
It is the association of love with sex that is the most disturbing and damaging concept in the three basic categories of philosophy that we have looked at so far. In the dualistic world of the Gnostic, there is a distorted view of the physical world. The view that the physical union between a man and a woman is immoral, dirty, or degrading stems from the Gnostic view that the physical world is evil.. Eventually this form of Gnosticism leads to asceticism, which is the denial of normal physical appetites. The other extreme holds that, since the physical world is evil and earthly, the physical appetites can be indulged to the fullest. This form of Gnosticism leads to every form of debauchery. Hedonism, the philosophy that what brings the greatest pleasure is the greatest good, is a form of this type of Gnosticism.
In the world of Existentialism, the individual is encouraged to define his or her own existence any way that pleases the individual. If it includes behavior that the Bible classifies as sin then the solution is to get rid of the Bible. The individual is the final arbiter of what is right and wrong. Because Existentialism sees individuals alienated from each other in a hostile and absurd world, it does not lend itself to loving others but, instead, accentuates self-love.
For the Behaviorist, the individual is defined as merely a creature with physical appetites susceptible to the enticements of the environment. Since there are no moral absolutes, any behavior viewed by society as appropriate is acceptable if it does not interfere with the rights of others to follow their own basic instincts.
Is any of this new? Absolutely not. In fact, these very philosophies merely rehash what the Bible already said about man’s rejection of God and what God has revealed about Himself.
Therefore God gave them over in the lusts of their hearts to impurity, so that their bodies would be dishonored among them. For they exchanged the truth of God for a lie, and worshipped and served the creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed forever. Amen. For this reason God gave them over to degrading passions; for their women exchanged the natural function for that which is unnatural, and in the same way also the men abandoned the natural function of the woman and burned in their desire toward one another, men with men committing indecent acts and receiving in their own persons the due penalty of their error.[endnoteRef:5] [5:  Romans 1:24-27.] 

Damage to physical relationships between humans was the first noticeable affect of the fall when sin entered into the world. Therefore, it is not hard to understand that sexual behavior is where redemption must begin. It cannot begin as long as we hold on to the false philosophies stemming from the fall. We must be restored in our minds so that we overcome Gnosticism. We must be restored in our relationships so that we overcome Existentialism. We must be restored in our behavior so that we overcome Behaviorism. A clear understanding of biblical love will do this for us as we allow this understanding to shape our lives.
[bookmark: _Toc465238202]Sex should be an expression of obedience.
Our worldview must include the restoration of the concept of absolute truth. Any form of Gnosticism must be rejected. We must allow the absolute truth of God to sit in judgment upon our subjective, experiential truth and change our minds so that our worldview coincides with God’s worldview. Next we need to acknowledge the reality of existence as defined by God. We must reject Existentialism and give up the thought that we can create our own existence apart from God. Finally, we must accept our God-given responsibilities in our relationships with others. This means we must reject Behaviorism as a philosophy. Instead of seeing life as a process leading to self-gratification and fulfillment in life as merely greater self-gratification, we need to see that fulfillment in life comes when our relationships with others reaches the level where we are putting others first and ourselves second. Genuine fulfillment in life is achieved through meeting the needs of others.
Sex, as it was intended by God, was first and foremost an act of obedience to God. God commanded Adam and Eve to be fruitful and multiply.[endnoteRef:6] It was a responsibility that carried restrictions and limitations from the beginning. Adam was to cleave to his wife and the two were to be one flesh. This excluded sex from all other relationships. While gratification is involved, it is not self-gratification. It is the satisfaction of meeting the needs of one’s marriage partner. This is why Paul instructs both the husband and the wife to perform his or her “duty” to the marriage partner.[endnoteRef:7] [6:  Genesis 1:28.]  [7:  1 Corinthians 7:3.] 

God meets our needs through others and, in turn, wants to use us to meet the needs of others. Accepting our responsibility to meet the needs of others requires that we put the needs of others in any relationship ahead of our own. In the matter of sex, it means that we will not engage in destructive behavior that will ultimately prevent us from meeting the needs of one another, such as engaging in promiscuous sex outside of marriage.
Sex, when performed within the boundaries that God has set, can be one of the most fulfilling experiences in life. This fulfillment comes as we meet the needs of each other in a God-honoring relationship. Sometimes fulfillment is achieved by denying ourselves to meet the needs of others. Ultimately, biblical love demonstrates in practice that the philosophies of Gnosticism, Existentialism, and Behaviorism are false by enabling us to meet our responsibilities in every relationship.
We need to educate our children regarding God’s intended plan for sex. We need to teach our children that sex is not for self-gratification. We need to reclaim sex as an expression of our obedience to God and demonstrate this obedience to our children by our attitudes and our actions. We need to help our children tune out the destructive forces of the false philosophies of Gnosticism, Existentialism, and Behaviorism that promote rapacious sex and help our children develop their sexuality in a way that glorifies our Creator.
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There are five Greek words that are often associated with love in the New Testament. They are storge, epithumia, eros, and. Only two of these words, agape and philia, are translated love in the New Testament. We will discover the meaning of these two words and their relationship to each other in the next chapter. First, we need to consider three words, storge, epithumia, and eros, which are not suitable to be associated with love because of their root meanings in the Greek language.
STORGE: Natural Affection
Storge refers to natural affection and is used only twice in the New Testament, both times in the negative, astorge (the “a” renders it negative in Greek), and is translated “without natural affection.”[endnoteRef:8] It is used once in combination with philia and translated in the King James “kindly affectionate.”[endnoteRef:9] It is never translated love. [8:  Romans 1:31; 2 Timothy 3:3.]  [9:  Romans 12:10.] 

C. S. Lewis puts this word into perspective when he writes:
Affection would not be affection if it was loudly and frequently expressed; to produce it in public is like getting your household furniture out for a move. It did very well in its place, but it looks shabby or tawdry or grotesque in the sunshine. Affection almost slinks or seeps through our lives. It lives with humble, un-dress, private things; soft slippers, old clothes, old jokes, the thump of a sleepy dog’s tail on the kitchen floor, the sound of a sewing-machine, a gollywog left on the lawn.[endnoteRef:10] [10:  C. S. Lewis, The Four Loves, (New York: A Harvest/HBJ Book, 1960), 56, 57.] 

Leon Morris writes regarding storge:
It is all the more interesting that the term is never used in the New Testament. Coming closest to it is the negative form of the corresponding adjective, which indicates disapproval. Twice people “without natural affection” are condemned (Rom. 1:31; II Tim. 3:3). There can be no doubt from the general thrust of New Testament teaching, and specifically from what it has to say about the family, what the early Christians saw storge as natural and right. But their failure to use the word in the New Testament documents shows that it was not storge that they had in mind when they spoke of love.[endnoteRef:11] [11:  ] 

While consistency, familiarity, and expectancy can be positives in a relationship, by themselves without other virtues they can destroy a relationship. A husband can expect his wife to wait on him hand and foot. Upheavals in the relationship due to changing circumstances causes storge to evaporate. Any form of addiction destroys natural affection by focusing attention upon self-gratification. The all too prevalent picture of codependency is storge taken to extremes. This is perhaps why the Holy Spirit never uses the term in a context that demands a higher word for love.
Storge is not an adequate concept for love because of the damage done to it by the three-fold philosophies of Gnosticism, Existentialism, and Behaviorism. As we have seen, these philosophies do not encourage relationships—they destroy them. Since storge depends upon relationships for its existence and adds little to those relationships, it is easily destroyed.
Gnosticism promotes selfishness based upon personal knowledge that encourages the one who acquires the knowledge to see himself above others. Those who are left not knowing sense the condescension of those who claim to know. As Gnosticism is lived out in the real world it evolves into intimidation and eventually tyranny as those who know lord it over those who do not know. Storge—natural affection—cannot overcome, let alone survive, such feelings of superiority and inferiority. Any true love must overcome these destructive forces in any relationship.
Existentialism destroys storge because it is based upon a sense of alienation that is foreign to storge. The attempt to define self-existence separates us from others around us and the desire to be different stifles any sense of belonging. As this philosophy is lived out, individuals begin to relate to each other through their differences rather than through a common identity. Diversity is the focus and becomes the all-important commonality. Storge cannot exist when the primary focus is diversity because it is the opposite of diversity.
This does not mean that there cannot be unity in diversity. There can and must be for society to function at all. However, the diversity of Existentialism exists, not because of circumstances, but because of a personally-contrived difference stemming from a rebellion against the majority and a denial of natural, God-given commonality. Existential diversity is the driving force of the political correctness of postmodernism, not a genuine appreciation for inherent diversity.
For storge to exist, individuals must be allowed to form natural bonds in given circumstances. These bonds should not be viewed as a threat to other groups who have also formed natural bonds. Storge is simply that—natural affection stemming from a commonality. Destroy that common identity for any reason and storge is destroyed.
Storge—natural affection—has no power to build these bonds where chasms exist, but biblical love can bridge the chasms between diverse groups and enable those groups to work together despite their diversity. The ideal would be to transform individuals, and thereby to give them a new identity. This would be the easiest way for storge to flourish. This in fact is what happens when we are genuinely born again and enter the family of God. Paul writes:
For you are all sons of God through faith in Christ Jesus. For all of you who were baptized into Christ have clothed yourselves with Christ. There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free man, there is neither male nor female; for you are all one in Christ Jesus.[endnoteRef:12] [12:  Galatians 3:26-28.] 

Behaviorism promotes a lifestyle of selfishness because individuals are conditioned to respond to the environment mindlessly. Self-gratification is seen as the driving force of the life, rather than a desire to reach out to others and to support and build others up. Because Behaviorism is based upon a hierarchy of self-gratification and the theory that one will not be motivated to move to the higher level of gratification until the lower needs are satisfied, the goal of building relationships—fulfilling the needs of others—is a low priority on the scale of hierarchical needs. If the individual’s self-gratification at the lower level has not been met, there is little motivation to move to a higher level. Because the physical appetite tends to grow without some willful attempt to curb it, the needs identified as prepotent require more and more effort to assuage them thus delaying any upward movement on the scale.
To be effective, biblical love will need to overcome the preconditioning of each of the three categories of philosophies, Gnosticism, Existentialism, and Behaviorism. We will find that it does this perfectly.
EPITHUMIA: Desire, Passion, Lust
Another word group often associated with love is epithumia (the noun) and epithumeo (the verb). This term is found frequently in the New Testament.[endnoteRef:13] This is the first of a list of five Greek words given by Dr. Ed Wheat, M.D. in a taped message he titled “Love Life for Every Married Couple.” Of this word Dr. Wheat states: [13:   epithumia is used approximately thirty-eight times and epithueo is used eighteen times in the Greek New Testament.] 

When it is used in the Bible in a negative way it is translated “lust.” When it is used in a positive way it is translated “desire” and this is the way we will be using the word. For in your marriage you and your mate should have a strong physical sexual desire for each other. You may not have this at the present time simply because other aspects of your relationship are not working as they should.[endnoteRef:14] [14:  Ed Wheat, “Love-Life for Every Married Couple,” taped message.] 

We need to carefully compare Dr. Wheat’s teaching in this taped series with the teaching of the New Testament. Of the fifty-nine times epithmia and its cognates are used in the New Testament, it is used only eight times of a positive desire. It is never used positively of the physical appetites of the body.[endnoteRef:15] It is curious that Dr. Wheat begins by defining this term as something to be promoted. He calls it “love” even while admitting that it is never referred to as such in the New Testament. [15:  W. F. Moulton and A. S. Geden, A Concordance to the Greek Testament, Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1967), 367.] 

A background of the word will help us to better understand the issues here.  epithumia comes from two Greek words, the preposition “epi,” translated, “upon,” and “thumos” translated “passion.”[endnoteRef:16] “Thumos…fundamentally denotes violent movement.”[endnoteRef:17] To this Buchsel adds, “From the sense of to well up, to boil up…”[endnoteRef:18] A further comparison of the use of this word will give an overall picture of why the New Testament does not use it either for love or for the sexual relationship legitimately expressed in marriage. [16:  W. E. Vine, An Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words, (Old Tappan, N. J.: Fleming H. Revel Co., 1966), 252.]  [17:  Hermann Cremer, Biblico-Theological Lexicon of New Testament Greek, (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1962), 287.]  [18:  Friedrich Buchsel, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, 9 vols. Ed. Gerhard Kittel, trans. And ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1965), 3:167.] 

In Greek philosophy epithumia is the waywardness of man in conflict with his rationality…In the OT and Judaism epithumia is an offence against God, who demands of man total obedience and love from the whole heart, Dt. 5:5.[endnoteRef:19] [19:  Ibid., 169.] 

In Paul… epithumia is evil, not because it is irrational, but because it is disobedience to the command of God…the essential point in epithumia is that it is desire as impulse, as a motion of the will. It is, in fact, lust, since the thought of satisfaction gives pleasure and that of non-satisfaction pain. Epithumia is anxious self-seeking…In epithumia man is seen as he really is, the more so because epithumia bursts upon him with the force of immediacy. Even after the reception of the divine Spirit, epithumia is always a danger against which man must be warned and must fight.[endnoteRef:20] [20:  Ibid., 171.] 

Paul equates  epithumia with the reign of sin in the body and forbids such for the Christian.[endnoteRef:21] The believer is to “make no provision for the flesh in regard to its lusts.”[endnoteRef:22] Paul writes, “For this is the will of God, your sanctification; {that is}, that you abstain from sexual immorality; that each of you know how to possess his own vessel in sanctification and honor.”[endnoteRef:23] Concerning this passage Leon Morris writes: [21:  Romans 6:12.]  [22:  Romans 13:14.]  [23:  1 Thessalonians 4:3, 4.] 

The God-empowered man rules his body. He is not caught in the grip of lustful passions he is quite unable to control…It is a solemn thought that those who reject the knowledge of God which has been afforded them thereby make it inevitable that they will be given over to evil passions.[endnoteRef:24] [24:  Leon Morris, The First and Second Epistles to the Thessalonians, (Grand Rapids: Wm B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1968), 124-126.] 

Therefore, epithumia, as the word used in the New Testament, should not be used as a positive synonym for love. One last quote will help to settle the issues. Paul, in his testimony in Romans 7 wrote:
What shall we say then? Is the Law sin? May it never be! On the contrary, I would not have come to know sin except through the Law; for I would not have known about coveting (epithumian) if the Law had not said, “YOU SHALL NOT COVET (epithumesies).” But sin, taking opportunity through the commandment, produced in me coveting (epithumian) of every kind; for apart from the Law sin {is} dead”[endnoteRef:25] (Parentheses mine). [25:  Romans 7:7, 8.] 

Note that the Law Paul quotes is taken from the Old Testament Law commonly referred to as the Ten Commandments. Paul does not state what it was that he coveted. However, it is clear from this passage that the basic meaning of the word refers to an overwhelming desire to have something one does not already possess or to have more of it. Since not coveting is a command, we can choose not to express epithumia. God requires that we make the right choice or suffer the consequences. Christians are commanded to, “walk by the Spirit, and you will not carry out the desire (epithumian) of the flesh”[endnoteRef:26] (Parenthesis mine) [26:  Galatians 5:16.] 

Epithumia is not limited to sexual desire, though that is its major expression. It is any passion that can conquer and destroy the life of a believer who does not learn to control it. It is an insatiable appetite that grows with the feeding of it. This desire does not need to be sexual in nature to be destructive. It is earthy and unredeemable in its natural expression. Notice John’s warning:
Do not love the world nor the things in the world. If anyone loves the world, the love of the Father is not in him. For all that is in the world, the lust (epithumia) of the flesh and the lust (epithumia) of the eyes and the boastful pride of life, is not from the Father, but is from the world. The world is passing away, and {also} its lusts (epithumia); but the one who does the will of God lives forever.[endnoteRef:27] (Parentheses mine). [27:  I John 2:15-17.] 

This is the type of passion that every Christian needs to avoid. With rare exception, it should not be a part of any relationship. Note the following references to epithumia in the New Testament:
But put on the Lord Jesus Christ, and make no provision for the flesh in regard to {its} lusts.[endnoteRef:28] [28:  Romans 13:14.] 

But I say, walk by the Spirit, and you will not carry out the desire of the flesh.[endnoteRef:29] [29:  Galatians 5:16.] 

Now those who belong to Christ Jesus have crucified the flesh with its passions and desires.[endnoteRef:30] [30:  Galatians 5:24.] 

…that, in reference to your former manner of life, you lay aside the old self, which is being corrupted in accordance with the lusts of deceit,[endnoteRef:31] [31:  Ephesians 4:22.] 

Therefore consider the members of your earthly body as dead to immorality, impurity, passion, evil desire, and greed, which amounts to idolatry.[endnoteRef:32] [32:  Colossians 3:5.] 

…instructing us to deny ungodliness and worldly desires and to live sensibly, righteously and godly in the present age,[endnoteRef:33] [33:  Titus 2:12.] 

For the grace of God has appeared, bringing salvation to all men, instructing us to deny ungodliness and worldly desires and to live sensibly, righteously and godly in the present age,[endnoteRef:34] [34:  Titus 2:11-12.] 

Far from counseling couples to cultivate epithumia, pastors and counselors should be warning God’s people to flee from this very destructive emotion. Parents need to teach their children to flee as well. Hollywood and the entertainment industry are not going to tell the truth regarding this because epithumia sells. It is very addicting. But God through Christ can save us from the destructive forces of epithumia.
When Christian counselors and sex therapists promote epithumia in marriage, they are overlooking the destructive force of this concept. Because it is self-centered, it promotes self-gratification rather than pleasing one’s marriage partner. Because epithumia is an overwhelming urge, it leads to sexual addiction. Like any other physical desire, it can become uncontrollable. Addiction of any kind destroys relationships. The goal in the marriage union is mutual fulfillment and satisfaction, not unbridled self-gratification. For this reason, it is important that couples avoid any form of pornography. Not only is pornography an act of adultery committed in the mind,[endnoteRef:35] it also heightens the sexual appetite making it more difficult to assuage. [35:  Matthew 5:27, 28.] 

We saw that the three basic categories of philosophy: Gnosticism, Existentialism, and Behaviorism, all destroyed natural affection—storge—because storge has no power to overcome the forces unleashed by these philosophies. In a sense the opposite is true of epithumia. False concepts of knowledge, existence, and behavior feed epithumia making it stronger and stronger until the individual is powerless to overcome it. The more addictive the behavior, the greater the chance that the individual soul will be overpowered and the life destroyed.
As epithumia grows, relationships are destroyed as well. Because epithumia is focused on the gratification of the self-life, meeting the needs of others is not the focus. Because of its tendency to overpower the individual, any relationships with others are destroyed. Epithumia, more than any other Greek word, matches the compulsiveness Behaviorists see in human behavior. Epithumia, coupled with the denial of the supernatural in Behaviorism, becomes an uncontrollable force in human behavior. Biblical love must be able to conquer this force.
Eros: Love without fulfillment
Before we discuss this third Greek word often associated with love, we need to be reminded that the New Testament never speaks of sex as love. Sex may involve love and love may involve sex, but the two concepts are not interchangeable. This might be a hard concept to understand given the obsession with sex in society today. There is a constant conditioning taking place whereby each succeeding generation is brought under the influence of a culture steeped in sexual passion and a desire for self-gratification apart from relationships of fulfillment as if the need to satisfy personal desires is the single driving force in society. Western culture is preoccupied with sex. Sex sells and sex is used to sell everything else.
Behaviorism, with its view that the physical appetites including sex are the most prepotent motivating forces in life, is culpable in this exploitation of sex. Perhaps the most destructive aspect of the present obsession with sex is that young people are introduced to sex at an earlier age. While I do not have any scientific data to support this, I believe that the trend of children reaching puberty earlier than ever before is because they are being introduced to the emotions associated with sex through the media before they are ready. I believe that this is causing biological changes to take place in children. It is true that in past history, marriage at a young age was acceptable. However, because of the breakdown of extended family which once provided support for those who married young and other social and economic pressures, marriage at a young age is unacceptable in today’s culture. Therefore, the sexual revolution is devastating to young people. It teases them into thoughts of promiscuity and enslaves them to desires that cannot be fulfilled biblically as God intends.
In history, youthful love is perhaps the best illustration of eros. It is love that is forbidden and cannot be assuaged. The behaviorist assumes at the beginning that sexual passion is a basic motivating factor that overrides most other needs. It is considered to be an uncontrollable appetite. Generally what Behaviorists see as love is eros. This third Greek word is probably the best known of the Greek words for love. We find it in the English word “erotic.” The meanings that have been attached to it down through the centuries are about as numerous as the meanings of our English word “love.”
Arndt and Gingrich define eros as “passionate love.”[endnoteRef:36] Stauffer comments: [36:  William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gengrich, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1957), 311.] 

Eros is a general love of the world seeking satisfaction wherever it can…eros is determined by a more or less indefinite impulsion toward its object…eran in its highest sense is used of the upward impulsion of man, of his love for the divine…eros seeks in others the fulfillment of its own life’s hunger.[endnoteRef:37] [37:  Ethelbert Stauffer, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, 9 vols. Ed. Gerhard Kittel trans. And ed. Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1965), 1:37.] 

From this we see a similarity to epithumia. Yet there are important distinctions. Epithumia to the Greek mind overpowered and pulled men down. Eros, on the other hand, did not necessarily pull one down but instead could lift him up.
Anders Nygren in his monumental work traces for us Plato’s attempt to elevate eros to the level of religious love or “’heavenly Eros,’ a love for the bright world of ideas, a longing to participate in the Divine life.”[endnoteRef:38] Dr. Nygren’s purpose was to present eros and agape, another Greek term we will consider in the next chapter, in contrast so that no one would confuse the two regardless of how hard some philosophers might try. He points to the fact that the two stem from two opposing fundamental motifs. Nygren concludes: [38:  Anders Nyugren, Agape and Eros, (New York: Harper & Row Publishers, 1953), 173.] 

There cannot actually be any doubt that Eros and Agape belong originally to two entirely separate spiritual worlds, between which no direct communication is possible. They do not represent the same value in their respective contexts, so that they cannot in any circumstances be rightly substituted for one another.[endnoteRef:39] [39:  Ibid., 31.] 

Debating with Plato’s definition of eros as love for god or the divine principle is not our problem today because eros has once again returned to the language of physical passion and pleasure. Eros in Greek mythology was the god of love, son of Aphrodite and identified by the Romans with Cupid, the little imp characterized on Valentine’s
Day. [endnoteRef:40] Plato’s monumental effort to change the minds of men was a virtual failure. Men still think of eros as “sexual pleasure.”[endnoteRef:41] [40:  Webster’s New World Dictionary of the American Language, ed. David B. Guralnik, (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1980), s. v. “Eros,” 475.]  [41:  Ibid.] 

Bishop Trench writes concerning this:
Eros might have fared as so many other words have fared, might have been consecrated anew, despite the deep degradation of its past history; and there were tendencies already working for this in the Platonist use of it, namely, as the longing and yearning desire after that unseen but eternal Beauty, the faint vestiges of which may here be everywhere traced; ouranios eros, Philo in this sense has called it…But in the very fact that eros…did express this yearning desire…this longing after the unpossessed…lay its deeper unfitness to set forth that Christian love…[endnoteRef:42] [42:  Richard Chenevix Trench, Synonyms of The New Testament, (Grand Rapids: William B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1966), 44.] 

Usually today love is viewed as passion or pleasure. Arthur Colman defines love as “the experience of ecstasy in an interpersonal relationship.”[endnoteRef:43] A. H. Maslow writes concerning love: [43:  Arthur D. Colman, M.D., Love and Ecstasy, (New York: The Seabury Press, 1975), 1.] 

The core of the description of love must be subjective or phenomenological rather than objective or behavioral. No description, no words can ever communicate the full equality of the love experience to one who has himself never felt it. It consists primarily of a feeling of tenderness and affection with great enjoyment, happiness, and satisfaction in experiencing this feeling (if all is going well). There is a tendency to want to get closer, to come into more intimate contact, to touch and embrace the loved person, to yearn for him…This feeling of pleasure in contact and in being with, shows itself also in the desire to be together with the loved one as much as possible in as many situations as possible: in work, in play, during esthetic and intellectual pursuits.[endnoteRef:44] [44:  A. H. Maslow, The Meaning of Love, ed. Ashley Montagu (New York: The Julian Press, Inc., 1953), 60.] 

James W. Davies takes Anders Nygren to task for failing to see eros as sexual love when he writes:
Nowhere in his book does Nygren deal substantially with common eros, that is, with libido. Instead he passes over it, treating it as an unworthy representative of Platonic eros, considering instead the heavenly eros of Plato as being the better match in the contest between eros and agape. He is not unaware of the elements of common eros in the heavenly eros of Platonic philosophy…It is a serious shortcoming of Nygren’s presentation that vulgar Eros (as Plato termed what Freud calls the libido) is regarded as unfit for competition with agape because Nygren thereby overlooks what Freud came to discover as a basic drive of the human self. Of course, Nygren would simply write off libido, so-discovered, as egocentric, sensual, and sinful.[endnoteRef:45] [45:  James W. Davies, “An Investigation of the History of Agape and Eros from the Perspective of the Psychoanalytic Phenomenon of Transference,” Encounter, vol 28 (1967), 155.] 

Dr. Wheat defines eros as that love:
…which more than any other kind carries with it the idea of romance. It is not always sensual, but it does include the idea of yearning to unite with and the drive to possess the object of one’s love. Eros is romantic, passionate and sentimental.[endnoteRef:46] [46:  Wheat, Love-Life for Every Married Couple.] 

Eros is the perfect word for the love of Gnosticism, Existentialism, and Behaviorism. Each of these three basic philosophies work together to define a life of self-awareness and self-centeredness driven by self-gratification. In eros, the desire for self-gratification becomes everything, even if it means the destruction of relationships. Even when it rises to the higher plane of concern for others, it is still always measured by the yardstick of self—What does this do for me?
Genuine fulfillment in a relationship is difficult, if not impossible, when self is always at the center of that relationship. This is probably the main reason why the Holy Spirit led the New Testament writers to avoid this word completely. As this word best describes the love of the world, it is the least suited for use when referring to biblical love.
