Donahue’s Second Negative
My friend John is correct in his second affirmative that I Corinthians was written to Christians (1:2), and I do not dispute that I Corinthians 7:10 is written to Christians, but note the following details that John is overlooking on this point:

· Just because 7:10 is written to a believer, doesn’t necessarily mean her husband is also a believer.  Verse 10 says it addressing “the married” (all the married).  Suppose I (as a believer) were in the church at Corinth and I was married to an unbeliever.  Wouldn’t the words “unto the married” address me and my situation?  I’m married aren’t I?
· Just because 7:10 is written to a believer, doesn’t necessarily mean the verse only applies to the believer.  Almost all of the New Testament was written to believers (as that would be the people who would receive the letters), but God is no respecter of persons (Acts 10:34); God’s NT law (as a general rule) applies to all equally.  For example the book of Ephesians was written to Christians (1:1), but that doesn’t mean the prohibition against stealing in Ephesians 4:28 doesn’t also apply to non-Christians.
In his first affirmative John makes an argument I accidently overlooked → “In fact, marriages that do not have a believing spouse are not sanctified (I Corinthians 7:14), so his instructions cannot be directed toward them.”  But John is missing the point of verse 14.  Passages like I Corinthians 9:5 teach it is a sin for a Christian to marry a non-Christian, but once they are married, God sanctifies the marriage (I Corinthians 7:14), meaning they are really married and not just living in fornication.  But it is different for a non-Christian marrying a non-Christian.  That marriage is not forbidden by God.  Therefore the marriage doesn’t need sanctifying.  The non-Christian couple is truly married; they are not living in fornication (as John agrees).
Next John says “The rule then would be … 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.”  But John’s assertion ignores the fact that verse 10 is addressing the mixed marriage.  The contrast between verse 10-11 and verses 12-15 is not the fact that the latter is addressing mixed marriages, while the former is not.  As I showed in my first negative, the contrast is that the former is repeating the Lord’s command for us not to divorce/leave our spouse, while the latter is answering the question → what if my spouse divorces/leaves me, may I “let them depart”? (something Jesus did not directly address while on earth)  Let me be clear that Jesus did address in Matthew 5:32b, 19:9b, and Luke 16:18b the question → what if my spouse divorces me, may I remarry?  Jesus gave an unequivocal “no” to that question, which answers outright the question of this debate.  Jesus contradicts my opponent’s position in this debate by saying in all three of those verses that adultery is committed when any person remarries after their spouse divorces them.
John asks, “Pat … tell us in your view, what is allowed in verse 15 that is not allowed in 10-11?”  If anything, the answer could be the ceasing of enslavement (complete “at your service” devotion).  The answer is definitely not remarriage (Luke 16:18b).  Personally I think the answer to John’s question is “nothing,” as my own opinion is that the cases where “bondage” does exist is not intact marriages, but master/slave relationships.
However, whether the marriages of verses 10-11 do or do not have the “bondage” spoken of in verse 15, would not prove verse 15 is talking about the marriage bond.  Verse 15 is talking about “bondage” or “enslavement” not the marriage bond.  That is not the same thing as the marriage bond referred to by a different Greek word in Romans 7:2-3, I Corinthians 7:27, and 7:39.  This is demonstrated by the fact that John would agree that if my wife separates from (but does not divorce) me, the marriage bond/obligation still exists, but in such a case I am not enslaved (in bondage) in the sense that I am in sin until I can convince her to return.

John says he has answered my point that the word “bondage” is never used elsewhere (in 133 cases) to refer to the marriage “bound.”  My thinking was that John was making an argument base upon the similarity of the English words, so I pointed out that different Greek words were being used.  I repeat, 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 be left?  The difference in Romans 7:2-3 and I Corinthians 7:12-15 is that Romans 7:2-3 says the woman whose husband dies may remarry, but I Corinthians 7:12-15 never says the same about the woman whose husband has departed.  And that is the whole issue in this debate!  You can’t get “freedom to remarry” from the meaning or use of the word “bondage,” and nothing in the context says or implies that remarriage is allowed.  The only thing my opponent has left is assumption.  He assumes that “not under bondage” means “freedom to marry” – and that assumption is essentially the only “proof” he has.
Then John asks “What are they bound to, that they are not under bondage to?”  The simple answer is - their spouse who departed.  A woman is bound to her husband (even if he divorces her) in the sense that adultery is committed if she remarries (Luke 16:18b), but I Corinthians 7:15 says the woman is not under bondage in such cases.  That proves “bondage” and “bound” cannot refer to the same thing.  Most importantly, John contradicts Luke 16:18b when he says the put away woman of I Corinthians 7:15 may remarry.

In connection with this last point, it is appropriate here that I address John’s point that I Corinthians 7:12 proves Jesus didn’t teach (while on earth) what Paul is teaching in I Corinthians 7:15.  I agree with that, and that is why I stated earlier that I Corinthians 7:15 can’t be saying the put away person is free to remarry, because Jesus did address that issue directly in Matthew 5:32b, 19:9b, and Luke 16:18b.  John’s theory says the put away woman of I Corinthians 7:15 may remarry.  Three recorded times Jesus said the put away woman may not remarry.  There shouldn’t be anything hard to understand about that.
What I Corinthians 7:15 addresses that Jesus did not address while on earth is → what if my spouse departs from me, may I “let them depart” (may I give up on trying to restore the marriage)?  On the other hand, Jesus certainly did address while on earth → what if my spouse divorces me, “may I remarry?”  Jesus directly stated three times (Matthew 5:32b, 19:9b, Luke 16:18b), that scenario would be adultery.

John’s belief that “Jesus did not teach about marriages that include both believer and unbeliever” is critical to his position, but false.  Notice the following points from the context of Matthew 19:9 refuting that assertion:

· Matthew 19:2 Jesus delivered His marriage, divorce, and remarriage (MDR) teaching to "great multitudes" (not just disciples)
· Matthew 19:4-6 and 8 Jesus went back to the beginning of the human race (before there was such a thing as a Christian) to establish His MDR law

· Matthew 19:9 "whosoever" is amenable to Jesus’ MDR law (question:  does the same “whosoever” in John 3:16 only refer to Christians?)
· So God's law on marriage applies to everyone who qualifies by getting married (which John admits non-Christians can do)
To further show John’s above quoted statement is absurd, let me ask John some questions about the context of Jesus’ MDR teaching in Matthew 5:32:
· Does Jesus’ teaching in Matthew 5:21-22 only apply to believers killing fellow believers, meaning it is okay for a believer to kill an unbeliever?

· Do Jesus’ Matthew 5:27-28 moral restrictions only apply when both parties are believers, meaning it would be okay for a believer to commit adultery with or sexually lust after an unbeliever?

· Does Jesus’ command in Matthew 5:33-37 to “swear not at all” only apply when the affected party is a believer, meaning it is okay for believers to swear to unbelievers?

· Does Jesus’ instruction in Matthew 5:44 mean we only have to love our enemies who are believers, but it is okay to hate enemies who are unbelievers?

John says “Christ’s words in Matthew 19:9 do not contradict my view of I Corinthians 7:15 because Matthew 19:9 regulates putting away, not being put away.”  John is correct about the ‘a’ part of that verse, so I retract my argumentation about the force of the exception clause in the ‘a’ part of Matthew 19:9.  I mistakenly thought John believed if the unbeliever just separated from the believer that the believer had the right to divorce them and remarry.  But John has made it clear to me offline that he doesn’t believe such.  He believes if the unbeliever divorces the believer, only then is the believer allowed to remarry.  Of course, as I’ve already pointed out in this article, that position is directly contradicted by Matthew 5:32b, Matthew 19:9b, and Luke 16:18b which reads “whosoever marrieth her that is put away from her husband committeth adultery.”  John believes the put away believer may remarry; Jesus says they may not.
