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rREFACE

The purpose of this study is to determine the
correct meaning of 1 Cor. 7:1la. The solution of the
problem in this verse will be an aid in marital coun-
seling. Therefore it is dedicated to the Lord Jesus
Christ, and to the minister to whom many will go for
advice concerning this matter,

The writer wishes to express his appreciation to
rrofessor Benjamin A, Hamilton, faculty advisor, who
also gave instruction relative to the technical details
of the manuscript. Appreciation is also extended to
Dr. Herman A. Hoyt for giving of his time in private
consultation concerning this text.

All quotations of Seripture are from the King
James Version unless otherwise indicated,

ii1




P -
Goacxs WA
e " g
e, o8 %
- »
.
-~ 3 g [Vog 3
3 st
e pr
s I
o «.p = = ” 5 =
e e <
AR Pt L - PUN T .
e B e :
2 aa oF " " b! , b
-~ i, gL 1,y 2
:. . ” 9 Foed™ P ~-




INTRODUCTION

In selecting a verse for a critical examination
the writer's attention was focused upon 1 Cor. 7:11l., The
portion of the verse which the writer is most interested in
is "But and if she depart, let her remain ummarried, or

be reconciled to her husband, . . "

The purpose for choosing this verse is two#old:
First, to determine whether there is or is not Biblical
grounds for divorce for a Christian, Second, because of
the many views that are spread abroad, the writer wishes
to make a critical examination of this verse to find its
meaning.

The subject will be handled in the light of
various opinions held as to the interpretation of the
verse followed by the writer's refutation or acceptance of

these opinions and views.



GREEK TEXT

According to The New Testament in the Original Greek,

edited by Westcott and Hort
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Textual Variations

There are no textual variations regarding the

problem,
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ENGLISH VERSIONS

King James Version, 1611

But and if she depart, let her remain unmarried, or be
reconciled to her husband: and let not the husband put
away his wife.

American Standard Version, 1901

(But should she depart, let her remain ummarried, or else
be reconciled to her husband); and that the husband leave
not his wife.

Weymouth's New Testament, 1902

Or if she has already left him, let her either remain
as she 1s or be reconciled to him and that a husband is
not to send away his wife,

Montgomery's Centenary Translation, 192l

(or 1f she has already left him let her remain as she is,
or be reconciled to him), and also that a husband is not to
put away his wife.

The American Bible, 1935
If she does separate, she must remain single or else be=-
come reconciled to him, And a husband must not divorce
his wife.
Moffatt's Bible, 1935

If she has separated, she must either remain single or be
reconciled to him--and a husband must not put away his wife.
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Basic English, New Testament, 1941

(Or if she goes away from him, let her keep unmarried,
or be united to her husband again); and that the husband
may not go away from his wife.

The Revised Standard Version (New Testament), 1946

(but if she does, let her remain single or else be
reconciled to her husband)--and that the husband should
not divorce his wife,

The Douay Version, 1582

And 1f she depart, that she remain ummarried, or be recon-

ciled to her husband. And let not the husband put away
his wife,




ESSENTIAL BACKGRUUND

The church at Corinth was established on Paul's
second missionary journey. Paul began preaching the word
in the synagogue every Sabbath, but the Jews opposed and
blasphemed Paul and his co-workers., Paul said to the Jews,
"Your blood be upon your own head . . « I will go unto the
Gentiles." Aec. 18:6.

After entering a certain Justus' house to preach
and teach, many believed and a church was established. Paul
remained with them for a year and a half, after which he
sailed to Syria.

After Paul's departure, many false teachings entered
the church at Corinth. Worldliiness also overtook the mem-
bers of the church, Their actions differed little from
those of the world,

As there 1s usua2lly a nucleus in a church that en-
deavors to hold fast to the faith, there evidently was such
a one in Corinth for a letter was received by Paul. Its
contents was that of an age old problem; sex. 1 Cor. T7:1.
They wanted to know about a number of things concerning
sex, but the part with which we are concerned is that of
the marriage relationship and its problems.

The problem does not start here for even in the

9






STATMENT OF THE PROBLEMS

The Major Problem
hat 1s the meaning of "But and if she depart,"

in this verse?

The Minor Problem
Yhat is the meaning of "let her remain ummarried

or be reconciled to her husband"?
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VARIOUS INTERPRETATIONS

Major Problem: What is the meaning of "But and if she
depart,™ In this Verse
Separation View

To the writer's knowledge and research this view
is held by a greater numbér of commentaries than any other
view., It is believed that M means "if she be
separated."l

The possibility of this being a parenthesis is not
discussed by those who hold this view.

Biblical separation.--The advocates of this view
argue that there may be a legitimate reason for separation.
This argument is very clearly stated by Ironside:

There may be circumstances where no self-respecting
woman could continue in the marriage relationship with
some man, there may be circumstances where a man is so
absolutely brutal or so vile and filthy and perverted
in whole character, that no decent, good woman could

live with him, and in that case it 13 evident from this
that she is free to leave him. . . «

lA. R. Fausset, "I Corinthians -~ Revelation," A
Commentary Critical and g%glanatogx on the 0ld and New
Testament eds. Robert Jamleson, A. Re Fausset and David
Brown (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Pub. House, n. d.), II, 275.

2H. A, Ironside, Addresges on the First Epistle to
Corinthians (New York: Loizeaux Brothers, 1041), De 209.

1
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A. R. Fuasset also Advoeates this,>
Non-Biblical separatione.--Even though separations
occur there is no Biblical grounds for them. This is

L 5

Clarke states: "The Apostle puts the verse as probable,

arzued by the following: Scott,  Robertson,” and others.

because it was frequent, but lays it under restrictions.
ffhis must refer to sevarations already accomplished; all

ub

future ones are forbiddeng

3Fausset, loc. cit,

uThomas Scott, The Holy Bible (Boston: Samuel T,
Armstrong, and Crocker and Brewster, 1830), I, 1h6.

SArchibald Thomas Robertson, Word Pictures in the
New Testament (New York: Harper and Brothers, 1931),
IV: IEE: I!,. 3

6Adam Clarke, The N Testament of Our Lord d
Savior Jesus Christ (New'Y_-k Eaton and HEIhs, 1883),
Vi, 121,
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Parenthetical Separation View

Those who hold this view econtend that Paul is

> -~
seving, cuy, &6  Ka( x_ups:l_i__meanw

"If she should in faet be separated." It supposes a

case of actual separation. Two who support this view are

Stanley7 and Alt'oz'd.8 Shore states this view very clearly:

A
é 1“ % h{ E‘; Ms translated, "but
if she have ac ¥y sepéra ." 3These words from
"but® ( Y ) to "husband" ( % ), are a
parentheslis, a the concludi words’"and let not
the husband put away his wife," are the completion

of the Lord's command given in verse 10. The

Anostle in case such a separation should already

have taken place anticipates the difficult question
which might then arise by parenthetically remarking
that in such a case the woman must not marry again,
but aught to be reunited to her former husband.

Non-Biblical separation.--Of those who held this

view Alford's comment is excellent, He writes as follows:

J 7
(g\ p to &/ is parenthetiecal,
It supposes a case of ae separation, contrary of
course to Christ's commande=-°

TArthur Penrhyn Stanley, The Epistles of St. Paul
to the Corinthians (London: John Murray, 1070), De 103.

8Henry Alford, The New Testament for %lish Readers
(London: Deighton, Bc’alI, and Co., 18072), 11, .

g h%. Teignmouth Shore, "The First Epistle to the
Corinthians,” A Bible Comment for lish Reade ed. by
Chgrles John Ellicott (London: iassel% and CO., N &.), ViI,
300.

10a1ford, loce cit.
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Divorce View

The advocates of this view say that ¥.¢gz’§

means divorce., They do not state whether they belleve
this position is or is not parenthetical. Among those

who hold this wview are 'adell and Edwards.12 Beet says:

7 refers to the same kind of separation
as ,which undoubtedly means divorce,
for e lapostle’ls citing the words in which Christ

prohibits divorce. We need not suppose that the apostle
justifies the woman's conduct. It is the case of a
woman that persists in divorcing herself from her hus-
band for an insufficient reason. She transgresses the
law of Christ. She aught to be reconciled to her hus-
band., If she refuses to be reconciled, at least let
her remain umnmarried. No one will say that such a

case was not likely to occur in the Corinthian Churech,
who bears in mind the case wi which a divorce was
obtainable in Greece or Rome.

Biblical divorce.--Eerdman states:

raul reminds them of the explicit command of Christ
which forbids divorce save on the ground of unfaithful-
ness. 'But unto the married I give charge, yea not I,
but the Lord, that the wife depart not from her_ husband
. « « and that the husband leave not his wife,'

The cormand being merely a reference to the Lord's

command not necessarily a parenthesis.

Non-Biblical divorce.=--0f those who support the

11z, w, Wade, 0ld Testament History (London: Methuen
and CO., 1901)’ PPe 1;;’ -

12Mmomas Charles Edwards, A Commentary on the First
Ipistle to the Corinthians (London: Hodder and Stoughton,

1597), p. 165¢

13Joseph Agar Beet, A Commenta on St. 's
Fpistles to the Corinthians (London: Hodder and St%ﬁéhton,
1 gz,, p._rlb.

ioharles R, Eerdman, The First Eoistle of Paul to the
Corinthians (Philadelphia: The Westminster rress, 1928), De 09.
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divorce view as being unBiblical, S. Nowell-Rostran clearly

states this view:

The union is indissoluble and 1life long. The
wife should not depart from her husband ("but and if
she depart, let her remain ummarried, or be recon-
ciled to her husband”"). It has indeed been forecibly
argued on the strength of St. Mt. 5:32 that our
Lord sanctified divorce in the case of adultery,
and the remarriage of the innocent, but St. Mk, 15
zospel records no exception to a universal rule.

158. Nowell-Rostran, St. Paul's First istle to the
Corinthians (London: The ReiiEIous Tract §ocIeEy, 1931),
pp. 107, 108, :
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Parenthetical Divorce View

Those supporting this view contend that from
J
"but" (Kag ) to "husband® (¢z&_“_) make a parenthe-

tical phrase, Hodge states this view:

The distinction which he here (ve 10) and in
(ve 12) makes between his commands and those of
the Tord is not a distinction between what 1is
Inspired and what is not; nor is it a distinction
between what Paul taught and what the scripture
teach as Calvin understands it; but Lord here
evidently refers to Christ; and the distinection
intended is between what Christ had taught while
on earth, gnd what Paul by his Spirit was inspired
to teach.t

18

Robertson and Plummer 17 and Weiss also advocate this

view.

Biblical divorce.--Those who support this idea
contend that our Lord set down the grounds for divorce in
the gospels, Hodge says:

Adultery annuls it, because it is a breach of
the specific contract involved in marrlage. This
is the Protestant doctrine concerning divorce,
founded on the nature of marriage and on the explicit
instruction of our Lord, Mt. 5:32, 19:3-9, Mk. 10:2-12,
Lk. 16:18, According to this doctrine nothing but
adultery or wilful desertion 1s a leglitimate ground
of divorce, first because the scriptures allow no
other grounds and secondly, because incompatibility

10¢harles Hodge, An Bxposition of the First Epistle
to the Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Wm. Be Eerdmans Pub.
)

Co _—19305: De 112,

17prchibald T. Robertson and Alfred Plwurmer, "The
First Epistle of St. Paul to the Corinthians," The Inter-
national Critical Comment (New York: “harles Scribners!
Sons, 1910), PP. 1L0-151,

1BBernard Welss, A Commentary on the New Testament
Translated by George H. DodE—EEHBEE§§hanius WIlson (New York:
Funk and Wagnalls Co., 1906), III, 190.
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of temper, cruelty, disease, crime and other things
of 1ike kind, which human laws often make the
occasion for divorce, are not in theii nature a
destruction of the marriage covenant. 9

Others who hold this view are Eerdmanzo and
21

Edwardse

19Hodge, loc. cit. 2oEerdman, loc. cite

2lpawards, op. cit., pe 166.



WRITER'S INTERPRETATION

Major Problem: What is the meaning of "But and if she depar:
s In This Verse?

o)

Separation View

If the word M, which 1s translated
"1f she depart," means '"separation" then the following
words of Paul seem unnecessary and have no meaning for
us in the light of this words Paul's words are: "let her
remain unmarried, or be reconciled to her husband." The
exact meaning of this phrase will be handled in the Minor
Problem, but for explanation of M, it mast
be discussed, Separation means that the couple are still
husband and wife but not living together as husband and
wife. When a couple are separated they can again start
living together without going through the civil require-
ments of marriage; this they have already done.

The writer, therefore, cannot accept this view
because 1t implies an inconsistency in the text., It
implies that a person could be separated, but tells them
not to marry another. This would not even be allowed by
the civil law for they are still married to another person.
So there would be no need of the further injunction, if
this was merely separation,

22
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Biblical separation.,--The writer has stated

-
his position as to the meaning of M. It does
.

not mean separation. Biblical grounds for separation
cannot be found in this text. For this information Paul
has stated the Seriptural position in 1 Cor. 7:5.
Defraud ye not one the other, except it be
with consent for a time, that ye may give your-
selves to fasting and prayer; and come together
again, that Satan tempt you not for your incon-
tinency.
There are some qualifications which must be ad-
hered to in this separation that raul has mentioned.
1. It mast be with consent.
2. It is to be for a time. (_K_‘g#_‘gL--a
limited period of time).l
3« It is only that you may give yourselves to
fasting and prayers
Notice also that Paul states that they must come
together again. This implies that they were separated.
This certainly means physical separation and
perhaps means a separation beyond that. However, it is
not the writer's purpose to solve this problem.
lon-Biblical separation.--As has been discussed
separation 1s not even mentioned in this passage; therefore,
thls possibility cannot be determined from this passage,
The subject of separation is discussed in 1 Cor. 7:5. The

only reason for separation, found in this passage, has

1l
Joseph Henry Thayer, A Greek- lish Lexicon of
the New Testament (New York: American Book Co., 18089), pP. 318,
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Parenthetical Separation View

The writer must reject the separation view on
grounds previously stated. The fact of it being a
parenthetical expression, however, is acceptable.

Paul is giving a command concerning the married
peonle (1 Cor. 7:10). In the middle of the verse he
exclaims that this is not his command, but the Lord's;
of which he starts to give. Commencing with the eleventh
verse Paul inserts his own words, directed by the Holy
Spirit, with which he qualifies this command. The Lord's
command is completed in the last part of the eleventh
verse, "and let not the husband put aiay his wife."

The case that 1s under investigation in this verse
has already talken place and is not something in the future.
Henry states it quite explicitly:

In this paragraph, the Apostle gives direction in

a case which nust have been very frequent in that age,
especially among the Jewish converts, I mean, whether
they were to live with heathen relatives in a married
state. Moses' law permitted divorce; and there was

a famous instance in the Jewish state, when the Beople
were obliged to put away their idolatrous wives.

More evidence for this will be considered under the

Parenthetical Divorce Views

2Matthew Henry, A Comment on the Holy Bible,
ed, by Bickerton Williams (New Yorﬁ: and Wagnalls,

Ne do 9 De 2780
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The Divorce View

The advocates of this view, in the writer's
opinion are correct. They, however, do not go far
enough. They do not mention it being a parenthesls,

which coes not necessarily mean they are not acquainted

with 1t,

The word M as used in this passage

rmust mean divorce. If it means anything else, the words
"let her remain unmarried" have no meaning. For proof

of this being divorce, Edwards gives very clear evidence:

7 fers to the same kind of separa-
tion%as which undoubtedly means
divorece, ’To e ostle 1s citing the words in

which Christ prohibits divorce. We need not
supnose that the Apostle justifies the woman's
conduct, It is the case of a woman that per-
sists in divoreing herself from her husband for an
insufficient reason.

3pawards, loc. cite
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The Parenthetical Divorce View

In the writer's opinion, this view is the

correct interpretation of 1 Cor. 7:11. As to the word
meaning "divorce," -‘, the strongest proof is
that of Edwards,l“ which was considered in the Divorce
View. Another proof is that of the context in which we
find this word., Paul is giving a command to the married
people, in which he states the Lord's Commandment. In the
middle of this cormmandment, Paul says, ". . « if she de-

part, let her remain umarried." To remain ummarried one

4
must "get" unmarried. The word for married 1s m
»
and here we have the word s unmarried. The _¢gf
(alpha

) prefixed to the word nne; glves it a negative
=
sense.” To be unmarried, therefore, there must be a di-

vorcement. Just being separated certainly would not carry
this force, for the couple would still be married,

>
\ \ \
The construction €4 &€ Ka( , "put and if"

set off a parenthesis to provide for an exceptional case.6
This same arrangement of words is found in 1 Cor. T7:28,
which 1s also a parenthesis.

Thayer claims the word é&i is a conditional

particale which makes reference to time and experience7

hivia,  SThayer, op. eit., pe 1.
6

Robertson and Plummer, op. cit., pe 14O.
TThayer, op. cit., p. 162.
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9y vwith vhich is an aorist subjunctive
passive, indicates an experience that has already taken
place. The aorist shows that the event took place at a
given time in the past.

The case Paul is bringing before us is, if on these
conditions, (Mt. 19:9) that a person is divorced, she should
remain unmarried., The conditions are those given by our
Lord in 1 Cor. 7:10b: "let not the wife depart from her hus-
band" and 1 Cor. 7:11b: "and let not the husband put away
his wife." 1In 1 Cor, 7:1la is Paul's commentary on this
commandment of our Lord,

It has been said that this commandment of the Lord's
was that of Lk, 16:18 and Mk, 10:11-12, It has also been
said that the Mark and Luke passages are referring to the
married and the Matthew accounts, 5:32 and 19:9, refer to
those of the engagement status.a In examining these passages
the writer can find no evidence that they are speaking of
different groups. The most logical conclusion is that the
nassages refer to the married couples, as Paul's treat-
ment 1is referring to the married, in which he mentions the
Lord's charge.

The accounts of Mt, 5:32, 19:9 and ¥k, 10:11l are
very clear that the background for discussion was the Law
of Moses. In these passages our Lord was questioned about the

marriage relationship. In Matthew 19, the conversation 1is

8Herman A. Hoyt, "I Corinthians," Unpublished class
notes, Department of New Testament (Grace Theological Semin-

ary, 1956): De 67.
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between the rharisees and Christ. The Pharisees ask the
direct question concerning divorce. In Christ's answer He
refers them to the 0ld Testament; and states that no man
has the power to break the tie. This alone would imply
that there i1s to be no divorce for any reason. But it is
agreed that we must not take a verse out of its context.
In verse 9 Christ gives the qualification, which is that
of fornication.

The passage in Lk. 16:18, however, is not too
clear in regards to its background. Perhaps 1t is the same
incident, therefore, the same background.

The law of Moses, concerning divorce, is found in
Deut., 2lL:1=li, especially are we concerned with the first
verse.,

When a man hath taken a wife, and married her,

and it come to pass that she find no favor in his
eyes, because he hath found some uncleanness in her:

then let him write her a bill of divorcement, and
give it in her hand, and send her out of his house.

The word for uncleanness, Jll m means "to make

oneself bare, to be naked, to be destitute, forlorn, for-

s~
saken,"9 and is translated in the Septuagint, w,lo

which Bagster renders "uncomely or indecent. "}l The

9william Gesenius, A Hebrew and Mi_sl&l-exicon of
The 01d Testament, trans., by Edward Robinson, (Boston:
Crocker and Brewster, 18k9), p. 820.

1°Henry Barclay Swete (ed), The 0ld Testament accord
to the Septuagint (London: Deighton Bell and Co., ) By %85.

1lmhe Anal%tical Greek Lexicon (London: S. Bagster

and Sons Ltd.,, s Do .
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International Standard Bible Encyclopaedia states they
"imow of no modern version which makes
the equivalent of fornication or adultery. 2 3

This is Scott's view concerning the word "unclean-

ness":
The uncleanness, on account of which the Israelites
were suffered for the hardness of their hearts to put
away their wifes, was not adultery, or any suspicion
of it; for both these cases were otherwise provided
against: (Deut. 22:22, Lev, 21:10, Num. 5:12-31).13
"And the man that committeth adultery with another
man's wife, even he that committeth adultery with his
neighbor's wife, the adulterer and adulteress shall surely
be put to death." (Leve 21:10)

Others who affirm that this view 1s correct are:
Gore,% Parrar and Thomas,® end Dr. G111.10

With this material as a background we can see why
our Lord, in Mt. 5:32 and 19:19 gave the gqualification for
divorce; fornication, The people were using everything,

no matter how small, for an excuse of divorce. God did not

12w. W. Davies, "Divorce, in 0. T'"ﬁ International
-

Standard Bible Encyclopaedia (1939), II, 86

13scott, op. eit., I, 578.
1,‘"J. Battersby Harford, "Deuteronomy," A New Com-

mentary on Holy Scripture, ed. by Charles Gore, Henry
TLeighton Goudge and Alfred Guillaume (New York: The iac-

millan Co., 1929), p. 162,

15w. L. Alexander (exposition), "Deuteronomy," The
Pulpit Comment ed. by H. D. M. Spence and Joseph S. Excell
Gran aRapfas: Wm. B. Eerdmans Pub. Co., reorinted 1950),
III, 302

1650hn G111, An Zxposition of the New Tegtament
(London: William Hill Collingridge, 1853), I, 779



mean it to be that way.

The Pharisees were misinterpreting the passage in
Deut, 2l :1, They asked: "Why did Moses command to give a
writing of divorcement. . . " Mt. 19:7. Our Lord answers
them, "Moses because of the hardness of your hearts suffered
you to put away your wives: but from the beginning it was

) -
not so." The word suffered is W and means

"permit, allow" or "give leave, "7
Jesus, first sets their thinking clear on the
interpretation of Deut. 2li:1l by telling them that divorce
was permitted because of their hard hearts and that it
was not a command., He follows this by saying that it was
not so from the beginning; that is, the permitting of easy
divorce. Our Lord qualifies their divorce idea with the
words "except for fornication." Mt. 19:9.
Paul has been referring to these words of our Lord
in 1 Cor. 7:10-11, In this passage Paul is speaking of
Christian married couples. It is quite conclusive, that,
as Paul is here speaking to the married, he has given a
cormand of the Lord concerning the matter of his discussion.
The reference of the Lord's command is in Mt., Mk., and Lk.
In Mt., the command is given twice, 5:32, and 19:9; and once
in each of the others.
Matthew was a very close associate of Christ, as He
walked the roads of this earth, Mt. 9:9. It is most probable
that he was at His side when Jesus spoke the words of Mt. 5:32

————

17Mayer, Ope Cite, Pe 25
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and 19:9, TLuke and Mark, however, were not as clearly
related to Christ, This does not, in any way, discount
inspiration; for other cases of this nature are found in
the Synoptiec Gospel. Compare Nt, 12:9-13 with Mk, 3:1-6,
As Paul is speaking to the married couples and

refers to our Lord's command in Matthew then we must con-
7

clude that the térm "fbrnidation", ﬂg‘ YECH 2 1s a

general term for unfaithfulness in the marriage relation-
ship. And for this only does Christ allow divorce.

I we failed to examine 1 Cor. T7:15 closely, we
mizht say that this would allow for a laxness in divorce.
Notice, however, in ve?se.l5 it is the unbeliever who is
doing the depé.rting. i

On the basis of this eritical investigation it 1s
the writer's opinion that th;s_passage is referring to
Christ's command in Mt. 19:9; where He gives the only
Biblical grounds for divorcd.ik&

In conclusion the writer would emphasize what our
Lord said in Matthew 19 when the Pharisees confronted him
with questions. God only permits divorce on the grounds of
fornication, it was not a command; the command waé that a
Christian was not to marry another. Divorce 1s only to be
used when the mate refuses to live a clean life and insists

on living in adulterye.
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linor Problem: What is the meaning of "let her remain un-
married or be reconciled to %r husband, . ."?

-
A command is given 1nw. It is third

person, singular present imperative. The imperative is

the mood of command or 4.antr-een;y;18 "let her remain."

¥ 7
Wg_ is m, married, with the

‘ -privitive (alpha) prefixed; which gives it a

nezative meaning. It is equivalent to our "un-". It is

translated "unmarried."”

’ \
The word for husband, "1£F“—’ is the word for

man, but in the context it is translated "husband."
A
_Kmnmm is third person singular,
Aorist imperative and is translated "let her be reconciled.™

Thils verb also carries the force of command,
There are two words for reconcile in the Greek;

7’ ”
Ko Tad\&oownd St Moeow. rovertson states the

difference in meaning of the two:
WL@T is an old compound verb to
exchange coindg of equal value, to reconcile., It is
one of Paul's great words for reconciliagion.with God.
(11 Cor. 5:18-20 and Rom« 5:10). w (Mt ,
5:2l) is more common in the older Greek, bu LT
in the latter. The difference in idea is very s 9

[ - accents notion of exchaxfse, K=rd, -the perfect
dea (complete reconciliation).

18H. E. Dana and Julius R. Mantey, A Manual of the
Greel: New Testament (New York: The Macmillan Co., 1940),

19Robertson, Word Pictures in the New Testament,
loce. cite
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The encouragement is for the couple to go back
together again, But if and when they do it is not to
go back together to "give it another try," but to re-
unite with complete reconciliation.

In the text we see two alternatives for the one
who has been divorced:

1. Remain ummarried, or

2. be reconciled to her husband,

When a Christian has grounds for and contemplates
setting a divorce, he should consider seriously the above
mentioned alternatives. If a divorce is obtained, the
pcrson should remain unmarried, or go back to live with
the one whom he has left, There is no allowance for a
Christian marrying another person so long as the mate is
alive. (Rome T22).

The main point of this‘situation is: What 1is
primary in the Christian life{ God or sex? If the
individual insists on getting remarried then sex seems
to be the primary thing in their life, by their desire to
get remarried, But on the other hand if God and serving
Him comes first, they will not remarry for God's Word does
not condone it,

To be reconciled with the husband is better than to
remain unmarried., However, if the mate insists on living a
life of debauchery, then it is better to remain ummarried
for the sake of testimony to God and to others. By the act
of remaining apart from him would let people know you are



35
not connected with nor condone his actions.
Calvin makes quite clear the issue of remarriage:
If she has been exnelled from the house or has

been put away, she must not think that even in that
case she is set free from his power; . . . even

those who are not received by their husbands, con-
;igg:ng:.gs bound, so that they cannot take other

This verse makes a direct statement against such
practice and to do otherwise is to go directly contraryAto
a command in God's Word, The passage in Mk. 10:11-12
with Rome T7:3 also contribute to this fact.

"#hosoever shall put away his wife, and marry
another, committeth adultery against her, And if a woman
shall put away her husband, and be married to another, she
committeth adultery." (Mk. 10:11-12)

"So then if, while her husband liveth, she be
married to another man, she shall be called an adulteress:
but if her husband be dead, she is free from that law; so
that she 1s no adulteress, though she be married to another
man." (Rome T23) | et

One of the commandments that Moses gave to the
Israelites 1s quoted by Paul in Rom. 13:9. "Thou shalt
not commit adultery « « " The writer feels this is con-

clusive evidence that a person is not to remarry while the

person he or she first married is still living. If he did

20R, ¢, H. Lenskl, The Interpretation of St, Paul's
Pipat aiis Rt %ést;es’to—'ﬂmor (St
s Do

Wartburg Press, 99.
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remarry he would be guilty of the same sin which caused the
divorce.
8 21 22

Some who support this view are: Exell, Hodge,
Dr. Gill,23 and otherse.

The view held by Morgan, the writer cannot accept.
lorgan states:?

There is only one real ground for divorce, and
that is the ground of infidelity within the marriage
relationship. We have modified our laws within recent
years, much to the detriment of our high standards of
morality, which will be proven in the process of years.
Do not forget that it is the guilty party that is not
allowed, by the law of Christ, to be married again,
Here I differ from very many. Some of my friends
in the ministry will not marry a divorced person, I
will, within the l1imit, If the man is not guilty, and
has to divorce his woman; if the woman is not guilty,
but has to divorece her man, then éhwill marry him,
or her; but not the puilty party.-

There 1s only one passage, to the writer's kmowledge,
that would even slant toward giving permission to remarry;
that is 1 Cor. 7:15. A critical monograph has already been
written on this verse. The conclusion of this paper 1is

that there 1s to be no remarriage for the Christian.25

2lroseph S. Exell (ed.), First Corinthians, Vol. I,
The Biblical Illustrator (New York: Fleming H. Revell Co.,
Ne dos, De E .

22y04ge, loc. cite 23G111, op. eit., I, 191.

Zhg. Campbell Morgan, The Corinthian Letters of
panl, An Exposition of First and Second Corinthians (London:

Fleming He Revel CO., 1 s D A

25Henry Clyde Elder, "A Critical Investiﬁation of
the phrase 'not under bondage! from 1 Cor. 7:15," Unpub-
1132§d Critical Monograph, Grase Theological Seminary, 1951,
De .
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The writer must agree with Mr. Morgan that there

is only one ground for divorce, infidelity in the marriage
state. It is also true that the standards have been
lowered and the Christian has been living up to the law
standard (in part) instead of setting the standards high.
However, it doesn't seem that Mr. Morgan was helping the
standard by marrying a divorcéd person, The Scripture has
civen a clear statement conecerning divorece., Lk, 16:18,

This paper has discussed the problem of Christians
divorcing and remarrying. The writer has come to the
conclusion that divorce is permitted on the ground of
"fornication." Mt. 5:32. They are not commanded to seek
divorce on these grounds; they may remain together, but
are "permitted" to seek divorce., Also the writer has con=-
cluded that it is wrong and unseriptural for a Christian,
under any circumstance, to remarry while his former mate
is livinge. |

In coming to this conclusion let us remember that
the unregencrated man has little restraint upon his heart.
He will drop to the lowest depths of sin, When a Christian
sins and falls we should be surprised, but not so with a
person outside of Christ. We should not be surprised at
what he will do, So where it is completely out of order
for a Christian to remarry, it is not for the unsaved, be-
cause it is his nature to sin,

There were things in everyone of our lives before
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we were saved that the blood of Christ has covered. Yet

we rmust admit that we Christians sin every day. Perhaps

we might do some of the things we did before we were saved,
and God forgives us for those sins. This does not mean

we are saved all over again, nor does it mean that all

of our sins were not forgiven when we accepted Christ;

but it does mean that we have stepped out of bounds. God
forgives us as we come to Him with a repentant heart. So
it must be on the same basis that when a person with an
entangled marital 1ife before he is saved, trusts Christ as

his Savior, is forgiven of his sin just as any other sinner,




ENGLISH PARAFHRASE

But since she has already departed she should
remain not married or she should be reconcilled to her

former husband,

lio
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