Donahue’s First Negative
As usual my friend John Carroll does a very good job of defending his position.  Of course this does not mean I agree with him, but I can recognize a good debater when I see one.

John makes a few unwarranted assumptions that start him off on the wrong path toward his incorrect conclusion.  The first assumption is that since 12-15 are discussing a believer married to an unbeliever, then verses 10-11 must be discussing a believer married to a believer.  That is not the contrast being made.  Verse 10-11 are addressing “the married” (all the married), just as verse 10 say they are.  The contrast between the two sections is that verse 10-11 is commanding the married not to depart, while verse 15 is telling the believer what to do if their spouse departs from them.

The phrase “But to the rest speak, not the Lord” beginning verse 12 most likely refers to the rest of the Corinthian’s questions for Paul (verse 1).  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?
Verses 12-14 lead up to verse 15 to make sure the reader doesn’t get the wrong idea from Paul’s teaching in verse 15.  Paul is saying in verse 15 that if the unbeliever departs, the believer may let them depart, but verses 12-14 is given to make sure the reader knows that verse 15 is not giving the Christian permission to initiate the departing.
As an example where I might do the same thing is when someone asks me if baptism saves a person.  Before giving my answer, I usually precede the answer with an explanation to make sure the questioner doesn’t get the wrong idea from my answer.  I would first say that baptism does not earn our salvation; Christ’s death does that.  Then I would explain that yes baptism does save (I Peter 3:21), but only in the sense that it is a condition that we must meet in order to be saved by the blood of Christ.  Applying the illustration to our case, verse 15 tells the believer that he doesn’t have to fight to keep the unbeliever from departing; the believer is not held responsible in such cases.  Verses 12-14 are written to make sure the reader doesn’t get the wrong idea that he can initiate the departing himself.
So “not under bondage” is not being contrasted with “remain unmarried or be reconciled” - 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.
The phrase “not under bondage,” therefore” is not set in contrast to the marriage bond as detailed in verse 11 by the instruction “let her remain, or be reconciled to her husband.” The word translated "bondage" in I Corinthians 7:15 is not the same Greek word as the word translated "bound" (referring to the marriage bond) in I Corinthians 7:27, 39, and Romans 7:2.  If the Greek word translated "bondage" (which occurs in some form, 133 times in the New Testament) refers to the marriage bond in I Corinthians 7:15, it would be the only place in the whole Bible where this Greek word refers to the marriage bond.

John responds to the above point in his answer to my 3rd question by asking how can I be sure that “loosed” in Romans 7:2 refers to being released from the marriage bond when the Greek word is not used that way anywhere else in the new testament.  Point well taken, but there are two important factors to consider here.  First and most importantly, it is spelled out in Romans 7:2-3 that the woman is released from the marriage bond when she is “loosed” at her husband’s death; it says she is free to remarry.  The same point can be made from the English word “loosed” used twice in I Corinthians 7:27-28 – if the person marries, they have not sinned.

On the other hand there is nothing like this regarding the word “bondage” in I Corinthians 7:15.  The fact that the deserted believer is "not under bondage" is used by Paul to support the instructions, "let him depart" and "God hath called us to peace," not "you may remarry."  Verses 10-15 discuss if it is right to depart (it says nothing about remarriage), so Paul is just saying it is okay to be in a state of separation if the unbeliever leaves you.
The second factor is the basic meaning for the word “bondage” in I Corinthians 7:15 being “enslaved.”  Notice the difference in definitions between the word “bound” in Romans 7:2 and “bondage” in I Corinthians 7:15:
bound - to bind, tie, forbid - Englishman's Greek Concordance

bondage - Acts 7:6, I Corinthians 9:19, Galatians 4:3, II Peter 2:19

to enslave, subject - Englishman's Greek Concordance

to make a slave of, reduce to bondage - Thayer

make someone a slave, ... enslave, subject - Bauer

enslave – Strong’s, Young’s, Kubo

... make a slave of, to bring into bondage – Vine’s

to be a slave ... to be a slave to another, be subject to, to serve, obey -Liddell and Scott

The “enslave” definition does not fit the marriage bond, which is not a slavery type analogy, but is more analogous to two parties being tied together by a rope (actually a contract).

If the word for “bondage” had been used to refer to the marriage bond in a number of other contexts, then it might be successfully argued that it means the same there.  But the word is never used that way elsewhere.  If the word is never used that way, and if the immediate context doesn’t indicate a meaning of “freedom to marry,” then what evidence would you have left?

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.  I am not sure it would be correct to parallel the marriage relationship with slavery as verse 15 says is not the case when the unbeliever departs.  But in the sense that marriage could be compared to slavery, in the sense that I should be devoted to my wife and “at her service,” that obligation would cease if she departed from me against my will.  But that still wouldn’t argue that I have the right to go out and marry another woman.  As much as John would like it to, I Corinthians 7:15 just does not give that permission.
We can be 100% sure that I Corinthians 7:15 is not giving another exception to Jesus’ “divorce plus remarriage equals adultery” rule as stated in Luke 16:18 and its parallels.  The exception clause in Matthew 19:9 rules out any other exceptions like desertion as claimed by John.  Notice my first two questions for John, and his answers …
1.
Does John 3:3,5 (by itself) prove a man must be born again to see/enter the kingdom of God, meaning that there is no other way to get there without being born again?

Yes, but born of water and spirit are not the ONLY thing that must be done to enter the kingdom of God.

2.
John 8:24 reads in the ASV, “except ye believe that I am he, ye shall die in your sins.”  Does this (by itself) prove a man must believe in Jesus to be saved from his sins, meaning that there is no other avenue (Judaism, Mohammad/Islam, Buddha) through which to receive forgiveness?

Yes, but believe is not the ONLY thing one must do to receive forgiveness of sins.

In John 3,5 my friend John admits that the exception clause rules out any other way of entering the kingdom of God other than by being born again.  In John 8:24 John admits that the exception clause rules out any other way to be saved other than by believing in Jesus.  Now let’s parallel those correct answers to the issue at hand.  The force of the exception clause in Matthew 19:9 rules out any other scriptural cause for remarriage after divorce other than “for fornication.”  Just like the “except” in John 3:3,5 proves another way to heaven will not be found elsewhere in the Bible, and just like “except” in John 8:24 proves another way to salvation will not be found elsewhere in the Bible, “except” in Matthew 19:9 proves another acceptable cause for remarriage after divorce will not be found elsewhere in the Bible.  So by the correct reasoning in John’s admissions, we see that I Corinthians 7:15 cannot be supplying another scriptural cause allowing remarriage after divorce.
I Corinthians 7:15 teaches that the believer is not a slave to the unbeliever if his unbelieving marriage partner departs.  The verse neither says nor implies that the believer is also then free to remarry.  No, Jesus says that would be adultery (Matthew 19:9).

