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God's Will for the Christian on Divorce and Remarriage

|. Matthean texts

A. Mat. 5:31-32 1t has been said, "Whoever divorces his wife, il@t give her a
certificate of divorce." But | say to you that ang who divorces his wife, except for grounds of
sexual immorality, causes her to commit adultery, and whoever magidivorced woman
commits adultery.

1. A woman who has been divorced by her husbandrfy reason commits
adultery by remarriage. (This does not addressithation of a woman who divorces her
husband. That is dealt with in Mk. 10:12.)

a. If she was divorced for a reason other tlesxna immorality, her first
husband is a cause of her committing adultery nareage.

b. If she was divorced for sexual immoralityr fiest husband isiota
cause of her committing adultery by remarriage.

2. Whoever marries a woman who has been divdrgdter husband for any
reason (as opposed to having divorced him) comalitstery.

B. Mat. 19:3-9 But | say to you that whoever divorces his wifegpx for sexual
immorality, and marries another commits adultéry9).

1. A man commits adultery by remarriage if heotoed his first wife for a reason
other than sexual immorality.

2. A man doesot commit adultery by remarriage if he divorced histfwife for
sexual immorality.

1 As D. A. Carson states in "Matthew" Tine Expositor's Bible Commentgi@rand Rapids: Zondervan, 1984)
8:414:

[1t must be admitted that the wopsbrneiaitself is very broad. In unambiguous contextsait on
occasion refer to a specific kind of sexual siret ¥ven then this is possible only because the
specific sexual sin belongs to the larger categbisexual immorality.Porneiacovers the entire
range of such sins (cf. TDNT, 6:579-95; BAGD, sJaseph Jensen, "DopsrneiaMean
Fornication? A Critique of Bruce Malina," NovTedl PL978]: 161-184) and should not be
restricted unless the context requires it.



3. Explanation of disciples' reaction — This imdical idea because in Jewish law
the man could not commit adultery againstdvwswife; he could commit it only with another
man's wife’> Moreover, even the school of Shammai permittetareiage when divorce violated
its rules of conduct (Carson, 411).

Il. Thesis developed from Matthean texts — Onlyvate for sexual immorality extinguishes
the "right to exclusive commitment" prior to a ramege (which right is created by marriage but
can remain after the marriage is dissolved) and dmy for the guilty party. In such a case,

the innocent party is free to remarry, but thetgyplarty commits "adultery” (violates the
innocent party's continuing right to exclusive cortmnent) by remarriage. Where there is a
divorce for some reason other than sexual immgrdhe right to exclusive commitment
remains mutual, so both parties commit "adulterytdmarriage. (This creates pressure for
reconciliation.)

lll. Thesis tested against other relevant texts

A. Mk. 10:2-12 -And in the house the disciples again asked him tibs1 And he said
to them: "Whoever divorces his wife and marriestaencommits adultery against her; and if
she marries another after divorcing her husban@ sbmmits adultery(vv. 10-12).

1. If the husband divorces his wife for any reasther than sexual immorality
(Matthean exception assumed), the right to exclusommitment remains mutual, so he
commits adultery by remarriage.

2. If the wife divorces her husband for any reasther than sexual immorality
(Matthean exception assumed for women), the rigleixclusive commitment remains mutual, so
she commits adultery by remarriage. (In that cémehusband also would commit adultery by
remarriage.)

3. Explanation of omission of Matthean exceptiodark may think the
exception so obvious that it need not be mentiorfter all, it concerns sexual infidelity, the
heart of the union according to Genesis. Both Roarad Jewish law compelled the husband to
divorce his wife if she were found to be in aduytéfeener [1991], 31), and it was assumed in
the Roman world that general rules or laws conthinglicit exceptions (Keener [1991], 27).
Matthew reported the exception for his Jewish reattiemake it more difficult for Jewish
opponents to charge Jesus with contradicting Moses.

2 Craig S. KeeneAnd Marries AnothefPeabody, MA: Hendrickson, 1991) 35.

% Though sexual immorality is the only exceptiortestaby the Lord, some believe the principle ofékeeption
justifies divorce for other comparable assaultshenmarriage covenant. See, e.g., Craig S. Ke#Remarriage
for Circumstances Beyond Adultery or DesertionPaul E. Engle and Mark L. Strauss, eBemarriage After
Divorce in Today's Church: 3 View&rand Rapids: Zondervan, 2006) 111-115. | ancoavinced this exception
was intended merely to be illustrative.



B. Lk. 16:18 -Anyone who divorces his wife and marries anothenrogs adultery, and
the man who marries a woman who has been divoroed fier husband commits adultery.

1. If the husband divorces his wife for any reasther than sexual immorality
(Matthean exception assumed), the right to excusommitment remains mutual, so he
commits adultery by remarriage.

2. If the woman was divorced (as opposed to lpdlimorced her husband) for a
reason other than sexual immorality, the righttd@sive commitment remains mutual, so a
man who marries her commits adultery. If the wowas divorced for sexual immorality, she
remains under the matrital obligation of exclusisenmitment, so a man who marries her
commits adultery. (But in that case, her firstbargd is free to remarry.)

3. Explanation of omission of Matthean excepti®@ame as for Mark above.

C. Rom. 7:1-3 Or do you not know, brothers - for | am speakingin who know the
law - that the law has authority over a man onlyj@ay as he lives? For a married woman is
bound by law to her husband as long as he livesif iner husband dies, she is released from the
law as it relates to her husband. Therefore, shiebe considered an adulteress if she becomes
another man's while her husband is alive; but if inesband dies, she is free from the law so that
she is not an adulteress if she becomes anotheisman

1. Itis not certain that Paul is referring tonagriage to another man after a
divorce. Divorce is not mentioned and the normatdifor marrying a man is not used. It may
simply be a statement that a woman who joins @slwith another man while she is still
married to a living husband is an adulteress.

2. If one assumes Paul is referring to remarr&dtgr a divorce, it does not follow
that remarriage afteverydivorce results in adultery. Paul's point thatteseparates one from
the obligation of the law would stand if adulteegulted only in the case of remarriage after a
certain type of divorce.

3. Paul is not referring to Christ's teachingdororce and remarriage but to either
the O.T. law or the civil law of Jews and/or Gestil

D. 1 Cor. 7:10-11 To the married, | give this command (not I, butltlhed): A wife must
not separate from her husband, but if she doesraggdet her remain unmarried or else be
reconciled to her husband. And a husband mustlivotce his wife.

1. A Christian wife must not divorce her Christlausband (except for sexual
immorality). If she does, she must not remarrycergyother than him because, in the absence of
immorality, the right of exclusive commitment remsiand remarriage to another would be
adultery.



2. A Christian husband must not divorce his Glaimswife (except for sexual
immorality).

3. Explanation of omission of Matthean excepti¢taul apparently was
addressing the propriety of divorce on ascetic gdsyon the grounds that abstinence from
sexual relations was spiritual. The Matthean eteeps not relevant to that issue.

E. 1 Cor. 7:12-16 To the rest | say (I, not the Lord): If any brotheas an unbelieving
wife, and she agrees to live with him, he mustihairce her. And if a woman has an
unbelieving husband, and he agrees to live with $ige must not divorce her husband. For the
unbelieving husband has been sanctified throughvifes and the unbelieving wife has been
sanctified through the brother. Otherwise, youildrien would be unclean, but as it is, they are
holy. But if the unbeliever separates, let hinher separate. The brother or sister has not been
made a slave in such circumstances. But God hésdogou (us) in peace. For how do you
know, wife, whether you will save your husband? HOw do you know, husband, whether you
will save your wife?

1. Christians married to non-Christians are odativorce their spouses (except for
sexual immorality).

2. If the non-Christian spouse divorces, the §ltam spouse is not obligated to
effect a restoration of the marriage. Such a etedsobligation would amount to the
enslavement of the Christian by the divorcing ndmistian.

3. Unfortunately, Paul does not say whether eatida slave includes a right of
remarriage, i.e., whether there is a continuingtrtg exclusive commitment.

a. According to Paul, Jesus' teaching on divarceremarriage during his
earthly ministry (i.e., the teaching recorded ie ospels) covered marriages between two
Christians buhot marriages between a Christian and a non-Chrigtia®or. 7:10-13}.

Therefore, it cannot be assumed that a Christiamwaes deserted by a non-Christian spouse has
a continuing obligation of exclusive commitment.

b. I lean toward the view that there is a rightemarriage in such cases.
If a one-sided obligation to effect a restoratiéith@ marriage constitutes enslavement, it seems

* As Anthony C. Thiselton states Tine First Epistle to the Corinthianslew International Greek Testament
Commentary (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2000) 525:

The whole of the previous statement about marrieds@ian couples received added point from
Paul's citing a tradition concernilagsaying of the Lordin the context of the previous issue, but
on the question of what should be the attitude pérmon when one of a married couple comes to
faith and the other does not was not a situatialtes$ed in the teachings of Jesus. So Paul now
disengages the present pastoral issue from tradiibout sayings of Jesus.



the same would be true of a one-sided obligatioexcfusive commitment. Both obligations
give the non-Christian a measure of control or auityrover the innocent Christian.

c. A possible rationale for God permitting rerege when a non-
Christian deserts a Christian spouse but not whehrestian deserts a Christian spouse is that a
demand for exclusive commitment is not effectiverneating pressure for reconciliation where
one party is wholly indifferent to the demand.

4. It cannot be assumed from the fact Jesudiiteguon divorce and remarriage
does not regulate mixed marriages that a Christlamwrongly divorces a non-Christian spouse
is free to remarry. The principle that a wrongfilorce by a Christian does not relieve the
Christian of the obligation of exclusive commitmeesems fully applicable.

5. Explanation of omission of Matthean exceptidBven though Jesus' teaching
in Matthew was not addressed to mixed marriagesexiception undoubtedly applies to mixed
marriages. Mixed marriages cannot be more saarbthding than a marriage of two Christians.
Paul does not mention the exception because the vgas whether the Christian should divorce
his or her spouse because that spouse was a nasti&hr

F. 1 Cor. 7:27-28 Are you bound to a woman? Do not seek to be ffge.you free
from a woman? Do not seek a wife. But if you dorynyou have not sinned; and if the virgin
marries, she has not sinned. But those who maithhawe hardship in this life, and | would
spare you that.

1. This is addressed to men who are betrotheddms. If betrothed, they need
not break off the engagement as some "spiritu@étass apparently were urging. If not
betrothed, it is wise for them, in view of the "peat distress," not to seek a wife. But in any
case neither the man nor the virgin sins if theyrgna

2. The claim that "bound" and "free" is a refe®to married and divorced people
is totally alien to the context. In addition, ve28 shows that this cannot be the meaning. |If
divorced people were in view, v. 28a would contrtadihat Paul said in 7:10-11 and the
reference to virgins in v. 28b would be irrelevant.

G. 1 Cor. 7:39 A wife is bound as long as her husband lives, el husband dies, she
is free to be married to whom she wishes, onlhénLtord.

1. Paul concludes by reiterating for the virgiwiso go through with their
marriages what he previously said to the marrieds@tns. They are to remain married for life,
but if their husbands should die, they are freeetoarry. Itis in no way sinful or unspiritual to

® See Gordon D. Fe@he First Epistle to the Corinthianslew International Commentary on the New Testament
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1987) 331 (n. 38).



do so. Paul probably omitted the exception bechissemphasis was on the fact the marriage
bond did not continue after death of the husband.

2. Since the widow is a Christian, her new husglhanst be from the community
of believers.

IV. Conclusion - The thesis fits all the passages.

The Church's Response to the Divorced and the Remaed

I. Those Wrongly Divorcing After Becoming a Chrésti

A. Must they repent by marrying the spouse agda®l says in 1 Cor. 7:11 that they can
remain unmarried. Note that the marriage hasahldaen dissolved (they are "unmarried") and
that this dissolution was accomplished by a siafil(a divorce contrary to the Lord's will).

B. The obligation of exclusive commitment remaimswever, so they must remain
single or remarry the original spouse.

ll. Those Wrongly Remarrying After Divorcing as artian

A. Is the remarriage wrong where the divorce watsfor sexual immorality but
afterward the other spouse remarried or engagsexunal activity? In other words, does the
status of the parties in that case become the aanmethe case of a divorce for sexual immorali-
ty (i.e., the adulterous/immoral partner is thdtgwparty and the other is the innocent party)? |
find no clear answer in the Bible, but | reasort teaarriage is not wrong in that case. Since
the only remaining marital obligation after the aliwe was the obligation of exclusive
commitment (see I.A. above) and since a violatibtinat obligation during the course of a
marriage, in the form of sexual immorality, careftbe other spouse from that obligation (and
does if he or she divorces), it seems likely thabéation after a divorce would have the same
effect.

B. Must those who wrongly remarried repent by diuway the second spouse?

1. The critical question is the nature of theltty that is committed when a
Christian rematrries sinfully. Is it "literal adeity" or "metaphorical adultery"? Literal adultery
occurs when: (a) a married person (b) has sexlalaes (c) with one to whom he or she is not
married. If Jesus meant that a Christian who reesafter an unscriptural divorce commits
literal adultery, then that Christian is (a) stilarried to the spouse he or she presumed to divorce
(b) and is having sexual relations (c) with the veonor man he or she presumed to marry but
who is not really his or her spouse. This is awammn understanding of the Lord's teaching, but
several things make me think Jesus probably wasefetring to literal adultery.



a. First, in Mat.19:6 (and Mk. 10:9) Jesus comadsapeople not to
separate a marital union. This suggests to meptgile have the ability to do just that. Why
command someone not to do what he or she cannattte first place? | suppose one could
argue that Jesus actually was saying that a hustranide should notry to separate a marital
union, but that qualification is not apparent frdm context. It seems to be a straightforward
command not to divorce because divorce separatas®@dd has joined together.

(1) That husbands and wives can in fact sepavhtt God has
joined together is confirmed by 1 Cor. 7:10-11, véhaul indicates that even a sinful divorce
effectively separates a marital union, renderirggghrties "unmarried.” He writes: "Now to the
married, | command (not I, but the Lord) the wifet to separate from her husband — but if she
does indeed separate, let her remain unmarried cgdonciled to the husband — and the husband
not to divorce his wife® Marriage apparently is not some kind of metaptaiginion that
cannot be dissolved contrary to the will of Godatlter, it is a union that husbands and wives
can choose to dissolve despite being commandeid ot SO.

(2) Likewise, in Jn. 4:18 Jesus tells the woragthe well that she
was married five times before (had five husbandsnow is just living with a man. As Keener
(2006) notes (p. 107): "Jesus does not say to tmam at the well, "You were married once and
have lived with five men since then.' Rather, &gss'You were married five times but are just
living with someone now."

(3) We recognize that a sinful divorce separ#te marital union
in that we disapprove of sexual relations betwéendivorced parties. They no longer are
married and therefore lack the divine basis fouséxtimacy. The notion that such couples are
still married leads to conclusions that virtuallyansider unacceptable. Lewis Smedes gives
the following example:

After a few years, [the sinfully divorced and renea Christian] visits his former
wife who herself had remarried. He sleeps withdrex night, but of course he is
not committing adultery with her because he i¢ stdrally married to her. He is
committing adultery, rather, when he sleeps withdwn wife.

b. The second reason | think Jesus probablyneteeferring to literal
adultery is that he does not expressly relate tfemge in question to sexual relations. Rather, he
describes the "adultery” simply in terms of divoes®l remarriage.

(1) Of course, sexual relations would be presiiim the case of
remarriage, but given that sexual relations areeaséntiafor a valid marital union (as Joseph
and Mary make clear — Mat. 1:24-25), "remarriagegss a rather obscure way of referring to

® The Greek worgwpiCopat is used in Greek literature and legal documents @shnical term for divorce, and as
noted, it renders the parties "unmarried." Thedaalso refers to dissolution of a marriage in 1.Qot5.



sexual relations. If the sin was having sexuatiehs with a nonspouse, why not say that any
man who divorces his wife and "knows" another wormammits adultery?

(2) We recognize that the sin relates to theangiage itself rather
than to sexual relations within the remarriagehit tve do not condition our disapproval of a
remarriage on whether the couple has sexual rak&ti¥Ve do not say to sinfully divorced
parties who, for one reason or another, have mpast in sexual relations that remarriage is
acceptable in their case because it does not resadiultery.

c. The third reason | think Jesus probably waseferring to literal
adultery is that even sinful marriages appear $alten valid marital unions. The sinful
marriages in Ezra 9-10 are a case in point. legxfdbelow the significance of the fact the
Israelites were required to divorce their foreignes, but the point for now is that the marriages
still were marriages despite having been entereddontrary to the will of God. The women are
called "wives" and they apparently were requireleédput away" in accordance with the Law.
Solomon's sinful taking of "many wives" is anotle&ample.

d. The fourth reason | think Jesus probably ma@seferring to literal
adultery is that there is precedent for "adultdrglhg used metaphorically. The term was
regularly used in the O.T. for spiritual idolatfgr giving to foreign gods what rightfully
belonged to Yahweh alone (e.g., Jer. 3:8-9). I$lt & used metaphorically in Mat. 5:28, but
there the metaphorical use is signaled by the phiashis heart.")

e. If Jesus was not referring to literal adyltéihen what did he mean in
saying that one who sinfully divorces and remarteesnmits adultery"?

(1) 1 think Peter Lockery is correct in suggegtthat the
"adultery” begins with the sinful divorce and ismuletedin the act of remarriagé Upon
remarriage, the commitments that were made toitstespouse are wrongfully (but effectively)
given to the second spouse. It is "adultery” mmgknse the second spouse is given what
rightfully belonged to the first spou8eAs Lockery puts it, "Serial monogamy is morally
equivalent to marital adultery.”

(2) Under this view, the reason for the "adyltés not that the
first marriage remains in existence after a divdrgethat themaritally-created right to exclusive
commitment remains. Remarriage violates that singiright by transferring it to the new
spouse. Thus, "the adultery does not consistarath of sleeping with one's second wife, but in

" Peter F. Lockenbivorce and Remarriage in the NT and Its Implicatfor the Church TodagTh.M. Thesis,
Fuller Theological Seminary 1987).

8 The only exception is where a spouse is sexualigithful, in which event he or she forfeits anghi to exclusive
commitment.



the act of actuallyakinga second wife. [It] is a ‘one time' &¢¢ven though it has lifelong
consequences) . . ." (Lockery).

2. Assuming it is correct to view the "adulteag' a metaphorical reference to a
sinful remarriage, the next issue is the naturtnefrepentance required for that sin.
Specifically, must one who sinfully remarries masifone's repentance by divorcing the second
spouse? | do not believe that is necessary. chnifahe second marriage is a valid union, as |
believe it is, one actually compounds one's sidikgrcing the second spouse.

a. Those who insist on divorce in the caseargtisremarriages often
argue by analogy from the case of a thief. Agef ik required to prove his repentance by
making restitution, so one who sinfully remarriesstnprove one's repentance by surrendering
"the fruit of one's sin.” Putting aside the fdet analogy is dubious in that divorce does not
constitute restitution, 1 Cor. 7:10-11 (quoted a)awnakes clear that repentance does not always
require trying to "undo” one's sin. In those versgaul says that if a woman divorces her
husband contrary to the Lord's command, "let heraia unmarried or be reconciled to the
husband." He does not demand that the sinfullgrdimg wife relinquish the fruit of her sin (her
unmarried state) as proof of her repentance besgner the option of remainingmarried If a
sinfully divorcing spouse is not obligated to remyahe divorced spouse as proof of repentance,
| am hard pressed to imagine why one who sinfldiparries must destroy his new marital union
to demonstrate repentance.

b. David had Uriah killed in order to take Bdtbba as his wife, so his
marriage to her was the fruit of his sin of murd¥et, David was not required to manifest his
repentance by divorcing Bathsheba, by surrendén@dpenefit of his sin. The fact Bathsheba
was a widow at the time of her marriage to David #Hius legally free to remarry does not alter
the fact David gained her as the result of a siatil Indeed, Nathan's rebuke emphasizes
David's taking of Uriah's wife to be his own. Hewho gains a spouse through sin is required to
divorce that spouse as proof of repentance ofsinatvhy was not David required to do so?

c. Solomon's taking of many wives is anotheeaagoint. Despite the
fact God specifically forbid Israelite kings fromking "many wives" (Deut. 17:17), there is no
indication that Solomon was required to dissoherttarriages he entered into contrary to that
command.

d. Ezra 10 does not prove that every forbiddarriage must be split
apart. The separation was required in that cagdyet@ause the marriages were sinful, but
because the pagan wives would pull the Israelites {God. Separation was necessary to
preserve the spiritual life of the nation. Thisswaore important in terms of salvation history
than honoring the sinfully-given marital commitm&n®aul, on the other hand, makes clear that
Christians are not to divorce their non-Christipnisses.

® As Carroll Osburn shows in "The Present Indicativ&latthew 19:9,'Restoration Quarterly@4 (1981): 193-203,
the fact "commits adultery"” is a present indicatregeb is not inconsistent with the adultery beingna-time act.



e. Paul's insistence that Christians not divtineg non-Christian spouses
is more significant than often is appreciateds Hpparent to me from 1 Cor. 7:39 that Paul
considered it sinful for a Christian to marry a f©hristian. (If a Christian widow must marry a
Christian, it seems inescapable that a never-nib@leistian must marry a Christiaf?.)If that
is correct, then Paul's command that Christianglivatrce their non-Christian spouses shows
clearly that marriages entered into sinfully neetle broken up. One can avoid this conclusion
by claiming that Paul's command not to divorce a-Gairistian spouse referred only to
situations where the coupddready was marriedvhen one of them became a Christian. But if
that is the case, then those who claim that alsmarriages must be dissolved are compelled
by logic to demand dissolution of marital unionsated by a Christian marrying a non-Christian
(sinful mixed marriages).

f. John's declaration that it was not lawful fterod to have his brother's
wife does not prove that every forbidden marriagestbe split apart. John did not say that
Herod was required to divorce Herodias. He sinmpdy have been calling Herod to
acknowledge his sin. But if he was calling forieodce, note that Herod's remarriage to
Herodias was unusual because of the relationshipegbarties. Having sexual relations with the
former wife of a living brother was considered isie®us under the Law (Lev. 18:16, 20:21).

g. So, in my opinion, those who have sinfullgnegried should be
accepted into the fellowship upon confession aifrthi@. | think wisdom dictates that the
confession be made publicly to ease concerns timebmies may have about the couples’
submission to Christ. The confession should begtbe lines of: "Though the Lord in his
mercy has blessed me in my marriage, it was sfofuine to have married X. | chose self over
the Lord, and hereby repent publicly of that dimm convinced the Lord has forgiven me, and |
ask that you receive me into your fellowship agaitgnt sinner who is devoted to honoring the
Lord Jesus in every aspect of his/her life. |faskyour prayers that | may have the strength to
live out that commitment.”

lll. Those Wrongly Divorcing Before Becoming a Gltian

A. What is a wrong divorce when non-Christiansiawelved? According to Paul, Jesus'
teaching on divorce and remarriage during his gantinistry (i.e., the teaching recorded in the
Gospels) covered marriages between two Christiahisdi marriages between a Christian and a
non-Christian (1 Cor. 7:10-13). Since the divaaoed remarriage texts in the Gospels do not
regulate mixed marriages, the most reasonable ggms that they also do not regulate
marriages between two non-Christians.

1% Modern commentators who recognize that Paul liieslthe widow's marriage pool to Christians intgu

W. Harold Mare The Expositor's Bible Commentargordon D. Fee (New International CommentarylenNew
Testament), Richard E. Oster (College Press NIV @entary), Bruce WinteiNew Bible Commentary 2LTentury
Edition), Anthony C. Thiselton (New International Greelsaanent Commentary), and David E. Garland (Baker
Exegetical Commentary on the New Testament).

1C



B. Even if the teaching in the Gospels appliethtoriages between non-Christians, there
would be no problem with baptizing someone who lbeeh wrongly divorced. Even Christians
are permitted to remain unmarried if they wronghlodce. The difficult issue involves
remarriage.

IV. Those Wrongly Remarrying Before Becoming a Gtiain

A. What is a wrong remarriage when non-Christiarsinvolved? As noted above, the
most reasonable assumption is that the divorceemdrriage texts in the Gospels do not
regulate marriages between two non-Christianshidfis correct, there is no basis for insisting
that non-Christians who remarried after divorcinggome reason other than sexual immorality
are guilty of adultery.

B. This is supported by the absence of any reteramthe N.T. to forced divorces
following conversion. Given the prevalence of doa there certainly were many Jewish and
Gentile converts who had divorced for some reasberdghan sexual immorality and remarried
prior to conversion.

C. The idea that becoming a Christian compelstomvorce one's present spouse seems
contrary to Paul's pointin 1 Cor. 7:17-24. Paeré gives the basic principle that the Christian
should not use the fact he has been called inmafship with Christ as a basis for changing his
social relationships (in that particular case,driser marital status). As far as a person's baing
Christian is concerned, as far as that is the deténg factor in the decision, he is to continue in
the setting he was in at the time of his conversi@ee 1 Corinthians lessons.)

D. If the early church was forcing people to do@upon conversion, especially if
women were divorcing their husbands, the chardeoofe wrecker would have featured
prominently in the accusations of early opponehtShristianity. This is not the case.

V. Those Divorcing Before Becoming a Christian &ibngly Remarrying After Becoming a
Christian

A. If, as argued above, the divorce and remarriagts in the Gospels do not regulate
marriages between non-Christians, there is no basissisting that a divorce between two non-
Christians does not extinguish the right of exselasiommitment. (It certainly is conceivable
that God, in deference to the hardness of theirtfidaolds pagans to a lower standard. After all,
he made such a concession for the Jews — see 84at8)

B. If it cannot be demonstrated that the righeéxdlusive commitment continues after
non-Christians are divorced, there is no bar toareiage after the non-Christian converts.
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