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Exegesls on Fifst Corinthians 7 vs. 10-16

Introduction: In the seventh chapter of his first letter !
to the Corinthians St. Paul expounds the rules of marriage that
pertained among the various groups in the Ehristian congrega-

tion at Corinth. After introducing his subject and glving

his inspired advice with regard to the physical relations
tay nos [~ 7 . ‘ .
of married peopla, the apostle directs his words to three

special groups within the Corinthian congregation; First
V‘wvb-\)u—\.agf*?
to the unmarried and the widows. Secondly: to the married
v A purhana (OFH
people both of whom were Christiana. Thirdly: to the

married people one of whom was a Christian and the other an

unbelievea. This paper will deal only with the second and

"third groups, because the rules which St. Paul outlines for
them‘haﬁe a direct taring on the question of marital desertion.
and its consequences. Because First Cor. 7, 10-16 is the

primary proof passage on which the church fethers base their-

stand that malicious desertion is a scriptural ground for

. T
divorce, This passage calls for a special study and aalication

to marriage probleméﬁtoday.
To begief we mark the difference in the authority which
' St. Paul cites for his words to these two groups of married
-people in the congregation at Corinth. Addressing himself

in verse 10 to the couples in which both parties weee Christ-

- / ( > >\
jans, he says "Tols Se XaJ§¢97Koqu Wx;x;raAXu) oK 2Jud
. ’
%A & KrSces wand unto the married I command yet not I, but
the Lord"; then in verse 12 turning to those couples in

which either the husband or the wife was an unbeliever
7 6
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he says, 7;?5 é% /\oc,TT@TS ),z/ru 33-()'4,\}/‘ of/;{_ 5 K(j_—g/o:,,
"but to the rest speak I, not the Lord." From this it might

appear that St. Paul meant to speak of Christ and himself as

the greater and lesser authority, that he did not regard his ’ ~3
own words as-ég binding as the words of Christ, Luther goes
so far as to say that what St. Paul here speaks on his own &
authority isgmerely advice, whereas what he speaks with Christ's
authority is a command. ZLuther writes in his commentary on ' Vﬁ
First Cor. "™Weil hier Paulus_bezeugt)dies Btlick rede nicht

der Herr, sondern er, gibler zdyerstehn, dasg8 es nicht von

Gott geboten, sondern frei sei&, sonst oder so zu tun.

‘ﬁenn er untef Scheidet seine Worte von dem Worte des Herrn, T P
YL 57

i

dass des Herrn Wort soll<§ebot, sein Wort aber soll Rat sein."Zflowis BED
It is an unwarrented conclusion on Luther's part to call St. i
Paul's words in verses 12-16 simply words of advice, which
may or may not be binding. Certainly.St. Paul is here writ-
ing by divine inspiretion, therefore his words also have

divine authority and leave no room for a choice between

obeying them and ngt Qbeying them. Lenski upholds this
view. In his commentéry on First Cor. he says, ﬁﬁivine‘inspira- ]
tion applles fo what he (St. Paul)_now records as his own
apostolic statement just as fully as it did to what he records
in restating the Lord's logion in its application to the Cor-
inthians. No matter how the divine command comes to us, whether
from the Lord's own lips, or from the pen of the Lord's apostle,
the command has equal binding power." Thus the question still
confronts us: H%y‘does St. Paul distinguish between the auth-

ority of Christ's words and the adthority of his own words?
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Dedormtrn Lo ; Becggse marital conditipns in Corinth when St. Paul wrote

his letter were not the same as the_conditions under which
Christ spoke regarding marriage. Jesus had no occasion to

lay down any rules regarding mixed marriages, because there

were none during his public life and ministry that required

his attentiogv Whapqgfksaid about marriage applied to marriages

in which both parties were ©Sheistiens. For marriages in which
7 Christ had laid down rules that

both parties were, ¥
were familar to the congregation at Corinth, nameiy, Meatthew

5 vs. 32 "Whosoever shall put away his wife, saving for the
cause of fornication, causeth her to commit adultery: and
whosoever shall marry her that is divorced commitleth ddultery"
and Matthew I9, vs., 9 ﬂﬁhosoever shall put away his wife,
‘except it be for fornication, and shall marry another, com=
mitleth adultery: ahd whoso marrieth her which is put-away
doth commit adultery." Because Christ had spoken thus and
becallse that saying was known to the Corinthians, therefore,
St. Paul could say to the first group, "I command, yet not I,
but the Lord." Regarding the mixed marriages at Corinth,
however, St Paul could guote no saying of Jesus that was
applicable; therefore he had to give instructions to these

on his own authority and say, "£o the rest speak I, not the

Lord." But still he certainly meant his inspired words to be

* ok

just as authoritive and binding as Christ's words.

'

" Now let us look at St. Paul's instructions to those mar-

ried people, both of whom‘were Christians. To them he says



X“‘Q/)“"”Q’WAF%VQ%MM, "

)‘w«;wt /Lugcgo/mmc /M//QM«_ z'gogw’nﬂo/v = /O«zofnzu» Ko de a“&,r/vs arX.
: P e

. age)acq’}u.[flj Aéyéil/oﬁ() Mm.mﬁ M’L M,Ajaaﬂ

[y

in verses 10 and 11 Yvratk« kre 2vdgss w} )yds“f} riu — Kt dvdsw
yuracka N Zeedvar "Let not the wife depart from her husband,
and let not the husband put away his wife." With these words
St. Paul reminds the Corinthians of Christ's explicit commands
in Matt, 5, 32; 19, 9 regarding the permaﬁency andmaisplubil—
ity of marriage. Paul does not even mention the one exception
which Christ mentioned, namely, fornication. He sf{imply says,
"A@t‘not the one depart fréom the other, period."™ Does he

mean to say that even fornication does not displve the marriage?
Such-a~position would be at variance with the clear words of

Christ. Elther a separation of Christians that wes caused by

-7-----2-—------1— ‘--} -—.—n-

fornlcation had not occurred in Oorlnth orA
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Therefore, he says, "Where

Christiens are married to Ghristiang,there Christ has told
you very clearly, that the one should not depart fpom the
other." ‘

But even as St, Paul was writing, "Let not the wife
depart from her husbéhd;” it ocburred to him that perhaps
that very thing had happened at Corinth, that a Christian
wife had departed from her-Christian husbando Therefore he
1nserted a parenthetical statement to cover such a possmbility,

eV Stokal pugedy pebvivw Wyamos 7 TR Avdgl holaphayyqee
namelyﬂr"but and if she éepart let her remain unmarried, or
be reconclled to her husband," The Authorized translation of
oK o d 5 ade antt”

Fov 5£hY¢X@5“‘ does not convey the correct tense, if one of

the German commentators be correct. Writing in Theod®r Zahns

ﬁ““”%‘5f“““*”“Vﬁ
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Kommentar zum neuen Testamén; Prof. Bachmann of Erlangen

points out that 22V with the aorist subjunctive expresses

a condition that is not bound to any tense; with the Kae insert-
ed before ngbﬁ&ﬁ y however, the condition becomes of the

past tense and thelﬂﬁ‘is to be rendenfas "reaily, actually,"

so that Bachmann translates, "sollte sie sich aber wirklich

getrennt haben" If that be correct, then St. Paul's mean-

ing would be, "but if the believing wife really have departed
(despite Christ's command to the contrary), then let her
remain unmarried or be reconciled to her husband." In verse
10 then, as Bachmenn points ouQ,St/ Paul redoned with the -

possiblilfity that a Christian wife was contemplating a sepa-

ration from her Christian husband: to prevent such a separa-
tion, St. Paul quoted Christ's command and said, "let not the
wife departlfrom her husband?! In verse 11 St. Paul reckoned

with the possiblility that a Christian wife could already

have separated herself from her Christian husband; in that

qﬁlfMW'«-Q

caseﬂthe departing wife would have to do elther of two things:

remain ummarried or be reconciled to her husband.

-
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What does St. Paul say of the Christian husband and the Christian
wife who have been forsaken, deserted by their Christian spouse? He
says nothing. He does not even by implication give them the right to
marry again. Still Luther is very free in interpreting this passage
He says, "Wie? wenn eins nicht wollte sich mit dem anderen versoehnen
und schlechts abgesondert bleiben, und das andere koennte nicht halten,
und muesste ein Gemahl haben; was sollte dasselbe tun? Ob sichs moechte
veraendern? Antwort: Ja, ohne Zweifel. Denn weil ihm nicht geboten
ist, keusch zu leben, und hat auch die Gnade nicht, und sein Gemahl
will nicht zu ibhm, und nimmt ihm also den Leib, des er nicht entbehren
kanhn, wird ihn Gott nicht dringen zum Unmoeglichen, um eines anderen
Frevel willen und muss tun, als waere ihm sein Gemahl gestorben."
St. Louis VIII, 1058.

Luther then gives the Christian husband whose Christian wife has
departed from him, forsaken him, deserted him, the right to marry again.
In the essayists' opinion neither verses 10-11 nor verse 15 warrant this
position. Verses 10-~11 forbid a Christian wife to depart from her
Christian husband, they stipulate that if she do depart from him, she
must remain unmarried or be reconciled to him, they do not state that
the forsaken or deserted Christian husband has the right to marry again.
On the other hand, when St. Paul says in verse 15 that a brother or
sister is not under bondage in such cases, that does not refer to a
marriage between Christian spouses, but rather to a mixed marriage in

which one spouse is a Christian, the other an unbeliever.
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But let us now look at ,verses 12-16 in which St. Paul »
speaks to those married couples of which one party was a

Christian, the other an unbeliever. To them he says in

- >/ / \ <!
verses 12 and 13 €L (S ZJtJf"\5 yrveckd 2ypic 3‘\”’0"4,"”’/ hee xlly
TUveudowst OLkeTV et auToV, puy dypedTel xf)zy’v' kol yuvr~ MEes fpEe dvdgu dmszov,.
L(oc\u O\Lrl:o_s O‘UV'Elréou{C 0ikafv /u.»:,z' o{frr'ffs, /4-)7 fLyLz/ru ’Cé;/ %Végl.. ‘
"if any brother hath a wife that believeth not, and she be
pleased to dwell with him, let him not put her away. And the
women which hath an husband that believeth not, and if he be

VIR TV

pleased to dwell with her, let her not leave himx" This
passage is usually interpreted to mean that the believing \f
party in such a marriage may not leave the unbelieving party,
if the latter be pleased to dwell with ﬁim, to continue the

marriage relation with him. The emphasis then whuld be on the

fact that the believing party would have no right to leave

the other under such circumstanoes.fhe imperative/~% ifcituy
however, can have a different emphasis than that, as Bachmann
again points out. Instead of meaning "he may not leave" these
words may mean, "he does not'have to leave, it is not required
of him to leave", In Bachmann's opinion this latter meaning
would also fit better igto the background at Corinth., There
were husbands there who had embraced the Christian faith,
whose wives)howeveg)had not done so; and there were wives -thet
had embraced the Christian faith,iﬁhose husbands had not done
80, These Christian husbands and wives were troubled in their
conscience by this state of affairs, they were in doubt, whether

it would be permissible for them to keep on living with their

unbelleving partners, after they had embraced Christianity,



they feared that having suc%{an unbelieving partner was incom-
patible with their Christian faith. What they wanted, then,

was not permission to separate, but rather permission to stay
together., Therefore, St. Paul wrote to them "you do not have
to leave your unbelieving partner if he is willing to to%&erate
your Christian faith and live together with you". Thus in
verse 10 according to Bachmann's view St. Paul declared a dis-

solution of marriage among Christians to be wrong and sinful,

while in verses 12 and 13 he declared the dissolution of a

mixed marriage to be unnecessary.

Verse 14 gives the reason why it is unnecessary for a
mixed marrisge under the aforementioned circumstances to be

2! 2
dissolved, St. Paul says XLMGL%L wy S i<Vf);€5 ¢ T Cos =V
7:'); Xv'vd’tkc l(oc(. rvlr(,d.@cau q.l baryfy) rv’ Jﬂ‘/rl‘a.s zy Z“LJ a’.J )'fAJ .5_7/"5.4

a(_,_?n’/ Co Z‘zkt/at U'/wuv oCl(d,A/ODC(gZA& icm:u/ VU’V:'SZ "‘d"’d’ wr/v

"for the unbelieving husband 1is sanctified by the wife, and

. R, brvtlon
the unbelieving wife is sanctified by, her husband: else
were your children unclean; but now are they holy/" The
apostle does not mean that the unbellever 1is sandtified,ZQ%p;
¥WoXEy in his own person, for his unbelief would prevent
that; rather he meaﬂé ﬁhat the unbeliever is as & sanctified
one for the believing“partner. Luther QQBtes Titus 1, 15 in
this connectlon'"Den Reinen ist alles Rein." As Paul says
Titus 1, 15 "unto the pure all things are pure" so 1t also
applies here'"unto the pure husband even the unbellev1ng wife
is pure." Beachmann asserts that'éhere is nothing unclean or

unholy about the unbeliever, which would meke a continuation

of his marriage with the believer impossible. If there were,




then the children also that were born to this couple woudd be
unclean, they would not be fit to be raised by a Christian
mother or father. Tha£, however, would be an absurd conclu-
sion, for to a Christian parent all children that are born in
wedlock are é holy gift of God. That such children are holy
is so self evidenf to St. Paul that he does not evenfééé%%“‘
a reason or proof for this statement, as Bachmann points out.
In -commenting on verse 14 Luther also emphasises that 1t was
unnecessary for reasons of faith to dissolve such & mixed
marriage. He says, "Wenn der Unchristliche Gemshl seinen
Christlichen Gemahl nicht;::;f, @hristlich zu leben, so ist
der Glaube so ein ﬂﬁchti?@ Ping, dass ihm nicht schadet, bel
Unchristen zu sein....Was den Glauben bleiben lest dask wird
dur ch den selben Glauben unschaedllch rein, heill?b a&ﬁﬁﬁﬁiéc
und hellsam, dasg der Gliubige ma%h damit umgehen, und dabel
bleiben, ohne alle ;Z¥i:g§;:;t. Also sind die Kinder éiggu
helli%P nicht sind sie helll%F an ihrew bignen Person, sondern
dir sind sie helllir, dasg deine Helli%erlt mit ihnen kanwn
umgehen," §fl;M477 1061,

In verses 15 and 16 St. Paul deais with the final phase
of the problem that confronted those Christians in Corinth
who were united in mixed marriages. Suppose a Christian women
is married to an unbeliever,;who,instead of being nleased to
dwell with her, forsakes her, deserts her, f;;such a separa-
tion permissible? May such a sepdration be reconciled with a

“ !

: 2 ) -
Christian's faith? St. Paul answers in verse 15, a. &t de 0 &Alescos
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unbelieving depart, let him.gepart. A brother or a sister is
not under bondage in such cases." These wordsfindicate that
it is permissible for the believing wife to let her unbeliev-
ing husband degart,‘gg'he so desire; as a Christian she is not
under bondage 1in such a case, As Bachmann states, a person
who is under bondage,z&éaéouA%pJv@, is one who has been de-
prived o&—an independent way of living. A Christian wife who
has been deserted by her unbelieving husband should not there-
by be deprived of her independent way{bf life. Acoording po
Bachmann this may mean on the one hand that the Christian wife
is not bound to run after her husband, to follow him when he
has deserted her, and to insist thet he come back. On the
other hand it may mean that she is no longer bound to her
marriage with him, that her marital obligations -with him

. ’ /
cease. The important question, however, is this: Does dV'JE&QWJUZIL'

”n&tuuivfﬁm~&§y:mean that she is freed from her husband in the sense

that she may marry again® Here the opinions vary. Schneder-

_ Na
mann of Leipzig writing in & Strack-Zoeckler Kommentar, says,

— Wiselorvrerdein o,
"Da gegen hus8 eine %%éde;#anheér&%&é%des Ghristlichen_géiles

ausger bel Bruch der Ehepauf der anderen Seite ausgéschlossen
sein." 1In supporﬁ of this position he cites First Cor. 7, 39
"The wife is bound by the law as long as her husband liveth,
but if-her husband be dead, she 1s at liberty to be married
to whom she will." Lutherjon th@ other hanq)maintains that
the deserted Christian wife 1s free to marry again. He says,
"Hier spricht der Apost&é das €hristliche Gemahl losﬁ und
fréi, wo sein unchristlich Gemahl sich von ihm scheidet, oder

nicht vergoennen will, das& es Christlich iebe, und gibt ihm

Macht und’ﬁbcht, wiederffum zu freien ein ander Gemahl.,..Da

m—
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ists nicht gefangen noch vewbunden, en ihm zu hangen. Ists
aber nicht gefangen, so ists frei und losH; ists frei und
losy, so maan sichs ver#ndern, gleichvals ég?é sein Gemahl
gestorben....Moechte denn ein Mann also zehn oder mehr Welber
haben, die noch lebten, und von ihmgelaufen wHren? Antwort:
Wir k#nnen St. Paul seineMund nicht stopfen, so m8gen wir auch
denen nicht $§§E§f die seiner Lehre wollen brauchen, wie oft
sie wollen....Der Papst hat wiljder diesen Text St. Pauliy§ das®
eine Gemahl gedrungen und gezwungen, bel Verlusat der Sggifﬁﬁé
Sgiﬁi%gzgg%-sich nicht zu veranderwn)sondern des entlaufenijen
Gemahls warten)oder seines Todes e;hzggg;...Was gber von einem
heidnischen Gemahl-%gg; St. Paulus redet, ist auch zu ver-
stehen von einem falschen Christen." . ﬁa—‘-«ﬁ/owh"

Finally in verse 15, b. and 16 St. Paul advances two
reasons fof the stétement that a brother or sister is not
under bondage in such cases. First, 3V O% ZZSﬁVn Wg“A%K%V
Gf°&5 & Meds _ "God hath called you to
peace." If the believing wife would continue to run after her
unbelieving husband who had deserted heg end would continue
insisting upon her marital rights, such a proc%@ure could
eventually create animosity and enmity and thus disrupt the
peace to which God has called the Christians. On the other
hand, if the brethg?% would imsist that such a deserted
Christian woman be bound to her unbelieving husband,'@hat too
could destroy her peace of mind and heart, as Bachmann points

out.

Secondly, Paul asks the Christian wife who feels that she
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should run after her unbelieving husband or cling to himy
d .

because she hopes to win him for the Christian faith, Paul

/ \ Y J . >/ /
asks such a Christian wife: T¢ s wo&d,;rvwb,éi Zov &vdpa Twesees ,

/Y >/ > A\ ~ !
(2% abéxé;“Vifri‘ Lyv yvvaida WG nFop what knowest thou, O wife,

whether thou shalt save thy husbénd? Or how knowest thou,

0 man, whether thou shalt save thy wife?" The wife may hope
that her unbelieving husband may be saved, as many Christian
wives do; but she can not khow that definitely, she can not
géi@é oh such an,eventuality,'IBerefore, for lack of any |
definite assurance that she will save her unbelieving husband
by clinging to h%m, the Christian wife should let him go if

he deserts her. '

| In conclusion, it surely must be granted that o J}doékwt@b
"she is not under bondaée" is a general statement. It has

been understood to mean that the deserted wife is free to

marry again and that she is not free to do soffﬁe text does

not state either in so many words. Do we have a rightjthen,

to say that this passage gives a deserted husband or wife the
right to marry again? And if we have that right, sﬁall we give
a deserted partner %fright to marry.again only in the‘case

of a mixed marriage, oﬁly when the deserting partner is an
unbeliever? Certainly that is the case which St. Paul here

has in mindecoording to Paul's words the deserted spouse is
free from bondage only if the one whp left her is an unbeliever,
not. if he is a Christian. In commenting on the word"unbelievef'
Lenskil says, "O &w§3 6 ameetosT , by adding the adjective
with a second article, emphasizes the adjective: the husband,

the unbelieving one, and thus makes it evident that it 1is his

t
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unbelief which causes him to abandon his believing wife, thus
ending his marriage withéf’ﬁbvtﬂ

Therefore in the essayésté opinion verses 12 to 16, and
with them the entire thesis that malicious desertion is g
scriptural ground for divorce, are applicable not among-marriages
between Lutherans and Lutherans, not among Lutherans and ,
éectarians, not among Lutherans and Catholics, but-égigéihmong
marriages between Christians and unbelievers. In all other
marriages in which both parties are Christians the Savior's’
Words in Matthew 5, 32 and Matthew 19,9 and St. Paul's words
in verses 10 and-11 apply:: "Let not the wife depart from her
husband and let not the husband put away his wife. But if
either rea%4§gla¥e—deparbé§, let him or her remain unmerried,
or be reconciled to the husband or wife.n" n
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