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C. Sexual immorality (6:12-20)
1. Rejecting the rationalization (6:12-17)

a. Some of the men in the Corinthian church wereng sex with
prostitutes, and they justified this behavior omitasis that the body was created for sex and
that the physical was merely temporary so it cogldbe of consequence to God. To
support this idea, they were apparently taking cemsPaul had made regarding freedom
from dietary restrictions and applying them to sgxastrictions.

(1) The Corinthians were quick to adopt Paudimment that
"all things are lawful for me," but they were misgsit. Not only had he said that in the
context of eating "idol meat” sold in the marketgldsee, 10:23-26), a morally neutral
matter, but it also needed to be qualified evehat context.

(2) Paul doesn't dispute the statement (bedaisaid it), but
he adds the necessary qualifications that natialyjs are beneficial and that he will not be
mastered by anything. Just because somethingfigl ldoes not mean that it is always right
to do it. When the exercise of one's freedomadtdihage another person, one needs to
abstain from the conduct one otherwise is freetoThis will be developed in chapters 8-
10.

(3) Regarding the freedom to eat meat prewaestrificed
to idols, Paul may have said something like "Thelfis for the stomach and the stomach is
for food, and God will do away with both the onel éime other.” That would be consistent
with his view of the immortal, glorious, resurretteody as having no need for the stomach
and food. Then again, this may be a purely Caantformulation, one with which Paul
essentially agrees.

(4) Whatever the source, the Corinthians wppdyang this
slogan to the body's sexual appetite, and Paly figjects that application. The Corinthian
argument apparently went like this:

(a) All things are permitted for satisfyinges
appetite for food. After all, the stomach and fecate created for one another. The
stomach and food have no eternal significance Isec@od is going to do away with them
both in the end.

(b) By analogy, all things are permitted fatisfying
one's appetite for sex. After all, the body amdifmation were created for one another. The



body and fornication have no eternal significaneealise God is going to do away with
them both in the end.

b. Paul denies their argument at both poinesbtidy wasot created
for fornication but for the Lord (and he adds tihat Lord is for the body to maintain a
parallel with their argument), and the bodyas destined for destruction but for
resurrection, the proof of which is the Lord's resction.

(1) The body was created for the Lord in thesedhat the
work of redemption includes the whole person, winictine Jewish view of things includes
the body. The body is not irrelevant for futuréseence; it is destined for resurrection and
therefore is "for the Lord" in the present.

(2) The Corinthians, as suggested in ch. Idkdd for a
"spiritual” salvation that would finally be divestef the body. Lying behind this is a Greek
world view that placed little or no value on thetem&l order.

(3) The Lord is for the body in the sense tiegave himself
for the body as part of his redemptive work.

c. In vw. 15-17 Paul applies his reformulatidheir slogan, "the
body isnot for fornication but for the Lord," to their goirig prostitutes.

(1) His argument is that in uniting themselethe Lord
they entered into a union that made their bodies p& Christ's body. The connection
between Christ's resurrection and our own in s@nseslinks our physical body to his
resurrected body. His resurrection has deterntimeicour body is for the Lord.

(2) Being joined to Christ himself through tiesurrection, it
is absolutely unthinkable that one should take aavpairt of the body of Christ and make it
part of the body of a prostitute, which is whatpeps during intercourse.

2. Prohibition stated directly (6:18-20)

a. In vv. 18-20 Paul now flatly states the pb@fon implicit in his
argument: Flee from fornication (sexual immorality)

b. He then offers one further theological reasamely that sexual
immorality in particular is a sin against one's dvaaly, which is "for the Lord" because it is
also a "temple of the Spirit."

(1) Sexual immorality is distinct as a sin agaihe
Christian's body, understood as part of the Ldrddy, because it is the only sin in which an
inconsistent bodily union is achieved. It uniquedsecrates the temple of the Spirit, the
body, by making that temple part of the body ohgan.



(2) The bottom line is that our bodies belamthe Lord,
they are not some temporal irrelevancy, so we glosfy God in our bodies. In this
context, that means no sexual immorality.

IV. Matters the Church Wrote About
A. Marriage Issues (7:1-40)
1. Error of denying sex within marriage (7:1-7)

a. With the words, "Now for the matters you \erabout," Paul
moves to his response to the Corinthian lettere ghirase, "It is good for a man not to touch
(i.e., have sexual relations with — see ESV; Nlvtimte) a woman" is probably a slogan
some in Corinth were using to urge cessation aiaexelations within marriage. Paul is
quoting from their letter, at least the sentiménbt the actual language.

(1) This is just another expression of themirigiality,” with
its negative attitude toward the material world drelbody.

(2) According to Fee, their position would héezn
something like: Since you, Paul, are unmarriedaaachot actively seeking marriage, and
since you have denied fornication in your lettenspisn't one better off not to have sexual
intercourse at all? After all, in the new age wahie already have entered by the Spirit,
there is neither marrying nor giving in marriag®hy shouldn't we "be as the angels" right
now?

b. Paul doesn't deny their slogan outright beeau certain situations
it isgood for a man not to have relations with a womBnat as a justification for denying
sex within marriage or for divorce or for not gagtimarried, Paul will have none of it.

c. In vwv. 2-4 Paul qualifies their slogan by nmgkclear that it cannot
be used to restrict full sexuality within marriaggecause of the instances of sexual
immorality that were occurring in the church, tise of prostitutes about which he had just
spoken, they must stop urging abstinence betweemesh@ouples.

(1) They must permit each man to have his ovi@ w
(sexually) and must permit each woman to have Werlausband (sexually). "To have a
wife" is different from "to take a wife." The vetto have" was used as a euphemism for
having sexual intercourse (see LXX of Exod. 2:D@ut. 28:30; Isa. 13:16; see also Mat.
14:4; Mk. 6:18; Jn. 4:18). As David Garland exptafp. 256):

The immediate context, with the reminders abouttwghawed in marriage,
the assertion that husbands and wives have aytbest one another's
bodies, and the command not to deprive one anattakes clear that the
phrase "let each one have his own wife or her owatbéind" refers to sexual
relations within marriage, not getting married.



(2) And that meansfal conjugal life with one's spouse.
The husband is to give his wife her due and likewh® wife to the husband. Each is
sexually obligated to the other. In marriage, hdbhave authority over my own body, to
do with it as | please; rather, my spouse has atttaver my body so | cannot deprive him
or her of sexual relations.

d. The point of v. 5 is that they must stop tingeone another in this
regard so that Satan might not tempt them becdubkeiolack of self control (as evident in
the cases of immorality). The only possible exioegs if they want to agree for a time to
abstain in order to devote themselves to prayeithimiis a concession to couples that
choose to do so, not a command.

e. Paul wishes that all people had his gifteédlom from the need
of sexual fulfillment that made it possible for himlive unmarried. He realizes, however,
that his celibacy is a gift, not a requirementliligey is for those gifted to be celibate.
They cannot use Paul's circumstance to urge cglitrathe married.

2. Widowers and widows (7:8-9)

a. Having just spoken of his gift of celibacguPspeaks to those
who are in his situation of no longer being marbetiwho lack his gift. | believe that in
these verses he is addressing widowers and thewsido

(1) The worchgamos, which literally means "unmarried,”
was used during this period to refer to widowess.we know it can have that meaning.

(2) This translation explains the mention oflews. If
agamos here refers tall unmarried people, then widows are already coveYaul also
have the problem of why Paul separately addresstsrcunmarried women in v. 25
("virgins"). If it refers to all unmarriethen, then widows is not a balanced contrast. The
way Paul deals with husbands and wives in mututilityughout this section, it seems
reasonable to expect the same here.

(3) This translation also makes better sensefd@aul's flow
of thought. All the cases in vv. 1-16 deal witbgk presently or formerly married, while
vv. 25-38 deal with the never-before married.

(4) Paul's use of the word in v. 11 and v. 3ggests that for
him it normally means not the "unmarried"” in gehbérd the "de-married," those formerly
but not now married.

(5) In fact, if you accept, as many scholarstidat Paul was
formerly a rabbi, then he almost certainly woulddnbeen married at that time. Paul's
being a widower fits the most natural reading d:V:Now | say to the widowers and
widows, it is good for them if they remain as logldo].”



(6) Various scholars — Gordon Fee: "On balamadpwer
seems to be the best understanding of the word'h€raig Blomberg: "[W]e should
probably understand the unmarried here to refaren whose wives had died." Others
sharing that view: Orr, Moiser, Schrage, Baumeatydhery, Hays, and Collins.

b. To those who have lost a spouse by deatt sBgslit is good for
them to stay unmarried, as he does.

(1) That represents a good choice, but it isomething
commanded. As he says in vv. 39-40, a widow s toeremarry "in the Lord,” meaning a
Christian, but he believes she will be happiehd eemains a widow.

(2) This advice does not apply, however, ta¢heho are not
exercising self-control. Paul probably has in mendhe who are doing the same as some of
the married people in vv. 1-7, i.e., practicinguaxmmorality by going to prostitutes. The
antidote for such sin is to get married insteddbté that the power of sexual desire seems
to be behind Paul's later instruction in 1 Tim45ttiat theyounger widows should marry.)

c. The clause "for it is better to marry thamtmn” could be a
reference to burning in judgment, but it probablams that those who are committing
sexual sins should marry rather than be consumdaehgesire that was leading them to sin.
In other words, Paul is offering marriage as thappr alternative to those who are being
consumed by their sexual passion. Garland not&¥4), "What is distinctive about
[Paul's] use of the metaphor is his conviction tbatantic passion necessitated marriage.
Others in the ancient world did not think that bogrequired marriage. Overpowering
sexual desire only necessitated having sex, natagar”

3. Divorce between Christian spouses (7:10-11)

a. As a variation on the idea that participatiothe new age of the
Spirit ("being like the angels") justified abstaigifrom sex within marriage, some in
Corinth were contending that it also justified dissg their marriages altogether.

b. Paul here addresses the situation in whit frtners were
Christians. As Fee states, "In speaking to 'theiety’ Paul is presupposing in the first
instance that both partners are believers. Thisde certain by vv. 12-16, where, in a way
that balances with vv. 10-11, he addresses 'théwd®m that context defines as believers
married to unbelievers."

c. He commands, on the basis of what Jesuslgart his earthly
ministry, that a Christian wife must not divorce Bristian husband and a Christian
husband must not divorce his Christian wife. (Woed "separate"yjwpiCw] is used in
Greek literature and legal documents as a techtaoal for divorce. That it has that
meaning here is clear from the fact it renderspidnies "unmarried.” The word also
refers to dissolution of a marriage in 1 Cor. 7y15.



(1) You can find Jesus' teaching on this in.Nd&81-32,
19:3-9; Mk. 10:2-12; and Lk. 16:18.

(2) The only exception given by Christ is retat in the
Matthew passages, namely that sexual immoralityempart of one's spoupermits, but
does notequire, a divorce.

(3) Paul did not mention the exception becéigseas
addressing the propriety of divorce on ascetic igasuon the grounds that abstinence from
sexual relations was spiritual. The right to dogofor sexual immorality is not relevant to
that issue.

d. Inv. 11 Paul adds that, if despite the comuregainst it, a
Christian wife does in fact divorce her Christiarsbhand, she must remain unmarried or else
be reconciled to her husband.

(1) He bases this on Jesus' teaching as retordee
Gospels. Jesus taught that divorce is permitte@Hfoistiansonly where one's spouse has
been sexually immoral. In that case, the innopartly, the one not guilty of sexual
immorality, is free to remarry. The guilty pargynot free to remarry. If Christians divorce
whenneither is guilty of sexual immorality, themeither is free to remarry.

(2) Since the Christian wife under discussierethas
divorced wrongfully, meaning divorced for some ogasther than her husband's sexual
immorality, she is not free to remarry. Now,hesloes remarry, she has sinned in doing
S0, but what is the status of that second marrid@g# does not address that directly, but it
seems the second marriage is effective or valigitelseing wrongful (just like her divorce
was effective — made her unmarried — despite hemggful). As such, they are bound to
each other for life and are not to divorce.

4. Divorce between Christian and non-Christiasusps (7:12-16)

a. In this section Paul addresses the mattéivofce when one
partner is a pagan and the other is a Christiast like today, when one spouse became a
Christian, the other did not always follow. It seethat in the case of such mixed
marriages some Corinthians argued for divorce nbt on the basis that suspension of
sexual relations was spiritual but on the additidraeis that the pagan partner was
unclean and defiling. You can see how this argumenld flow from the same kind of
analysis Paul used in forbidding sex with prostisut it amounts to making part of
Christ's body part of the body of a pagan.

b. Paul flatly forbids the Christian partneisuch a marriage from
divorcing his or her non-Christian spouse. [fio@-Christian spouse is willing to live with
the Christian, the Christian must not initiate \zodce.



(1) When Paul says thag says this, "not the Lord," he does
not mean that his words are not inspired or autitve. He speaks as one to be trusted (v.
25) because he has the Spirit of God (v. 40). ilplg means that Christ did not have
occasion during his earthly ministry, in his teaghpreserved in the church, to address
mixed marriages between people of God and ot Blomberg notes:

Too often readers have inappropriately questioneduthority of Paul's
instructions in verses 12-16 on the grounds trestdlare merely Paul's
fallible, spur-of-the-moment opinions. Paul's icoconclusion to this
chapter in verse 40 is actually a strong avowaisgiration by the Holy
Spirit for his entire letter.

(2) He rejects the argument that the non-Ganstpouse
defiles the Christian by declaring that, on thetiay, the unbeliever is sanctified in his or
her relationship with the believer.

(a) This does not mean they are saved, somgethi
16 makes clear; it means they aredehiting.

(b) If the believer in a family did not havech a
sanctifying effect on the spouse, then neither dbel or she have a sanctifying effect on
the children of that marriage. In that case, naamintg a family relationship, the closest of
associations, with their children would also beligf, something they were unwilling to
accept.

c. Though the Christian in a mixed marriagembilden from
divorcing, Paul says in v. 15a that in the eveatuhbeliever leaves, the believer is free to
let them go. In other words, the unbeliever'sileggadoes not create a duty on the part of the
believer to restore the marriage. | believe thiaégpoint of v. 15b where Paul says, "The
brother or sister has not been made a slave incuthmstances.” The unbeliever's act of
divorcing the believer does not make the believdaee in the sense it does not place the
believer under an obligation to undo the divorce.

(1) If this is right, then this text does npeak directly to the
issue of whether the divorced believer is freestaarry. It neither authorizes nor forbids it.

(2) I'm inclined to believe that remarriag@&mitted in such
cases simply because that right normally would mg@mny a permissible divorce. In other
words, permission to allow a divorce normally wobklunderstood to include a right to
remarry. As David Instone-Brewer puts it (Garla2@6), "If Paul had meant something
else, he would have had to state this very clearlgrder to avoid being misunderstood by
everyone who read his epistle.”

(3) This uncertainty is not a huge problermhia ¢thurch
today because in our society a divorcing unbeliessasually quick to engage in sexual
immorality, an act which provides a clearer basigémarriage.



d. The permission given the believer to alloginercing unbeliever
to leave is, however, the exception. The rulbas God has called the believer to peace,
which in this case means to live in peace withuhigelieving spouse, to maintain the
marriage bond. After all, by doing so the beligvmfe may eventually save her pagan
husband or the believing husband may eventually Bas/pagan wife.

5. Basic principle that Christian conversion doesrequire changing social
relationships (7:17-24)

a. Despite the fact the believer is free tdHetunbeliever leave if the
unbeliever so chooses, the basic principle istti@Christian should not use the fact he has
been called into fellowship with Christ as a bésischanging his social relationships (in
this particular case, his or her marital statdsy.far as a person's being a Christian is
concernedas far asthat is the determining factor in the decision, he is to continue in the
setting he was in at the time of his conversion.

(1) This does not mean that a Christian cadnainge his
social circumstance; it simply means that his beiighristian doesn't compel him to do so.

(2) By calling a person to Christ in a partasuocial setting,
that setting itself is given by the Lord as an appate place for living out one's life in
Christ. God's call thus eliminates their soci#iisg as having any kind of religious
significance.

b. Paul illustrates the point by way of anothaeial setting, the
matter of Jews and Gentiles.

(1) Those called having already been circundci3ews)
should not therefore seek to become Gentiles byngan operation to conceal their
circumcision, and those called being uncircumc{§ehtiles) should not therefore seek to
become Jews via circumcision.

(2) The gospel transcends the social distindtietween Jew
and Gentile, bringing the two together into oneyh@ahd thereby renders it religiously
obsolete. Being a Jew or Gentile simply meansimgtio God, so whatever one was when
one was called, there is no need to change.

(3) Paul intends for the Corinthians to trangiie principle to
their desire to "de-marry” by divorce or celibadyst like "Circumcision is nothing and
uncircumcision is nothing," so "Marriage is nothagd celibacy is nothing." These social
relationships are not religiously significant.

(4) What matters is not one's social statusHmiaiuthenticity
of one's faith as expressed in keeping the etimgaératives of the Christian faith. Paul did



not want the Corinthians to turn his statement'ttiatumcision is nothing" into "obedience
to the will of God is nothing."

c. Paul repeats the principle in v. 20: "Letreatan remain in the
calling in which he was called.” As far being ai€lan is concerned, they can live in
whatever social circumstance they were in when €dldd them, so there is no spiritual
reason to change.

d. Paul uses slavery for his second supportingjration.

(1) If one was converted as a slave, it isodie a source of
concern because one's status as a slave is guusly significant. Neither slavery nor
freedom counts for anything to the one who is dalo fellowship with Christ. The slave
should not consider his status a matter of impoddonecause he has become the Lord's
freedman. Likewise, the converted free personldhmat consider his status a matter of
importance because he has become Christ's slave.

(2) The fact Paul parenthetically notes th#téf converted
slave is able to become free he should take adyawofahe opportunity makes clear that his
point throughout has not been that Christiang stay where they are but that their social
condition is not to be of religious concern. K tlave can get free, he should do so but not
because he is a Christian, i.e., not for religi@asons.

(3) Because the Lord has purchased both stagfree
persons by his blood, he is the one to whom they a@llegiance, so they must not become
slaves of men in the sense of coming under thedgmndf merely human teaching.
Particularly, they must not let merely human wisgddmguised as "spirituality,” dictate
their present anxieties about the need to be rfope ¢ertain social settings, especially
marriage.

e. Paul concludes with a variation of his refr&ach is to remain
with God in whatever social state he was in whewveded. It has God's blessing and can
be an avenue of faithful Christian service.

f. Here's how Garland (p. 299) summarizes thetjob vv. 17-24:

What do uncircumcision and circumcision, slaverg fairedom, have to do
with marriage, divorce, and celibacy? They illastrthe divine principle
that no earthly status, such as one's racial gertiasocial standing, is
incompatible with the Christian's calling by Goddmmitted]. Those who
were circumcised when God called them do not adyv#rer spiritual
condition by undergoing an operation to restorée foesskin, nor do those
who were uncircumcised when God called them enhidmadestanding with
God by undergoing circumcision. Slaves are nodesspted by God than
are free persons. Both belong to Christ, and suaial status has no
spiritual significance. Whether a Christian is simised or uncircumcised,



slave or free, married or single is inconsequetdi@od. One condition is
not bad and the other good, nor is one conditiss ¢@od and the other
better. No condition presents an obstacle toditire Christian life, since a
Christian is now defined by God's call (1:9) anthimg else.

6. The case of betrothed women ("the virgins:2%740)
a. Advice in light of the present distress (728

(1) Having dealt with the married people instee in
altering their present situation, Paul now turrssdtiention to the matter of "the virgins" that
they raised in their letter. "The virgins" probalgfers to some young betrothed women
who, along with their fiancés, were being told bg tspiritual ones" in Corinth that it would
be sinful for them to go through with their mareag

(2) Paul has no command from the Lord on tratten, but
he gives a judgment as one who by the Lord's nmtesytrustworthy judgment on the
matter.

(a) Paul agrees with the general Corinthiamrcthat
it is good for a man to maintain the status quiwagard to the virgins, but he does so not
because it is unspiritual to marry but becausé¢haf present distress.” In other words, he
would agree that the betrothed should not go thrauth their marriages but for a
significantly different reason.

(b) The "present distress” that causes Pawduosel
against getting married is some hardship the Goans currently are undergoing.
Suggestions include persecution or a famine (seargh 324), but whatever it was, the
following verses suggest that Paul sees it indlgel context of the hardships the church
must face in these last days, in the time beforessChreturn. He wants to spare them the
increase in troubles that being married will brihging this particular spasm of distress
they are experiencing in an age of distress.

(c) In his examples of maintaining the stajus in
relation to the virgins, he says that men who atsothed should not break off the
engagement (seek a release from that bond) anel Wios are not betrothed (or perhaps
already broke their betrothal) should remain soratchunt for a wife.

(d) Though he agreed that the betrothed shuntldo
through with their marriages, which would be chagghe status quo, he did not give that
as an example because he did not want to giveramuaition to the Corinthian's false
claim that it wasinful to do so. As he makes clear in v. 28, this watier of wise
advice, not a matter of sin.

(e) Fee (p. 333) summarizes the argumentiins
(a) I agree it is good for the virgins to remaimgée, but that is because of the present
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distress; but (b) it certainly is no sin to mamgnetheless (a) those who marry will
experience many difficulties (because of the predistress), and | would spare them that.

(f) Fee writes (p. 334):

[W]hat is often heard is that Paul prefers singésrte marriage, which he
does. But quite in contrast to Paul's own positiegr against the
Corinthians, we often read into that preferencedimgleness is somehow a
superior status. That causes some who do nottavigmain single to
become anxious about God's will for their livesiclspeople need to hear it
again: Marriage or singleness per se lies totaltgide the category of
"commandments” to be obeyed or "sin" if one indsigad Paul's
preference here is not predicated on "spiritualigds but on pastoral
concerns. ltis perfectly all right to marry.

Unfortunately, our reading of the text this waysawo ways. Our
culture, especially Christian subculture, tendshiiok of marriage as the
norm in such a way that singles are second-clégsrts. For such people,
this text is merely "Paul's opinion,” and is seldgtened to at all. That,
too, misses Paul's point. Some are called toesnegk still; they need to be
able to live in the Christian community both withsuspicions and with full
acceptance and affirmation.

b. Need to live as end-time people (7:29-35)

(1) The afflictions the Corinthians currenthg suffering are
a specific expression of the fact we are in thiedags (Acts 2:16-17; Heb. 1:2), the fact that
the "time is shortened"” in the sense that we ateeatnd of history, an end which has been
brought clearly into view. We must allow that mgato control our relationships in the
present.

(2) Garland writes (p. 329):

Paul is not concerned about the duration of tirheofwos; cf. 7:39) but the
character of the time. He is talking not about Hithle time is left but about
how Christ's death and resurrection have changeddtwistians should

look at the time that is left. . . . [H]e understa the compressing of the time
to mean that the future outcome of this world heoime crystal clear. The
time has been "foreshortened,” which means thaté#ent of Christ has
now compressed the time in such a way that theduitas been brought
forward to be clearly visible" (Fee 1987: 339 n). 1Bee comments (1987:
339), "Those who have a definite future and seked#rly live in the present
with radically altered values as to what countsahdt does not."

(3) We must live as an end-time people, astivd® are not
unduly vested in the world, because the world igoway out. Every aspect of our
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relationship with the world is to be affected. Wiast not lean too heavily on anything that
is passing.

(a) We continue to be involved in the thinfthe
world, but we are not to do so with the same altitas those lacking our end-time
perspective. None of these temporary things ape &een as things of ultimate importance.

(b) Our knowledge that this world is alreadgging
is to inform every aspect of our involvement whie world. Just like Paul told the
Thessalonian Christians not "to gridike the rest of men,” we are not to view our wives
like the rest of men or to weep like the rest ohraeto rejoice (in the things of the world)
like the rest of men or to purchase things likerts of men or to use things like the rest of
men. As Garland says (p. 331), "The 'as nots anetorically more dashing way of saying,
'Do not be conformed to this world' (Rom. 12:2)."

(c) As the song says, "This world is not mynieg I'm
just passing through; my treasures are laid up sb@e beyond the blue. The angels
beckon me from heaven's open door, and | can'afd@me in this world anymore."

(4) Paul wants them to be free from anxietyivagg
according to the end-time perspective he has jestioned.

(a) Doing some reading between the lingsnk
Paul means that the key to being without "anxietyd live "as if not." In other words, he
told them in vv. 29-31 to live "as if nallecause he wants them to be free of anxiety. But
married people rightly are concerned (anxiousgo@d sense) about pleasing their spouses,
in addition to being concerned about pleasing threl Land that makes it a challenge to keep
a spouse in proper perspective, to have a sposseriat” having a spouse. In times of
distress, such at the Corinthians were experientiegootential anxiety from failing to
meet the challenge of keeping one's spouse in ppapspective is so great that the
distraction it poses to discipleship makes it gathea wise thing not to marry.

(b) In other words, because we rightly areceoned
about our spouses, there is a higher than norskabfiplacing undue importance on them,
and if we do that in times of distress we're sefouguch high anxiety that the distraction it
poses to our discipleship makes it generally wisgto get married under such
circumstances.

(c) Paul says what he says to benefit themddts
not say it to restrict them but to enhance thesincles in the present situation for their living
with a devotion to the Lord that is unhindered oy distraction of anxiety.

c. Reassurance regarding decision about marbgtrgthed (7:36-
38)
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(1) Paul again assures the betrothed man,sighen"spiritu-
al ones" in Corinth, that if he thinks he is behgvshamefully toward his virgin by not
marrying her and if his passions are strong, heldrdo what he wants and marry her. He
is not sinning by doing so.

(2) On the other hand, the one who makes upvisismind
not to go through with the marriage, as opposddhting that decision forced on him by the
"spiritual ones,"” will do well, meaning act in gopaopriate or proper fashion. NIV's "does
theright thing" has moral overtones which incorrectly imfiigit the contrary is somehow
"wrong."

(3) The bottom line in Paul's view is that than who
marries his virgin does well (it is in no sense)aw the one who does not marry her will
do better (because of the present distress).

d. Reminder for the virgins who do marry (7:39-4

(1) Paul concludes by reiterating for the viggivho go
through with their marriages what he previouslyl saithe married Christians. They are to
remain married for life. In other words, divoreaniot an option for Christians (with the
exception not relevant to this context).

(2) If her husband dies, however, she is ptyf&ee to
remarry; it is in no way sinful or unspiritual to do. With the large majority of interpreters,
| take the restriction "only in the Lord" to medmat her new husband must be a Christian.
Paul uses "in the Lord" to mean Christians in Rb&11. Even if one takes "only in the
Lord" to mean she is to marry in a way fitting &Christian, | think one winds up at the
same conclusion. As Fee remarks:

To be "in the Lord" is to have one's life come urttie eschatological view
of existence outlined in vv. 29-31. Such a wonmagslfrom such a radically
different perspective and value system from tha pagan husband that a
"mixed" marriage, where the "two become one, " ngaty unthinkable. If
she becomes a believer after marriage, then shidsmaintain the marriage
with the hope of winning him to the Lord (vv. 12}1But it makes no sense
from Paul's perspective for one to engage suchraage once one is a
Christian.
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