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INTRODUCTION

The divorce problem is being increasingly thrust on us as we
evangelize various parts of the world which have a low standard
of marriage and divorce, and as in our own country divorce and
remarriage are taking place at an accelerated rate. The world in
this respect is becoming more and more like the world which the
first century church faced. The only question to which this book
addresses itself is whether those in the world, who have been
divorced on some ground other than fornication and then
remarried, must break up their marriages and homes in order to
come into Christ, as some claim. (Your, 441, 476, 552, 576) If
someone were baptized without dissolving the marriage, they
must then dissolve it or be disfellowshipped. I believe these
positions are unscriptural. Foy E. Wallace, Jr. said it was ‘“‘a
presumptuous procedure.”’ (Sermon, 40-41)

I have been accused of encouraging a loose attitude toward
marriage, which will fill the church with adulterers. But it is also
a serious matter for those who differ with me. If my position is
right, they are guilty of making a law where Christ did not make
one, they are shutting the kingdom against some people, and
they are home wreckers.

A position is not true just because it is old or because it has
been advocated by some prominent brethren. However, they are
wrong who say that the position in this book is a new inter-
pretation conjured up to deal with current problems. Alexander
Campbell and Walter Scott took the position that Matthew 19:9
is not a universal principle which covers mixed marriages or di-
vorce and remarriage in the world. Therefore, they thought that
the deserted believer was free to remarry. (Millennial Har-
binger, 1834, 71-73)

Robertson L. Whiteside had a question and answer column in
the Gospel Advocate. Although he did not take the full position
which I take, he clearly taught that Matthew 19:9 must be in-
terpreted in the light of the later revelation set forth in 1 Corin-
thians 7:12-15 and that the deserted believer has the right to
remarry. (Reflections, 102-107, 408-427)

In the Gospel Advocate for May 3, 1945, P. W. Stonestreet set
forth certain aspects of this position. On June 14, 1945,
Stonestreet said that 1 Corinthians 7:15 means the Christian is
not under the marriage bond if the unbeliever departs. (315-316)
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The Firm Foundation commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians,
which was published in 1977, teaches that 1 Corinthians 7:10-11
refers to Matthew 5:32; 19:9; Mark 10:9; Luke 16:18, that
Christ had not legislated on the marriage of a believer and an un-
believer, that Paul legislated on these mixed marriages, that his
legislation differs from Christ’s legislation for two believers, and
that the believer deserted by the unbeliever is free to remarry.
{102-105) This is the basic argument in my book, i.e., that
Christ’s legislation in His personal ministry was for those in His
covenant who were married to one another. Therefore, it is un-
scriptural for us to extend it to include mixed marriages (Paul did
not), or to marriages of two people outside the covenant.

We usually misunderstand passages and subjects because we
do not apply, or do not correctly apply, principles of in-
terpretation which we already know. The fundamentals set forth
in 1 Corinthians 7:10-15 are so clear and simple that when one
sees them he will ask: Why did I overlook something which is so
obvious? When brethren explain why 1 Corinthians 7:12 does not
deny the inspiration of Paul, they understand 1 Corinthians 7:10-
11, and 12-15. It is only when they try to make 1 Corinthians 7:15
harmonize with their uninspired universalization of Matthew
19:9 and 1 Corinthians 7:10-11, and cover all marriages in and out
of the church, that they fail to apply truths which they under-
stand and use on other passages.

Regardless of how brilliant the intellect and how logically one
reasons, if one adopts false assumptions or ignores true prin-
ciples, the brilliant intellect and penetrating logic cannot enable
one to arrive at the truth. A brilliant man blinded by precon-
ceptions, or by the failure to apply in a given case principles
whose truth he recognizes, can no more arrive at the truth than
can a person who is not nearly as bright. This is the reason all of
us must be willing to have our positions carefully examined by
others and honestly to examine what those who differ with us
have to say.

Thomas B. Warren presented in his book a chapter by Roy H.
Lanier, Sr., (and Warren has registered no dissent} which makes
unnecessary a discussion of the right of remarriage for most
divorced people in the world. If Lanier's position is right, a
multitude of people in the world who think they were divorced
and remarried were not married the first time. Therefore,
dissolving their first relationship was not a violation of the
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teaching of Christ in His personal ministry on marriage, divorce,
und remarriage. See Lanier’s chapter on: “Who Is Married?”

The following statement of G. C. Brewer doubtless applies to
anll of us with reference to some situations which are raised on one
or another of the questions which can be raised concerning divor-
ce and remarriage in general. Of course, some do not view as a
problem that which someone else may view as a problem. G. C.
Brewer said: ‘“Yet, I feel unable to deal with some of the cases
even in a way that is satisfactory to myself. And, in any case, I
feel humbled and weak by the gravity of the situation.’’ (Gospel
Advocate, June 28, 1951, p. 406) However, 1 want to emphasize
that I have no uncertainty concerning the position set forth in
this book. The more I study the opposition to this position, the
more reasons I see for this certainty.

That one disagrees with a person does not automatically mean
that one has disfellowshipped that person. A discussion with a
friend does not mean a repudiation of friendship. Our friend
should not be less a friend because we place our loyalty to Christ
and to truth above agreement with a friend. I no more make this
issue a matter of fellowship than I do the war question. Should
conscientious objectors accuse Thomas B. Warren, and others
who do not agree with them, of filling the church with murderers?

By Way of Clarification

First, 1 emphasize that Christians ought to marry Christians
and that marriage should be for life. I do not encourage the
dissolution of a marriage if one partner slipped, sinned and then
repented. However, I believe that Christ’s legislation is for two
believers—1 learned this from Paul (1 Cor. 7:10-11), and that
Paul’s legislation is for mixed marriages. (7:12-15) Since neither
one of them legislated for the world, I am not thereby given
authority to pass such legislation.

Second, my position does not encourage marriages in the world
to break up. These brethren teach that one can marry after they
become a Christian even if they have lived with many different
women but did not marry any of them. However, one marriage
broken up for reasons other than fornication disqualifies them for
marriage. What would they say if someone said that they are en-
couraging ‘‘shacking up’’ instead of marrying?

Third, 1 believe people in the world are married as surely as
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were people in the age of the patriarchs and of the Mosaic
Covenant. I believe sexual sins are possible for the world. They
were then. However, this does not prove that the world is under
Genesis 2:24 or Matthew 19:9. The fact that all people have not
been held to the standard of Genesis 2:24, or of Matthew 19:9, is
no reason to accuse the Bible of encouraging adultery or of filling
God’s covenants in different dispensations with adulterers.

Fourth, it has never been my position that the world is under
civil law only. (Rom. 2:12-15)

Fifth, there are at least three categories of marriages. First,
marriage between two Christians. Second, marriage between two
people outside of the covenant. Third, marriage between a person
in the covenant and a person outside of the covenant. One can
summarize my book by saying: First, Christ in His personal
ministry legislated on marriage, divorce and remarriage for two
Christians. (1 Cor. 7:10-11) Second, Paul legislated on marriage,
divorce and remarriage for the Christian married to a non-
Christian. (1 Cor. 7:12-15) The two legislations differ but they do
not contradict one another because they apply to two different
categories. Third, the official Teacher’s Annual Lesson Commen-
tary of the Gospel Advocate for 1956 said on 1 Corinthians 7:12-
15 that: ““He gives no command to, makes no demand of, the un-
believer, but says if the unbeliever is content to continue the
union, the believer is to remain as the spouse of the unbeliever.”
(31-32) It should also be observed that neither Paul nor Christ
legislated on marriage, divorce, and remarriage for two un-
believers. Therefore, we have no right to bind on people in the
world the law of Christ, which He bound on two married people
who are in His covenant. Once they obey the gospel they come
under Christ’s law in this matter and they are not to divorce and
remarry except for fornication. However, the law of Christ is not
retroactive and they do not have to break up their second
marriage when they come into Christ even though they had been
divorced for some reason other than fornication.

I have tried to deal with counter arguments which these
brethren advance to refute my position. Some brethren who ad-
vance one counter argument may not advance another one.
However, all of these have been advanced by someone. Some may
temporarily cloud the situation with their argument but the
clouds will disappear if one keeps in mind the truths set forthin 1
Corinthians 7:10-15.
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Sometimes in dealing with a principle I have used several cases
from the Bible. Some may feel that one or two were enough, but
my idea is that one may strike some people with greater force
than another one.

Usually T have given the source of my reference as follows:
When 1 mention an author without citing a book, the material
will be found in the author’s commentary on the scripture
references which I am discussing. There are other cases when an
author is mentioned, or quoted, and there is a page reference —for
example (412). The reference is to the author’s book on that page.
In some cases several authors collaborated in a book, and I have
cited the author, and enough of the book title to indicate where it
can be found. For example, (Deaver, Your, 437) refers to Roy
Deaver in Thomas B. Warren, Editor, Your Marriage Can Be
Great, page 437. I have a full bibliography at the end of the book.

The Lord willing, I plan to publish a book on ‘‘the work of the
law written in their hearts’” (Rom. 2:15} which will deal with
whether aliens, those outside the covenant, are under or in the
covenant. If not, under what law do they live? Is Romans 2:14-15
still true concerning those outside the covenant? Not being in
the covenant does not mean one is without any truth (Rom. 1:18-
2:15). If they have some law, some truth, this does not mean they
are saved without Christ.

Several months prior to publication this manuscript, in whole
or in part, was submitted to around thirty people. Perhaps be-
cause they were busy, very few gave me any criticism.

11



Chapter 1

FUNDAMENTAL PRINCIPLES OF BIBLICAL
INTERPRETATION

If one ignores fundamental principles involved in un-
derstanding the Bible, he will involve himself in misun-
derstandings. One must not assume that one passage teaches the
total truth on a subject unless this passage is the only one in the
Bible on this subject. A passage may seem to be universal
because no limitation is given in the passage itself. However,
other passages may show it is not universal, If the total truth
about marriage is presented in Genesis 2:24 there would be no
authorization for remarriage at the death of a spouse or for for-
nication. There was no sin and no death when Adam and Eve
became one flesh. However, there are other passages on the sub-
ject of marriage.

All Truth Not in One Passage

One must reason correctly on the total teaching of the Bible on
a subject in order to get the whole truth on that subject. David
Lipe, summarizing some statements of Warren, said: ‘“The ex-
pression ‘the total evidence’ refers to ‘the total context’—the
total material which demonstrates the basis upon which a claim
of truth rests concerning any Biblical question. ‘The total con-
text’ refers to the composite of: {1) the specific statement under
consideration, (2) the immediate context of that statement, and
(3) the remote context of that statement.” (Your, 81; Warren,
When, 21) The remote context consists of any teaching elsewhere
in the Bible which throws light on, or bears some relationship to,
or limits the passage.

As Guy N. Woods put it: “‘Obviously, (a) all details of any doc-
trine must not be required to be found in one passage; (b) we
ought to take all that the Lord said before reaching any con-
clusion on any matter of teaching (conclusion, that is, concerning
the total teaching of the Bible on that point, J.D.B.); and (c¢) the
Bible does not have to repeat any statement in order for it to be
true!” (QA, 236)
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Lipe recognized that one passage of scripture may limit a
statement which, if taken by itself, would be universal. Jesus
showed that Deuteronomy 6:16 limited the passage which the
devil had quoted. “The Devil made too broad an application of
Psalms 91:11.”" (Your, 82-83) The Psalm said: ‘‘For he will give
his angels charge over thee, to keep thee in all thy ways.” (Psa.
91:11) The devil could have argued: What ways? One way, some
ways, a few ways? No, all thy ways. Is not *““all”’ a universal?
Does not a universal exclude all exceptions? But Jesus showed
that “all” did not include presumptuous ways wherein one
tempted God. This did not contradict Psalm 91:11 but it did
show that it was not universal. These brethren make the same
mistake on ‘‘whosoever’’ that the devil made on “all.”’ They
assume because Matthew 19:9 does not limit “whosoever’’ that
for anyone to say that 1 Corinthians 7:12-15 does limit it 1s to
make the two contradict. (Lipe, Your, 457) Lipe failed to keep in
mind his own statement that one passage ‘‘may modify or ex-
plain another portion of Scripture.” (82-83) Why should one
legislate in his own mind that the total truth on divorce and
remarriage must be contained in the Four Gospels?

The failure to realize that the complete revelation can show
that one is wrong in universalizing certain passages in the Bible
leads to the twisting of passages in the complete revelation in or-
der to make them fit one’s uninspired universalizing of something
in the incomplete revelation. If one refuses to open his mind to
the possibility that the complete revelation can show that the
““whosoever’’ in Matthew 19:9 is limited to the covenant people,
one is willfully blinding himself to additional truth if additional
truth is revealed.

The Incomplete and the Complete

'The complete revelation of God’s will to man was not revealed
in Eden, to the patriarchs, in the old eovenant, or in Christ’s per-
sonal ministry on earth. Before His ascension, Christ said:*‘‘7
have yet many things to say unto you, but ye cannot bear them
now. Howbeit when he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he shall guide
you into all the truth. . . ."” (John 16:12-13) Christ was speaking
to the apostles. (John 15:26-27; 17:8,12-21) By the time the last
apostle died, all the truth had been delivered. (Bales, Finality)
Does anyone dare to legislate that the Spirit could not reveal
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anything on divorce and remarriage which showed that the
“whosoever” of Matthew 19:9 was limited? Is it scriptural to
force the complete revelation to agree with our uninspired in-
terpretation of the incomplete revelation? He who is open to
truth is open to whatever additional truth Christ revealed by the
Spirit after His ascension.

“Proving”’ It Too Socon

With only the light of the incomplete revelation, some brethren
have proved to their own satisfaction that Matthew 19:9 is
universal legislation. They proved it before they got to 1 Corin-
thians 7:10-15. Therefore, they force 1 Corinthians 7:10-15 to fit
their interpretation. The complete revelation is not allowed to un-
settle their uninspired interpretation of the incomplete
revelation. They have imitated the sectarian practice of
“proving’’ things too soon. I shall give some examples.

First, the kingdom was at hand in Matthew 3:2 and 4:17. Had
it arrived when Jesus said: ‘‘for theirs is the kingdom of
heaven”? (Matt. 5:3) No. To argue that it was established by
then is a case of “proving” it too soon. (Acts 2:34-36; Heb.
1:3,13)

Second, some camp on Matthew 3:11-12 and ‘“‘prove’’ that the
baptism of the Spirit is for all believers. Most brethren agree that
the complete revelation shows that it was limited to Pentecost
(Acts 1:4-5; 2:1-4,8,6,11,32,14,37), the household of Cornelius
(Acts 10:45,47; 11:15-17), and Paul.

Third, ‘‘whosoever believeth’” does not prove faith only even
though repentance and baptism are not mentioned in John 3:186.
(Gal. 3:26-27)

Fourth, some camp on ‘‘new tongues’’ in Mark 18:17 to prove
that tongues are not human languages, but additional passages
show that tongues were languages. (Mk. 16:17-18; Acts 2:4,6,
8,11)

Fifth, some “prove’”’ that all believers must have all the gifts
mentioned in Mark 16:17-18, but the complete revelation shows
that they were limited to the work of inspired men in the first cen-
tury in revealing and confirming the faith. (Mk. 16:20; Heb. 2:3-
4; Jude 3; see James D. Bales, Miracles Or Mirages?, Austin,
Texas: Firm Foundation.)

The failure to realize that the complete revelation can show
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that one is wrong in universalizing certain passages in the Bible
leads to the twisting of the complete revelation in order to make
it fit one’s uninspired universalizing of something in the in-
complete revelation. We must open our hearts so that we shall
honestly consider whether the subject of divorce and remarriage
is one of the subjects on which the complete truth was not
revealed in the personal ministry of Christ. As I said before, one
who refuses to study this subject without at least admitting that
possibility is willfully blinding himself to additional truth if ad-
ditional truth is revealed in the complete revelation. Surely we do
not want to be guilty of legislating for the Lord and saying that
the Lord must have said in His personal ministry all that can be
said on the subject of divorce and remarriage. Disciples of the
Lord are in no position to dictate to the Lord and say that since
they think that Matthew 19:9 is universal in application, the
Lord cannot teach anything contrary to their uninspired inter-
pretation through the inspired apostles and prophets.

When the subject of marriage is discussed ““in the light of the
full teaching of the Scriptures on the subject, it will be seen that
there are several phases of the question to be considered. And it
should also be noticed that a given passage does not always deal
with every aspect of the over-all subject of the marriage relation;
and if one isn't careful, he can fall into serious error, if this fact is
not recognized and respected.” (Annual Lesson Commentary,
1963, p. 193. Published by the Gospel Advocate. 1t is their official
lesson commentary.)
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Chapter 11

WHY SOME CANNOT UNDERSTAND
1 CORINTHIANS 7:10-15

Why do some fail to understand that Paul clearly taught that
Christ’s legislation on divorce and remarriage is only for those in
the covenant? Why do they fail to see that Christ did not legislate
for all marriages—two in the church, two in the world, and a
mixed marriage? They bring with them false assumptions which
keep them from applying the principles of interpretation set forth
in the previous chapter. They assume that Christ’s total teaching
on divorce and remarriage must have been delivered during His
personal ministry. Before they got to the complete revelation,
which includes 1 Corinthians 7:10-15, they legislated that Mat-
thew 19:9 must be universal. Having closed their minds to the
possibility that the complete revelation could contradict their
uninspired interpretation and universalization of Matthew 19:9,
they try to force the inspired apostle Paul to agree with them.
Any interpretation which does not agree with theirs must be
wrong. (Your, 437, 442-444)

They make the same mistake —of taking a part of the truth and
making it the entire truth on Matthew 19:9—which the Roman
Catholics make on Mark 10:11-12 and Luke 16:18. The Catholics
point out that these last two passages make no provision for
remarriage. The apostle Paul mentioned none in 1 Corinthians
7:11. These passages teach the ‘“‘complete exclusion of absolute

divorce . . . in Christian marriage,”’ and restore ‘“‘the original
dissolubility of marriage as it had been ordained by God in the
Creation. . . .”” Therefore, ‘“‘the clause in Matthew must be ex-

plained as the mere dismissal of the unfaithful wife without the
dissolution of the marriage bond.”” (CE, V. 55, 56) There are
others who harmonize this by saying that the fornication referred
to an act committed before the marriage and which rendered the
marriage invalid. One could say the word ‘“wife’’ in Matthew 19:9
did not mean real wife but ‘‘legal wife,” just as in 1 Corinthians
7:11 Paul did not mean they were actually ‘‘unmarried’’ but sim-
ply separated or legally divorced. To put away such a one was not
to break up an actual marriage. If you want to see the mistake
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