Carroll’s Second Affirmative

Thank you Patrick for your nice comments in your opening speech.  I think that you also do a good job defending your position as well as attempting to answer your opponent’s arguments.  That is what makes for good debate.
Your first response was that I assumed without warrant that verses 10-11 are speaking about marriages between two believers.  Your choice of terms, “assume” and “unwarranted”, suggest that I had no basis from which to draw my conclusion.  To say this is to ignore the great deal of space taken up to demonstrate this point.  You may think that I fell short of proving it, but you are wrong to say that I assumed it.  Much of what I set forth as evidence was ignored by you.
You made no attempt to respond to the fact that the letter was written in general to believers (1 Corinthians 1:3).  Neither did you attempt to respond to the fact that the context, except when otherwise stated, is directed specifically to Corinthian believers.  I resubmit the following as proof.  

He is writing to those who had written to him (1 Corinthians 7:1)
.  He is writing to people who pray and fast (1 Corinthians 7:5)
.  He is writing what he ordained in all the churches (1 Corinthians 7:17)
.   He is writing to the called in the Lord (1Corinthians 7:22-24)
.  He is writing to the brethren (1Corinthians 7:29)
.  He is writing to those who care for the things of the Lord how they may please and serve him without distraction (1 Corinthians 7:32-35)
. 
To say that I assumed without warrant is incredible to say the least.  So I suggest that you answer the evidence that I gave instead of casually dismissing it by saying that I “assumed”, when clearly I did not.  
You also ignored the question that I asked you concerning 1 Corinthians 7:14.  How could his instruction be directed toward unbelievers, and why, since their marriages are not sanctified.  1 Corinthians 7:14 clearly teaches that marriage requires a believing spouse to be sanctified.  It is hardly plausible then, that Paul would be directing these rules of marriage to a demographic of people whose marriages are unsanctified.

Let’s consider for a moment that “the married” is, as Pat affirms, all married including two unbelievers.  It still makes no real difference in my argument.  I can still make my case from this stand point as well.  The rule then would be, whether two believers or two unbelievers, let not the wife depart: but and if she departs let her remain unmarried or be reconciled.  That rule would not apply to the exception of a religiously mixed married.  Either way, you have a different rule in the case of a mixed marriage, they are not under bondage.  I still insist that “the married” is two believers, but I only demonstrate here that my view of verse 15 could still work logically even if “the married” included two non-believers.
Pat says that he doesn’t think that verses 10-11 have a bondage that verse 15 does not have.  Pat it must, or else Paul would not have stated, “IN SUCH CASES”, meaning mixed marriages.  This necessarily implies that there would be bondage in other cases, meaning “the married”, or non-mixed marriages.  So this bondage that does not exist in this case must exist in the other cases else the phrase “in such cases” makes no sense.  You cannot argue that that the bondage that the mixed marriage is not under is to stay and not depart, because “the married” does not have that bondage either when they depart (verses 10-11).  Another way to say it is, if the believer departs, the other believer that is departed from can let them depart.  The reason I know this is that they are permitted to “remain un-married”.  Therefore, they can let them depart in verses 10-11.
There is no difference at all in this respect between verses 10-11 and verse 15.  If “not under bondage” refers simply to “let them depart” then it would not be something that would be specific to “such cases” in verse 15 as verse 10-11 doesn’t have that bondage either.  There is an absence of bondage in verse 15 that is specific to “such cases” and that does apply to the other cases.  

Again, Patrick what is it?  Don’t ignore this, please answer it!  So far your response has been, “John says I did not tell ‘what bondage verses 10-11 has that verse 15 does not have.’  The reason I didn’t is because I am not sure verses 10-11 has the bondage that verse 15 does not have.”  That kind of answer is not going to cut it in this debate.  I think that I have just sufficiently proven that there is a bondage that exists in other cases that does not exist in verse 15.  
Pat, will you do this?  Tell us in your view, what is allowed in verse 15 that is not allowed in 10-11?  It is not, “let them depart”, both allow that.  If “let them depart” is what “not under bondage” is referring to, then it only applies to believer-unbeliever relationships (i.e. such cases).  This necessarily implies in other cases they would not be allowed to “let them depart”.  What would you suggest?  Should they enslave them?  Put them on house arrest?  Because whatever “bondage” is, they are under it in other cases?  

I should also point out that I feel that I have answered my opponent’s quibble about the particular use of the word bondage in 1 Corinthians 7:15.  He argued that it doesn’t refer to the marriage bond because it never did anywhere else and is different from the Greek word of bound.  When I pointed out that “loosed” in Romans 7 is never used elsewhere in the sense of being loosed from a marriage and that it is a different word from loosed in 1 Corinthians 7:27 and 28 he immediately abandons his little rule.  

Then he proceeds to argue for the same thing in Romans 7 that he thinks is against me in 1 Corinthians 7, by abandoning Grammar and looking at the context.  Pat, if you can do that in Romans 7, why can’t that also be the case in 1 Corinthians 7?  How could anything be more related to marriage than 1 Corinthians 7?  If bondage is ever going to refer to marriage, 1 Corinthians 7 is the place that it would.  
Pat is going to argue that it is not releasing them from the marriage bond.  To me this on the surface does not even make sense.  Pat is saying, you are bound, but you are not under bondage.  I just want you to know that you are not under bondage, but you can’t remarry because you are still bound.  What are they bound to, that they are not under bondage to?  Is it the covenant of marriage?

Also, my opponent points out that my view of 1 Corinthians 7:15 cannot be true because it would provide an exception other than the one that Jesus provided in Matthew 19:9.  Let me respond by using my opponent’s argumentation.  Pat states that “not under bondage” in 7:15 does not answer to “remain unmarried” because, “verse 11 is discussing what the believer should do if she sins by departing from her spouse (believer or unbeliever), while verse 15 is discussing what the believer is to do if the unbeliever departs from them.  Two opposite actions (departing versus being departed from) are under consideration.” 
Using the same logic, Christ words in Matthew 19:9 does not contradict my view of 1 Corinthians 7:15 because Matthew 19:9 regulates putting away, not being put away.  This is true according to Pat’s own admission.  When commenting on “but to the rest” Pat says, “Verse 10 is saying that Jesus while on earth addressed the issue about whether or not it is right to depart from your spouse (e.g., Matthew 19:6,9), but the Lord did not directly address  what if my spouse departs from me?”  So, Pat admits that Jesus does not address the scenario of 1 Corinthians 7:15 in Matthew 19:9; therefore the parameters Matthew 19:9 does NOT apply to 1 Corinthians 7:15.  This is a sound refutation of my opponent’s objection based on “except for fornication”.

Furthermore, since Paul states that Jesus never dealt with this particular issue of marriage (1 Corinthians 7:12), whatever Paul teaches here about mixed marriages will not contradict what Jesus taught in Matthew 19:9.  Jesus did not teach about marriages that include both believer and unbeliever.  Where there is no law, there is no transgression of the law (Romans 4:15).

Also, do you think that John 8:24 is teaching, “Except you ONLY believe you shall die in your sins?”  Is believing the only thing that must be done to keep one from dying in their sins?

This has been an exciting exchange so far and I anticipate that it will continue to be.  I look forward to your next speech.

� Now concerning the things whereof ye wrote unto me: It is good for a man not to touch a woman. 1 Corinthians 7:1 KJV


� Defraud ye not one the other, except it be with consent for a time, that ye may give yourselves to fasting and prayer; and come together again, that Satan tempt you not for your incontinency. 1 Corinthians 7:5 KJV


� But as God hath distributed to every man, as the Lord hath called every one, so let him walk. And so ordain I in all churches. 1 Corinthians 7:17 KJV


�  For he that is called in the Lord, being a servant, is the Lord's freeman: likewise also he that is called, being free, is Christ's servant. 23 Ye are bought with a price; be not ye the servants of men. 24 Brethren, let every man, wherein he is called, therein abide with God. 1 Corinthians 7:22-24 KJV


� But this I say, brethren, the time is short: it remaineth, that both they that have wives be as though they had none; 1 Corinthians 7:29 KJV


� But I would have you without carefulness. He that is unmarried careth for the things that belong to the Lord, how he may please the Lord: 33 But he that is married careth for the things that are of the world, how he may please his wife. 34 There is difference also between a wife and a virgin. The unmarried woman careth for the things of the Lord, that she may be holy both in body and in spirit: but she that is married careth for the things of the world, how she may please her husband. 35 And this I speak for your own profit; not that I may cast a snare upon you, but for that which is comely, and that ye may attend upon the Lord without distraction. 1 Corinthians 7:32-35 KJV





