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Introduction

A plight common to many who are guilty of teaching that which is contrary to
the truth is the misconception that lengthy and involved discussion somehow justifies
the drawing of wholly unrelated and unproven conclusions. The reasoning goes some-
thing like this: "There is a brown cow in the pasture; there have been brown cows in
the pasture in the past; there are also black cows in the same pasture; therefore, we
can expect to find purple cows in“tne pasture as well.," It all has a ring of sense, but
the reader still scratches his head and thinks, "that conclusion has absolutely nothing
to do with anything that was asserted before!"

The following discussion constitutes a response to a curvent theory being spread
by some in the church regarding divorce and remarriage. Specifically, this paper deals
with the thoughts propounded in a manuscript entitled '"The Divorce Dilemma and the
New Covenant" by Don Campbell. Allusions to this manuscript will be documented by
citation of page and line number ia parentheses. FEach of the following chapters paral-
lels the chapter divisions of Campbell's manuscript and are designed to be a point by
point refutation, though such is nonessential to demonstrating the fallacy of the overall
thesis presented in the manuscript. Nevertheless, considerable space is being given to
show that the lengthy meanderings not only fail to prove the fundamental conclusion
being drawn, but also usher the writer into additional errors.

Campbell (hereafter referred to as "the author') admits in his preface that he is
proposing an alternative to '...the position most widely received in the past," i.e., "that
all people, aliens and citizens of the kingdom alike, are amenable to the law as stated
by Christ during His personal ministey" (p. 1). Thus the reader should recognize at the
outset that the author is implying that through the years, the majority of the brother-
hood and the majority of the best minds in the church, have simply been wrong with
regard to tne usual stand taken on divorce and remarriage. No doubt the day will
come in churches of Christ when similar men will rise up and say we've been wrong all
along on baptism for the remission of sins, instrumental music, and a host of other bib-
lical teachings!

This manuscript goes forth with absolutely no personal animosity toward the
author of the paper being reviewed. However, this study is being seat forth with the
understanding that the false teacher has ever been a serious threat to the world. The
mouth of the false teacher must be stopped (Tit, 1:11), The false teacher must be
marked (Rom. 16:17) and sharply rebuked (Tit. 1:13). While such can be an unpleasant
task, it is, nevertheless, one that God portrays as essential. Every member of the
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church must see false teaching for what it is—-a deadly cancer capable of destroying
people's lives and the church. We must also recognize that it is divinely incumbent on
every member of the church to study to the point that each may stand up in defense of
the truth. Unless the church returns to the status that she once held, when it was
generally understood that members of the church of Christ knew their Bibles, we will
no doubt live to see the church of our Lord torn asunder by the venom of false teach-
ers. Even now, the complexion of the church is undergoing a swift change. This
change is to a large extent due to' the work of false feachers who have been permitted
to facilitate the instability of a new generation within the church. The time has come.
Indeed, the very future of the Lord's church in this country may depend upon the abili-
ty of the righteous and faithful within our churches to do what Jeremiah declared
those of his generation had to do: "Stand ye in the ways, and see, and ask for the old
paths' (Jer. 6:16). Only the truth will set people free (Jn. 8:32). Only the truth will

save our souls (James 1:21), -



I. Sin Prior To The Cross

Much ado is made about conditions from Adam to Moses as regards the imputa-
tion of sin and the grounds upon which God condemned those living during that period.
However, tne fact of the matter is, such has absolutely nothing to do with conditions
extant today--unless God specifically tells us there's a parallel. The fallacy so appar-
ent among those who develop their case regarding divorce and remarriage laws for non-
Christians living today is that they are relying almost totally upon their own human
reasoning to outline their case. Scripture is appealed to in an effort to '"pad" the sys-
tem here and there. In reality, the Scriptures simply do not lay out for us such a sys-
tem. No where does the Bible even suggest the often made statement, "You can't be
held accountable for the covenant--until you're in the covenant!" Such a unotion is

strictly human reasoning that sounds reasonable, but simply does not possess a shred of

evidence from Scripture. Advocates of this theory make statement after statement,
point after point, all of which is designed to lead the listener step by stap into the
web which seeks to exempt non-Christians from amenability to the law of Christ, yet
each point is left totally in the realm of human assertion with a glaring absence of
scriptural citation.

In fact, let's face it, the theory's whole case is staked upon Rom. 2:15! When
it's all said and done, this is the scripture that must be appealed to in an effort to
substantiate the fundamental plank of the whole system! If this scripture does not
teach what is claimed, there is really no otaer passage that will even come close to
lending credibility to the scheme. Thus, from the outset, this entire theory rests upon
very flimsy, shallow ground because of its anemic reliance upon human reasoning in the

place of solid scriptural reference,

A. The first point worthy of notice is the author's concession that God gave
mankind moral laws from the beginning of time (p. 8, line 12; p. 9, line 24). If God
provided man with laws, then there is no such thing as some subjective 'law on the
heart"” which men somehow arrive at from within themselves. Moral consciousness
exists for the very reason that God has always delineated precisely what is right and
wrong. The author assumes that God's moral laws, given from the beginning, depended
upon uninspired, verbal transmission (p. 9, line 26). He then proceeds to assume an
even greater fallacy, that men were only held accountable for (i.e., amenable to) moral
standards that had grown very lax and perverted in comparisoa to the original laws.
But this simply is not true. When God laid down strict teaching in the very beginning
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concerning, for instance, marriage (Gen. 2:24), from that point forward, men are held
accountable for that tesaching, regardless of how far from that teaching men may drift.
It is simply absurb to suggest that God will only hold them accountable for their own
heart's imperfect perception of God's original will. Yet, this is precisely what the
author means when he speaks of '"the law written on the heart" and 'the law of con-
science" (cf., p. 11, line 14; p. 67, line 9; p. 82, line 1), He's suggesting that those
who lived from Adam to Moses could be charged with sin only insofar as they violated
their coascience or heart-—which, In turn, consisted of some nebulus, imperfect compre—
hension of right and wrong! In fact, the author goes so far as to state that the Gen-
tiles "had to depend on such laws as they themselves made for their own guidance” (p.
50, line 21)!!' Can you believe it?! The author would have us to believe that God per-
mitted and continues to permit some people to make their own laws——and then be
judged only on the basis of those laws?? 1 thought God said people werea't even capa-
ble of such (Jer. 10:23)!! But apparently He was not only wrong about such, He set it
up that way!! This whole view of a "law written on the heart" is based upon the as-
sumption that men who lived from Adam to Moses received no indication from God con-
cerning rignt and wrong. The author refers to Hammurabi's Code as "a highly devel-
oped example of the ability of man to discern right and wrong" (p. 11, line 19). He
assumes that men at that time were drawing solely from their own hearts without the
benefit of any previous influence from God. It is assumed that men simply originated
within their own hearts feeling of right and wrong, which God then accepts as the
standard by which they will be judged. Consider for a moment the ridiculous position
into which God is placed by such notions. The heart of one individual may dictate that
ne may have relations with another man's wife as long as the husband consents (p. 14—
Eskimo society). Yet, another man in a different society may have "written" within his
heart the idea that having relations with another's wife is wrong--even if the husband
gives his conseat. In such a case, according to the "law oun the heart" theorists, God
condemns the latter if he has relations with another's wife, but approves the former
having relations with another's wife as long as the husband consents! Thus God be-
comes guilty of affirming a logical contradiction--having sexual relations with anoth-
er's wife is both right and wrong! There would, in fact, be millions of standards by
which men would be judged, depending upon what was written upon the heart of each
person. The exact same standards of right and wrong would not even exist within even
two people. Men could not look to their neighbor for examples of how to live, since
what's right for him may be wrong for them! Men would thereby be encouraged to not

even Jook outside themselves for a divine standard of right and wrong. Rather, men
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would be encouraged, even expected, to look within themselves for perceptions of right
and wrong. This is precisely what Joseph Fletcher has been advocating with his notion
of "Situation Ethics." 1 should think he would be pleased with these proponents of ''the

law written on the heart'!

B. Again, the assertion is made that various societies exist that have never
come in contact with Christianity (p. 14, line 3). Yet, the Bible affirms that there was
a time when all societies did comé into contact with Christianity (Col. 1:23). The ex-
tent to which this contact continues to have an influence is unknown and irrelevant.
It is totally unnecessary to resort to the formulation of a different set of moral stand-
ards (i.e., the '"law on the heart') in an effort to soften the sinful condition of a back-
woods society. It is simply incorrect to even suggest that God is unjust for holding
people accountable for the strict Law of Christ, though many societies have drifted far
away from its high standards. The author is trying to argue that unless God goes and
speaks to these societies, they cannot be held accountable for God's laws. He is as-
suming that if 'left to themselves,” then they will be judged by their own standards.
But such absolves man of the responsibility of seeking God. God expeacts men to seek
Him. In fact, He obligates man to seek Him. This is the point that Paul made when he
stated that God directed the human condition "so that men would seek him and perhaps
reach out for him and find him, though he i3 not far from each one of us" (Acts 17:27).
This only leads to the conclusion that men are "without excuse'" (Rom. 1:20) when they
fail to live according to God's laws. 1t is therefore a false conclusion to suggest that
men may live according to tneir own heart-originated laws, laws that fall short of the
standards given by God. God will hold all people accountable for the stipulations of
the law of Christ and is precisely one reason why we are commanded to go inform
them of such! As ]J. D. Thomas wrote in his remarks on Rom. 1:18-23, "...man has had
ample chance to know right from wrong and is therefore fully responsible for his un-
godly living and attitudes...we are indeed 'without excuse' unless we 'ask, seek and
knock' until we learn fully what we should do to be sa\ved."l

C. Another false line of reasoning is seen in the following assertions: "men are
charged with sin only up to the extent of applicable revelation" (p. 16, line 5); "those
not under the Law of Moses could be guilty of adultery, but only up to the extent that
such was recognizable without special revelation' (p. 16, line 18). Here, again, is the
basis of this whole theory. It assumes that the ounly "applicable revelation" was that

which was 'recognizable without special revelation'! 1t assumes that when there are



periods in history in which God is silent (i.e., not actively presenting men with written
revelation), men cease being accountable to God's laws and are suddenly accountable
only to tne dictates of their own hearts! It is assumed that the long list of heinous
crimes which Paul accused the Gentiles of committing in Rom. 1 were judged sinful
because they were violations of their own consciences, rather than necessarily being
violations of God's laws--for, it is assumed, God had given them no laws. Yet, Paul

clearly stated that these Gentiles knew God's judgement (i.e., righteous decree--Rom.

1:32-NIV). They knew how God (not their own heart) felt about these crimes. Thus

God had been in contact with them! They knew that their behavior constituted viola-
tion of God's laws! (Notice that one of the sins listed is "gossip'--a sin that hardly
goes against one's conscience, unless God has revealed its sinful character). Notice
again what Thomas writes concerning the import of Rom. 1: "The biblical statements
that Adam and Cain and Abel and all others had information about God and how He
was to be worshipped rigat from the beginning still stand;'" "The term 'known of God'
(vs. 19) no doubt here means 'what men can know about God.' The whole context indi-
cates that man has had a chance to have information about God and is therefore a re-
sponsible beirlg."2

Rom. 5:13 is being twisted, What is Rom. 5:13 teaching? If there's ever a time
when law is non-existent, then for the duration of that period, sin is also non-existent.

"Imputed" is therefore to be understood to mean that any given action is not consi-

dered to be sin. 1t's not even viewed as sin. Sin, by definition, is violation of law (1

Jn. 3:4). Thus, at any particular period in history, if there are no laws, then there is
no sin during that period--'"for where no law is, there is no transgression" (Rom. 4:15).
It does not follow that there are periods in time when God's laws do not apply to men.
There has never been a period in history when there was no sin or when God's laws
were not applicable to men--even though He may not have been actively stating His
laws everyday. As Bro. Lard wrote, "to say that sin was in the world, but was not
counted, is to say that though men committed sin, God took no notice of it. This is not
allo»»rable.”‘3 Notice the following brief survey of the period from Adam to Moses:

1. Adam had specific laws to which he was accountable (Gen. 2:15-17)~—~includ-
ing marriage law (Gen. 2:24);

2. Cain and Abel were given laws pertaining to appropriate sacrificial methods
and murder (Gen. 4:3-4,7; Heb. 11:4);

3. Those who lived between Cain and Noah were aware of the same things
(Gen. 4:15,23-24);

4. Noah's contemporaries were aware that they were violating specific injunc-
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tions from God (Gen. 6:2-3). The "wickedness'" they were guilty of were specific mis-

deeds, including evil thoughts (6:5) and violence (6:11). They were not guilty in God's

sight simply because they had violated their own hearts; it was their hearts that led
them to their evil condition. It was violation of God's laws available to them at that
time. They were not merely guilty of the one sin of rejecting God, for their sins had
piled up to the point of being labeled "great" (6:5). When Noah, on the other hand,

"found favor" (6:8), it was strictly because he possessed a righteous faith. He was con-

sidered 'righteous'" and "blameless” (5:9), not because of his obedience to some intuitive
"law on the heart," but because he possessed faith (Heb, 11:7)--which only comes
through listening to God's words (Rom. 10:17). He "walked with God'" (6:9), i.e., fol-

lowed God's revealed laws!! He was given numerous laws (Gen. 7:5).

5. After the flood, there continued to be specific external regulations (cf.,
Gen. 9:4-7,21-24;

6. Joseph knew that fornication was "sin', not against his own heart or con-
science (though it undoubtedly was), but against God (Gen. 39:9)!

7. Even after the Law of Moses was given, non-Jews continued to be charged
with and accountable for specific violations of God's will.4

These examples prove that direct laws from God existed and were in force dur-
ing the period from Adam to Moses. God may not have been actively dealing with peo-
ple through religious leaders, but this does not mean that therefore men were no longer
subject to the laws which had been given or that sin prior to Moses' law was not
counted sinful. What is Rom. 5:13 saying? It is saying (1) sin existed prior to Moses;
(2) this is proof that law existed (Rom. 4:15). Sin cannot be imputed as sia or defined
as sin if there's no law, since sin is violation of a particular law given by God. For
example, eating of a particular fruit is "sin" only if God has said, "Don't eat that par-
ticular fruit.)! God counts all sin committed by all people in all ages as 'sin" when
those actions violate His specified words or laws. The converse is also true: sin is
imputed where there is law. Thus, since laws from God existed prior to Moses, and
since men violated these laws (not just their own hearts), then sin existed prior to
Moses and the offenders were held accountable. In spite of the fact that the author
relies heavily upon Lard's commentary on Romans, the reader must not be led to be-
lieve that Bro. Lard agreed with the false conclusions which have been drawn. The
author simply needed to read a little more Lard! Lard argued that the laws that exist-
ed within the minds of Gentiles prior to the cross derived their origins--not from with-
in their own hearts--but from objective divine truth previously revealed! Notice the

following quotations:
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"But here we need to guard a point or two. In every condition of life in which
men are lost, they can also be saved. Indeed, the primary provision is always for
salvation, the alternative being to be lost. What the special conditions of salva-
tion are in a given case, as in that of gne Gentiles, it may be impossible to say.
Still they are certainly to be assumed."
"'By nature' means nature without 3 written law, and not necessarily nature
wholly unenlighteaed by divine truth."

The author argues that Gentiles had no laws from God, while Lard argues the opposite—

that the "conditions of salvation' for all men and the enlightenment of "divine truth"
were available. With almost uncariny anticipation, Bro. Lard speaks directly to the is—
sue of in what way Gentiles possessed law written within their hearts--and, in so do-
ing, destroys the conjurings of the author:

"They are law to themselves in so far only as they have a correct knowledge of
duty. When, in other words, their knowledge of duty corcesponds with the re-
quirements of tne law, they are then, and to tnat extent, a law to themselves.
»..But they cease to be a law to tnemselves the moment their knowledge be-
comes vicious and leads them to do wrong. ...Knowledge which leads men to do
wrong is no law in the estimation of God. Law with him is a rule of rignt, not
of wrong."
"It states who are law to themselves, namely, not every nation, but those only
who show the law's work written in their hearts. They alone are law to them-
elves who know what is right. The expression law's work, or work of the law,
is general, and means such duties as the law required. Written in their hearts is
metapnorical, and signifies not only that t‘ﬂgy knew certain things to be right,
but felt impellad by conscience to do them."

Bro. Lard certainly entertained no vague notions of men being subject and held ac-

countable for merely their own conscience, their own heart's perception of right and
wrong! Such a notion, in fact, Bro. Lard labeled a "very hazardous assumption'!

"Some have supposed the reference to be to a natural sense of right inherent in
all men, a sense either innate in the soul or springing up spontaneously in it as
the inner life unfolds. The reference certainly is to a sense or knowledge of
rigat relative to certain duties. But how came the Gentiles by that sense? I
should rather think it formed on unperished traditions of the divine will, commu~
nicated to the early fathers of mankind. That the sease might be thus formed
can hardly be denied; and what might thus have been, it is perhaps safest to
assume as having actually been. A natural or inborn sense of right equivalgjlt to
tae 'law's work,' or what it requires, 1 deem a very hazardous assamption,”
Indeed! It is precisely this "hazardous assumption' that is duping the minds of those

who promote this false theory!

D.  Another false line of thinking is seen in the statement, "Jesus' words did
not go into effect until after His death” (p. 16, line 14). The statement is misleading.
It implies that nothing which Jesus may have said during His life on earth could have
application to anyone prior to His death. But such is simply untrue. Many things
which Jesus discussed or commented upon were already in effect and Jesus simply reaf-

firmed their application. For example, when asked what to do to inherit eternal life,



Jesus agreed that loving God and loving fellowman was the answer., He then told the
story of the "Good Samaritan" to clarify who one's neighbor is. All of this teaching
has application today as part of the New Testament, But the teaching was also in ef-
fect the moment it was spoken, and for that matter, was exactly what God intended
for those under Mosaic legislation (cf., Lev. 19:18; Ex. 23:4-5). Thus, the same teach-
ing was applicable to different people living under different covenants for the simple
reason that it was iacluded in more than one covenant. So it was with Jesus' tsaching
in Matt. 19:9 on divorce and remarriage. The author, himself, admits this to be true
when he states: "Jesus teaches that to put away one's mate and marry another except
for the cause of post-nuptial unchastity is a violation of God's moral order established
in the beginning" (p. 15, line 10). Notice the words "God's moral order established in
the beginning." 1If Matt., 19:9 was apart of God's moral ovder from the beginning, then
it was in effect prior to Jesus' reaffirmation of them. They went into effect after
Jesus' death only in the sense that they are to be considered a part of the new cove-
nant as well. But Jesus Himself is making the point that the one grounds for divorce
and remarriage has, in fact, been in effect (and therafore addressed to all men)_f_x_:_qg

the beginning! How dare we then contradict Jesus and say, "No, divorce and remar-

riage on the basis of only one exception has only come into effect at the cross--and
then only for Christians''??? As Bro. Boles wrote, '"Jesus here teaches no new laws; he
simply declares what has always been the law of God."lo

The advocates of the "no non-Christians subject to Christ's law" theory are
quick to respond, '"But the Old Law 'permitted polygamy and divorce'!" May I point
out that this is precisely the same line of "reasoning' posed by the hard-hearted Phari-
ees (Matt, 19:7)? Advocates of false teaching on divorce and remarriage simply can-
not bring themselves to view sin the way God does and accept the fact that so many
will receive condemnation from the mighty Judge! But Jesus didn't have any trouble
doing so! He answered the stubborn Pharisees by pointing out that they and their pre-
decessors possessed nard hearts!! Yet, these teachers today want us to believe that
stubborn, hard-hearted, disobedient souls are not going to be held accountable for their
violation of Christ's law any more than those Pharisees were going to be held account-
able for their violation of God's original marriage law! The fact of the matter is, Je-
sus was saying both they and their predecessors possessed hard hearts that led to a
departure from God's laws. He then pointed diractly at them (not just Christians to-
day) and said, in effect, "Any of you who divorce and remarry on grounds other than
fornication are living in adultery!" In one sweeping statement, Jesus was condemning

His Jewish inquirers for misrepresenting Moses as well as living in violation of Gen.
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2:24 (which, by implication, permitted only one grounds for divorce). Jesus is thus say-
ing that Moses did not command divorce! Nor is the Old Testament to be interpreted
in such a way as to think that Moses or God condoned it! Notice that when Jesus said,
"Moses because of the hardness of your hearts suffered you..." (Matt. 19:3), He was not
suggesting that Moses was giving permission in the sense of placing God's stamp of
approval upon and therefore accepting and forgiving such. Then what is He saying?

He is saying precisely the same thing that Paul said in Acts 14:16 ("Who in times past
suffered all nations to walk in their own ways") and Acts 17:30 ("The times of this ig-
norance God winked at") and Rom. 1:24 ('Wherefore God also gave them up"). What do
these statements mean? Do these passages meaan that God 'condoned," '"forgave," and
"accepted" the course of life selected by those involved? Do they mean that God did
not reckon their actions as sinful since they were merely following "the law written on
the heart'?? Absolutely not!!! To even suggest that God "overlooks" sin in the sense
of condoning and forgiving is to suggest that God has gone against His very nature and

essence! But we know that God cannot dwell with darkness (1 Jn. 1:5). All sin must

be dealt with in His sight. Anything less totally contradicts God's righteous character.
Here we have a key as to what these passages are teaching. Prior to the appearance
of Jesus, God let sin occur in the sense that (1) He did not render immediate punish-
ment in every instance and (2) He had not yet provided the final solution, the ultimate
cure--Christ. Yet, we are encouraged by those who teach falsely regarding divorce
and remarriage to believe that God was completely accepting wickedness and treating
it as if it did not exist on the grounds that there was no law addressed to them except
some mystarious law in their own hearts! Incredible! To think that the Good God of
heaven could conduct Himself so inconsistently and partially--contrary to Peter's own
inspired statement: "Of a truth I perceive that God is no respecter of persons; but in
every nation he that feareth him, and worketh righteousness, is accepted with him"
(Acts 10:34-35). Peter knew that God required all men to obey Him. The righteous-
ness which He expects men to obey is not some nebulus "law written on the heart," but
specific injunctions that delineate what is right and wrong in His sight. When men
drift miles away from that will, God does not "shift" them over to accountability to
some "law written on the heart." Rather, He labels them evil for the very reason that
they have abandoned His laws in exchange for their own hearts' dictates. As the
Psalmist declared: "So I gave them up unto their own hearts' lust; and they walked in
their own counsels" (Ps. 81:12). It's a sad day for the church when some within then

declare that God will only hold such people accountable for how well they followed

tnheir own counsels!!
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But let us suppose for a moment that God did permit those under Moses' Law to
divorce and remarry in violation of His original marriage laws without holding them
accountable, Those who seek to support their false theory would then argue that so it
is today: "when those Jews became Christians, they did not have to dissolve their mar-
riages to suit the dictates of Matt, 19:9--and neither do non-Christians today." But,
once again, the conclusion simply does not follow from the foregoing point. 1f it is
true that a person could enter into a marriage relationship that was non-sinful under
the Jewish covenant, bhut which w’ould be counted sinful under the new covenant, God
would not requirs the cessation of that relationship. Such would be true for the rea-
son that God's laws under one covenant would not be retroactive to those who lived
under a previous covenant. For example, offering burnt sacrifices was right under the
Jewish covenant, but would be wrong today for anyone (in or out of the church) for
the simple reason that men living today are under a different covenant which does not
authorize such an avenue of approach to God. But you see, the dividing line between

what was once right but is now wrong is the cross of Christ! The dividing line for

determining what is right and wroag is not the point at which one enters the church by
becoming a Christian! So in the first century on the marriage question. The point at
which marriages were to be analyzed in light of Matt, 19:9 was the cross of Christ.
Those who contracted marriages prior to the cross in harmony with the dictates of the
divine laws that were addressed to them at that time were permitted to maintain those
marriages after the cross upon entering the church. However, those who contracted a
marriage after the cross of Christ (whether in or out of the church), were obligated to
do so in harmony with Matt, 19:9.

Notice also that there is no person living on the face of the earth today who is
or nas been in a situation comparable to those in the first century. They lived at a
momentous point in time which never existed before nor ever will again. They lived a
portion of their lives under one dispensation (and therefore under one law), but lived
the latter portion of their lives under a different dispensation (and therefore different
law). No one living today is in such a situation. All persons living today have lived
their eatire lives under the gospel dispensation and therefore are subject to Christ's
laws (rather than their own conscience). The following chart serves to illustrate the

. . !
praceding discussion:
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Consider the following parallel. Many individuals were baptized by John the
Immersec prior to the cross. Presumably, these did not have to be rebaptized after the
cross, for John's baptism was God's way of preparing people for the coming kingdom
(Matt, 3:1). His baptism was for the remission of sins (Mark 1:4). However, it would
be utterly ridiculous to draw the conclusion that people who are baptized today as
members of a denomination based upon the dictates of their conscience do not have to
be rebaptized! 1If they were not baptized in harmony with the dictates of the New
Testament, then their baptism is invalid. This was why Paul rebaptized those in Acts
19--not simply because they had received John's baptism—-but because they had re-

ceived John's baptism after the cross.

E. The next item of error pertains to the idea that the Law defined sin for
those who were unable to perceive sin "by that which is manifested to the mind unaid-
ed by special revelation" (p. 7, line 5). Once again, it is assumed that prior to the
Law of Moses, there was no "special revelation' from God. This is false. There may
have been no written revelation, but there was information given by God. Besides, the

Law of Moses was only for Jews and therefore was not God's medium for defining sin



13

for non-Jews,

The use of Mark 4:2812 to illustrate the notion of progressive revelation (p. 17,
line 22) is unfortunate and misleading. Jesus uttered the teaching to describe the pro-
gress of the words of God within the human heart once it is planted there. The verse
has nothing to do with progressive revelation is history.

Notice the misuse of Rom. 1:18-32. After quoting the passage to show that
certain things are evident to humans as being wrong, the author offers the sin of mur-
der as an example (p. 18, line 7).” Two important points are in order. First, Paul did
not say in tnis passage that men somehow perceive from within themselves concepts of

right and wrong! Paul did say the "evident truths" are made evident to them by God

(vs. 19)--not their own heart! These truths were comprehended through what has been
made (vs. 20)--not formulated internally! Secondly, it is most presumptuous to assume
that murder i3 one of these "evident truths," that God had not legislated on murder
prior to Moses, and that Cain just somehow intuitively knew that what he was doing
was wrong without God informing him of such., The fact of the matter is, Cain had to
have received specific legislation against murder or such would not have been wrong
(i.e., sinful--Rom. 4:15). Indeed, Jesus' allusion to the spilled blood of righteous Abel
(Matt, 23:35), John's reference to Cain's evil actions and his relationship with Satan (1
In. 3:12), Jude's allusion to 'the way of Cain" (Jude 11), and the Hebrew writer's
description of Abel's faith (which can only come by hearing words from God--Rom.
10:17)---all of these statements presuppose the existence of divine instructions! When
God asked Cain, "if you do well,.." (Gen. 4:7), He obviously had previously defined for
Cain what "well" is! In addition, law pertaining to murder was given immediately after
the flood (Gen. 9:5). Thus, the sin of murder did not have to await the giving of the
Law of Moses bafore it was "defined" by God. The only way Enoch could "walk with

God" (Gen. 5:22-24) was if God had specified or revealed how to do so!

F. The author repeatedly forgets that unless God provides men with laws, there
can be no sinful acts committed by those men. Thus, men can be "judged guilty of mis—
sing the mark" (p. 20, line 7) only if they have had the "mark" specified. In every per-
iod of time (i.e., prior to Moses, during the Mosaic period, and now during the Chris-
tian age), God has defined for men the specifics of the "mark." Tt is ridiculous to sug-
gest that God would judge men guilty of missing the mark (which He did) without ever

even giving them the target! Today, when men "miss the mark,"” they do so by viola-
ting revelation from Christ-—-not some "self-evident truths known from the beginning"

(p. 21, line 4). We've already shown there's no such thing. All divine truths are
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externally evident through either of two sources: special revelation (i.e., written or
spoken information from God) or general revelation (i.e., evidence from the created uni-
verse). There's simply no such thing in the Bible as self-evident, instinctive laws origi-
nated within one's heart.

So the chart which purports to illustrate "the history of sin from the beginning
of time to Sinai" (p. 22) is erroneous. Laws were in the world, sin was imputed, adul-
tery, polygamy, divorce, and concgbinage were all regulated by specific recorded reve-
lation from God (Gen. 1:27; 2:24)!! Rom. 7:1-3 is an allusion to God's original marriage
law and further confirms that men were not free to formulate their own definition of

adultery, but were accountable for God's definition.

Conclusion

The first chapter of the manuscript under discussion simply provides no support
for the false theory that maintains that Matt, 19:9 does not apply to non-Christians.
It does no good to run to Romans in hopes of drawing some analogy between the condi-
tions that prevailed prior to the cross or prior to Moses and conditions that prevail
today. We, and all others living today, live subsequent to the cross of Christ. We are,
therefore, all accountable to those laws which have been given "in these last days"
(Heb. 1:2), |
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II. Accountability For What The Law Says

A. The author proceeds to build upon unproven, assumed, fallacious tenets. He
makes the statement, "nor have those who violated those intentions been reckoned sin-
ners ia all cases" (p. 24, line 14) and notes those Jews who questioned Jesus in Matt.
19:9.  As has already been shown in the last chapter, Rom. 5:13 is not saying that God
had no laws for the Gentiles. Nor is it saying that men violated God's laws-~but were
aot reckoned sinners for doing so! It is equally false to suggest that Matt. 19:9 was
not binding on anybody before Christ's death. It did come into effect at the cross as

part of the new testament, but Jesus Himself declared that the same regulations were

in effect {and therefore binding) "from the beginning" (Matt. 19:4,8). Notice the self-
contradictory reasoning apparent: "Matt. 19:9 was not binding before the cross; viola-
tions of it before the cross were not reckoned." If Matt. 19:9 was not binding before
the cross, how could there be violations of it? Further, if Matt. 19:9 and Gen. 2:24
were not binding on any prior to the cross or were not reckoned, why in the world did
Jesus answer the Pharisees' question by alluding to this material?! When they asked if
they could divorce for any reason, Jesus should not have directed their attention to
Gen. 2 if they were not amenable to it. He should have directed them to the Law of
Moses (which was where they wanted to go--along with the author). He should have at
least explained that though God had original intentions of strict marriage laws, they
were not binding upon them since they lived prior to the cross! Instead, Jesus 'left
them hanging" by pointing back to Gen. 2:24 and leaving the impression that such was

the appropriate answer to their question and that they were going to be held accounta-

ble for such! How different from the shiftings of the author who seeks to soften the
force of God's laws prior to the cross!

Again the author contradicts himself by first stating that violation of Matt.
19:9 constituted "violation of God's moral order established in the beginning” (p. 16,
line 12), but then turns right around and states that "previous to Sinai, there was no
recorded law expressing God's will in this matt=r" and '"no law had been given" (p. 25,
line 27 & 29). Notice also that all of this meandering is throwing dust in the air to
cloud the issue. The real issue is: Is Matt, 19:9 binding after the cross of Christ?
This is the issue. We need not spend any time attempting to ascertain to what extent
any before the cross were accountable for which laws. Since Matt, 19:9 is binding
during the Christian age, it is applicable to all people.

Still another contradiction is seen when the author states, "no law had been
given,'" but immediately says, "He regulated that which man...had relaxed in practice"

16
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(p. 25, lines 29-30). If no law had been given, what was there to 'relax"? "Regula-

ting" and 'relaxing' are words that imply standards, i.e., laws from God!

B. The author continues to assert without proof that "there was no recorded
law concerning divorce'" (p. 26, line 1). But, as shown previously, Gen. 1:27 and 2:24
were guidelines which Adam received from God. These guidelines, by their very na-
ture, exclude divorce, adultery, polygamy, and homosexuality. The author, himself,
admits this (p. 24, lines 5-8). If there was no law on divorce, were there also no laws
on stealing, homosexuality, lying, drunkenness, etc.? Who can believe that God made
man, placed him in the garden with every physical need supplied, and then ignored
man's spiritual needs (which are totally dependent upoan words from God)--leaving man
to flail about and come up with his own laws?? Cf., Gen. 26:5.

The author asserts that the only law against adultery was that which was
"recognized"” (p. 26, line 2). The author is seeking to imply once again that men came
up with their own definition of adultery on the basis of some mysterious, intuitive,
self-originated law formulated within their own human hearts! Nonsease! God made
plain what "adultery" was and did not leave it up to humans to come up with their own
definition. Man's departure from God's strict moral order evoked the flood, the de-
struction of Sodom and Gomorrah, and God's reckoned displeasure upon all others who

slumped to the dictates of tneir own hearts!

C. When the author states: "Two truths are now obvious" (p. 26, line 14), he
leaves the impression that the preceding 25 pages have somehow logically led to the
recognition of the two truths. In reality, while the two truths are apparent, they do
not follow from what was written before. We have no trouble recognizing that "God's
laws are binding only upon those to whom they are given'" (p. 26, line 14). The Gen-
tiles were not subject to the Law of iMoses, for the simple reason that the Law of
Moses was addressed to the Jews. No problem. But the author is subtly seeking to
drive us to a completely unwarranted conclusion, i.e., that therefore non-Christians are
not subject to the law of Christ! Such a conclusion simply does not follow. For the
law of Christ is not addressed to a single racial grouping, as was the Law of Moses.
The law of Christ is addressed to all men (Mk. 16:15). The author apparently believes
that if he can focus our attention long enough on the matter of the Jew and Gentile
prior to tne cross, that we will somehow accept the totally unproven, unwarranted con-
clusion which he would have us to draw regarding the Christian and non-Christian after

the cross!
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We, likewise, have no trouble acknowledging the second truth, i.e., that "God's
laws are not retroactive' (p. 26, line 15). Obviously, Moses will not be held accounta-
ble at the end of time for failing to observe the Lord's Supper, for the simple reason
that the law requiring people to partake of the Lord's Supper every first day of the

week was not given to man until after the cross. No problem. Yet, again, we are be-

ing prodded into accepting an erroneous conclusion, i.e., that non-Christians are not
neld accountable for their violations of Christ's laws until they become Christians!
The fact that Christ's law went ir{to effect at the cross for all people means that non-
Christians living today will be held accountable for their failure to conform to its
stipulations. God's laws, therefore, are not retroactive to previous dispensations of
time when other laws were in force. However, God's laws do apply to people today--
even when they do not decide to bring their lives into conformity with them or have no
knowledge of them (2 Thess. 1:8).

D. Then the author argues that Paul's remarks to the Athenians in Acts 17
“charged them with no sin with which they could not have been charged before either
the Law or the gospel was inaugurated" (p. 27, line 19). Though the author appears
relunctant to come right out and say so, he would like us to presume that the Atheni-
ans were therefore not accountable for any violations of Christ's laws., Apparently,
the author would not be happy unless Paul stood up and stated explicitly the laws of
Christ which the Athenians were violating. Apparently, the author is content to base
his case upon silence! Our denominational friends have long been experts at such "ar-
gumentation.” For example, they allude to Mk. 16:16--""He that believeth not shall be
damned'~-and maintain, "Now, Jesus didn't say people would be held accountable for
failing to be baptized." Likewise, the false theorists say, "Paul didn't say the Atheni-
ans were guilty of failing to keep Christ's laws.'" Never mind the fact that if the indi-
vidual refuses to believe, he will certainly not be interested in being baptized--nor eli-
gible to do so (Jn. 3:18). Yet how abjectly fallacious to then conclude——"therefore the
unbeliever is not amenable to Christ's law on baptism'! There's little point in impres—
sing upon the unbeliever the reality of amenability to baptism--until the unbeliever be-
lieves. Likewise, Paul dealt with the polytheistic Athenians quite the way we would
expect when he urged upon them the theist position (Acts 17:24) and charged them
with adherence to idolatry (Acts 17:29-30). For until he convinced them of these pre—
liminary facts, he would be speaking into the air if he went on to convince them of
other aspects of the law of Christ to which they were amenable (including baptism)! It

remains patently false to draw the conclusion that simply because individuals are not
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eligible or prepared to act upon certain matters, that they are not obligated to do so.1

E. It does no good to spend considerable space documenting the fact that men
throughout history have generally failed to take advantage of the revelation (whether
special or general) available to them (pp. 29-33). Such is certainly true. But it does
not follow that those people are not accountable to that revelation or that they were
without revelation. The author still has not and cannot prove such conclusions.

When the author concedes that once Mosaic law was given, the Gentile "was
bound by the same moral principles which bound him from the beginning" (p. 34, line 3),
he then contradicts himself by denying that the Gentile had been given divine revela-
tion that defined divorce and polygamy. We have already noted that the author, him-
self, previously admitted (p. 24, lines 6-8) the fact that Gen. 2:24 was (and is) a law
which, by its very nature, pronibited divorce and polygamy.

It is false to suggest that men just sort of came to a consensus that "adultery
was recognized as having sexual intercourse with a woman married to another man' (p.
34, line 4). Nonsense. God originally specified what constituted adultecy. Men pro-
ceeded to depart from that specification in practice and in their own definitions and
perceptions of what constituted adultery. In so doing, they sinned agaiast God's law
and brought themselves under God's disfavor. God then deals with them on the basis
of His law rather than on the basis of their own definitions. Even now, one could go
to a hundred different locales, in and out of America, polling peoples to ascertain what
they define or recognize as adultery, and receive a hundred different definitions. How
ridiculous to then believe those to be the definitions to which those peoples will be
held accountable! What a low view of our God to imply that He is so partial and so
incapable of giving one holy standard of morality!

Besides, what if a non-Christian divorces and remarries in violation of "his own
conscience' and so commits "adultery" as defined in his culture? When he comes to
the waters of baptism, the author could not argue that the man could maintain his mar-
riage on the grounds that he is not subject to Matt. 19:9, but only the '"law written on
the heart," for he violated his conscience in contracting the marriage! The false theo-
rists are never concerned about this! But to be consistent with their doctrine, they
must ascertain whether every non-Christian, whom they teach and prepare to immerse,
was divorced and remarried in harmony with the so-called "law of conscience.” If the
individual violated the 'law of conscience" and thus committed "adultery" in his own
eyes as 'recognized" by his own society, he would have to end the marriage before he

could then become amenable to a different covenant!
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F. The discussion of Herod (pp. 34-37) is superfluous to the establishment of
the author's theory. However, some comment is in order. If Herod was reckoned a
Jew, then he was subject to the Law of Moses. If not a Jew, he was subject to those
laws to which God would hold all Gentiles accountable. Cornelius, on the other hand,
was subject to the law of Christ--once the law of Christ came into effect.

[t is true that the Mosaic Law was addressed only to Jews, but it does not fol-
low that the Gentiles were 'left to themselves" (p. 36, line 14). We've already shown
that, though the Gentiles did not‘ have the written Law of Moses, they nevertheless
had divine laws addressed to them. They were "accountable for abandoning the know-
ledge of God" (p. 35, line 16), and this included the abandonment of specific stipula-
tions originally given by God. The tacit admission that the Gentiles sank "deeper and
deeper into sin' (p. 36, line 17) confirms that the Gentiles were accountable to laws
from God, the violation of which constituted "sin." The allusion to Rom. 2:12 (p. 37,

lines 6-8) will receive consideration later in this paper.

Conclusion

The author is no closer to proving his case--that non-Christians are not subject
to tne law of Christ. It is not enough to quote Rom. 3:19 and note that people are
accountable only to those laws which are addressed to them. One must prove that the
law of Christ is addressed only to Christians and not to non-Christians. This the au-

thor has not done, does not do in the rest of his manuscript, and cannot do.
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1 Perhaps the following illustration will help make the point: The alcoholic is in
no position to live a life of sobriety until he (1) recognizes and is convinced of the
evils of alcohol; (2) decides to cease his own use of alcohol; (3) proceeds to abstain; (4)
takes appropriate measures to 'dry out;" and (5) with time, accomplishes this "drying
out.” Only then is the individual.in a position to comply with the stipulation--'live a
life of sobriety.” Should a speaker confront him while he is yet in a drunken condition
and proceed to expound to him the evils of alconol (point 1 above), we would not fault
the speaker for failing to expound the specific measures involved in "drying out™ (point
4 above). Nor would we suggest that the alcoholic is not subject to point 4 if sobriety
is to be accomplished. Likewise, Paul's emphasis upon the sinfulness of idolatry in no
way implies that the Athenians were not amenable to and guilty of violating other as-
pects of the law of Christ which Paul did not explicitly mention.
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IlI. The Relationship Between The Covenants

A. Once again, the author sets forth a false line of reasoning when he suggests
Jesus "was setting His own teachings in opposition to the Law of Moses' (p. 39, line 1),
The author would have us to believe that Jesus opposed God's laws given through
Moses with His own teachings! This was the same false notion which the Jews of Je-
sus' day possessed. But Jesus pointed out that He came to fulfill (i.e., complete) the
Law--not oppose it (Matt, 5:17)! The author seeks to lead us to believe that Jesus dis-
paraged the Law of Moses. But Paul said the Law was "holy, and just, and good"
(Rom. 7:12). Whom should we believe--Jesus and Paul--or the author? Negative views
of the Old Law arise from within those who possess an incorrect perspective concern—
ing the Law's function (cf., Rom. 7:7,12,14; Gal. 3:21).

The fact of the matter is, Jesus could not have been contrasting the Old with
the New. Notice the context. In Matt, 5:17-18, Jesus reaffirms His positive relation-
ship to the Old Law. He then denounces those who break the Old Testament laws and
teach others to do likewise (5:19). Who would do such a thing? Obviously, the scribes

and Pharisees! How would they do such? By distorting and misinterpreting the Old

Law. This is the very thing of which Jesus repeatedly accused them (e.g., Matt,
15:3,6; 12:7,12)., Thus Jesus prefaces His remarks on the Law of Moses by declaring
that the peoples' righteousness must exceed the righteousness of the scribes and Phari-
sees, i.e., they must interpret the Old Law properly and act in harmony with it. Next,
Jesus proceeds to delineate the divine intentions underlying Mosaic stipulations., He
depicts the original spirit of the laws of Moses.

His first allusion to Old Testament legislation is to one of the Ten Command-
ments: "Thou shalt not kill.! The Jews apparently came to the point to where they
felt justifiable when they held resentment and anger in their heart toward another as
long as they did not outwardly act on the anger to the extent of murdering. Would the
author really like us to believe that Mosaic Law forbade murder—-but permitted mur-
derous anger to be harbored within the heart?! It just so happeas that the Old Testa-
ment repeatedly condemned feelings of anger and hatred (Lev. 19:17; Prov. 24:17-18,29;
25:21-22). Thus in Matt, 5:22-26, Jesus is elaborating, sermonizing upon, and showing
the proper application of the original law pertaining to murder.

The second Mosaic injunction is also one of the Ten Commandments. Jesus
says, in effect, "You've understood the Old Law to forbid merely the outward act of
adultery. But I'm telling you that the original law was designed to discourage lust and
divorce--items which go hand in hand with adultery." Jesus then argues that when men
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lust in their hearts after a woman, they're committing adultery--the very thing which
the Law condemned. A person would do well to completely amputate the member of
his body that facilitates such evil (5:29-30). And when the Jews chose to misconstrue
Deut. 24 to mean they could divorce their wives for any reason, they were further vio-
lating the commandment by causing their wife to go to another man and commit adul-
tery. Thus Jesus is not setting the Law of Moses ("don't commit adultery') "in opposi-
tion to" His own teaching ("don't lust after a woman"). The Old Law, itself, explicitly
forbade lusting after femalzss (Ex. ﬁ20:17; Prov. 5; 6:25; 7:25). So Jesus is showing that

the original law forbidding adultery, by implication, forbade anything that would lead

or contribute to adultery.

Space considerations pre\)ent us from examining in detail the remainder of the -
Mosaic laws to which Jesus refers in Matt, 5. Suffice it to say that Jesus was setting
the Jews of His day straight on each of the Mosaic regulations to which He referred by
asserting what the law originally intended, while exposing precisely how far His fellow
Jews had strayed from God's thoughts, Oaths (5:33) and penalties (5:38) were designed
to elicit truthful commitment and just retribution. The Old Testament passages dealing
with oaths (Lev. 19:12; Numb. 30:2; Deut. 23:21-23) were calling for honesty and truth-
—--not particularly swearing. The passages dealing with penalties (Ex. 21:24; Lev. 24:20;
Deut. 19:21) were prescribing just penalty for crimes against other, and thus were re—
straining measures designed to set limits on punishment while demonstrating God's view
of sin and wrong. Hatred of enemies (3:43) was forbidden in the Old Testament (Ex.
23:4-5). God was just as concerned with the "wellsprings" of the heart in the Old Tes-
tament (Prov. 4:23; 6:18) as in the New, and just as concerned about the outward ac-
tion in both. Jesus was telling those Jews who stood before Him that those who were
guilty of lust, anger, divorce for the wrong reasons, etc., would be held guilty and ac-

countable on the basis of the Old Testament.

B. We should immediately hold suspect the individual who seeks to raise ques-
tions and provide their own answers on matters when the Bible does not even raise the
question. It is very subtle and misleading to innocently suggest that 'the question
'Who is in the new covenant?' must be answered," when the Scriptures simply do not
seek to impress upon us such a line of reasoning! Who's idea is it that such a question
"must be answered"? Obviously, the author's! But such is not a biblical must! In fact,
the new testament simply does not raise this question the way the author seeks to
raise it! No where do we find in Scripture the context which seeks to focus upon the

question "who is in the covenant"! To cite Gal. 4:24-26 (p. 39, line 22ff) in order to
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leave the impression that Paul is trying to explain "who is in the covenant" is to "han-
dle the word of God deceitfully" (2 Cor. 4:2)! Paul tells us point blank what he is
driving at when he uses the allegory of Hagar and Sarah. He says he is correcting
those who wish to continue to be governed by the Old Law (Gal. 4:21) after it has
been abolished. In fact, contextually, Gal. 3-5 is driving at the notion that now that
the Christian era has begun, individuals are not to relapse into a previous dispensation
and seek justification upon the basis of an obsolete set of regulations (5:4). This ques—
tion is certainly a far cry from tfe question "who is in the new covenant?' Paul is
not discussing the question of to whom the new covenant is addressed! He's attempting
to get the Galatians to see that they are all accountable to God's laws today and
should not revert to a previous dispensation. Thus it would be far more honest with
the text to make the point that Paul is enjoining the new covenant upon all people
today, than the point that the new covenant is addressed only to Christians! But,
again, to be straight with the context, this mattar is not even under consideration!

The real issue that the author needs to deal with is not ''who is in the new cov-
enant?"--but, "to whom is the new covenant addressed?"' The author needs to search
the scriptures for the solution to the question, ''who is obligated to be obedient to the
new covenant?" _”1_‘_131_5 is the real issue! Inst=ad, however, the author and those like
him, seek to divert attention to a non-biblical question and bark up the wrong tree!
They seek to force us to focus upon a question which they have vaised in order to ac-
cept their conclusions, while ignoring the fact that we should concentrate our efforts
only upon questions which the biblical text raises and draw only those conclusions that
are warranted by those biblical questions.

The Bible does draw certain parallels between the old covenant and the new
covenant. However, the Bible does not draw the parallsl which the author seeks to
portray! He writes, 'the old covenant spoke only to those who were members of the
nation created by that covenant" (p. 39, line 19). Fine. This is a biblical point. But
the author then 'goes beyond what is written" (1 Cor. 4:5) and argues that the new
covenant cannot address itself to any who have not received its teachings and 'come
into the covenant"! But the Bible simply does not launch into this fallacious argumen-—
tation! The author is making a "leap" and drawing a conclusion that the scriptures
simply do not warrant nor support!

The author labors at length to build his unfounded suppositions upon the details
surrounding the inauguration of the old covenant (pp. 40ff). He maintains that the
Jews were not subject to the Mosaic covenant until they agreed to accept it and

place themselves under its jurisdiction. He then proceeds to maintain that such is the



25

case today, i.e., non-Christians do not become subject to the new testament until they
agree to place themselves under its jurisdiction by becoming a Christian. Sounds real
sensible, doesn't it! Never mind the fact that the new testament no where asserts this
conclusion! Never mind the fact that the new testament does not provide us with this
parallel between the old and new covenants!

Ia reality, the very way in which the two covenants would have to parallel each
other in order for the author's ccznjurings to be accurate, the Bible makes clear they
do not so parallal each other! In the first place, the original Jews who were present
when the Mosaic covenant was given were given opportunity to voice their approval
and deterinination to obey the covenant regulations. However, from that point for—
ward, no other Jews were given such an opportunity. All Jews who were subsequently
born into the world were obligated to conform to the old covenant--whether they
wanted to or not and even before they reached the age of accountability. If you were
born a physical Jew, you were automatically obligated and subject to Mosaic legisla-
tion--whether you affirmed your "willingness to accept"” (p. 40, line 27) the covenant or
not. Likewise, Mosaic legislation was addressed only to physical Jews. Today, howev-
er, all men (whether Jew or non-Jew) are subject to the new testament, whether they
want to be or not. All people will be held accountable for failure to conform their
lives to the stipulations of the law of Christ.

It is simply incorctect to liken the new covenant to the old covenant regarding
to whom the covenant is addressed. The new testament differs from the old in the
very fact that the new testament is addressed to all men, where the old testament
never was! This is precisely why we never find God commanding in the old testament,
"Go ye iato all the world and preach the Law of Moses to every creature." The Law
of Moses was not a universal law nocr was its function to bring the world into a right
relationship with God. But these are precisely the areas in which the new testament
differ with the old. God did say, "Go ye into all the world and preach the gospel (i.e.,
new testament) to every creature" (Mark 15:15). The new testament is designed by its
very nature and function to be a universal law to bring all people into a right relation-
ship with God. It is erroneous thinking to liken the church and the new covenant to,
say, the Lion's Club, and then ''reason'" that "only those who agree to join the Lion's
Club become amenable to its regulations." All of humanity is not under obligation to
join the Lion's Club! HNor are the Lion's Club regulations designed to be proclaimed to
every creature! But the new testament is obligatory upon all the world and to be pro-

claimed to every creature!
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C. Much space could be spent clarifying the author's disregard of the place of
the heart under the old testament economy. It is a misunderstanding of the old testa-
ment to suggest that obedience from the heart was ''not essential to the covenant rela-

tionship" (p. 41, line 26). God required obedience from the heart as an esseatial ingre-

dient to the covenant relationship (cf., Deut. 6:5—6V; 4:9; Joel 2:12-13). Jer. 31 is not
contrasting stony, external, superficial law keeping with heartfelt lawkeeping and say-
ing the former was acceptable for that day, but it will someday be different. God
wanted and even demanded heart obedience then too. Jer. 31 is contrasting the artifi-
cial mode of entrance under the Old Law (i.e., racial, physical birth) with the mode of
entrance under the New (i.e., spiritual birth). In Heb. 8, the passage is used to show

the superiority of this new law--not in terms of its greater demands for personal heart

involvement—--but in terms of the 'better promises" on which it was enacted. In other
words, the new law is designed for all men as the ouly approach to God in order to
accrue salvation. On the other hand, the Old Law never had as its purpose to provide
salvation (Rom. 3:11,20,28; 8:3, Gal. 2:16). Otherwise, God failed! You have God try—-
ing to save men through the Old Law, but failing and trying again with a second law!

Actually, the Old Law was great for what it was designed to do (Rom. 7:12; 1 Tim.
1:8-11). But men misused, misinterpreted, and violated the Law, and it is these mis—~
conceptions that the Pauline corpus so often attacks.

But the real flaw in the author's framework is seen in his statement, ''the same
basic steps are followed when God establishes His covenant with individuals as was fol-
lowed when He established it with Israel" (p. 43, line 8). The author, again, is guilty
of drawing a parallel where none exists and following a course of thinking that the

Bible simply does not follow. God does not "establish His covenant" with individuals

today! The Bible affirms that God established His covenant one time, once for all (i.e.,
everybody), at one dramatic moment in time (Heb. 8:56; 10:9). Jesus' blood was shed
one time in order to usher in the new covenant for all people (Heb. 9:20,25-26; 10:10).
[t is unbiblical thinking to reason that God establishes His covenant today over and
over again everytime an individual obeys the gospel. Rather, it is at the point of con-
version that the individual has the blood of the covenant applied to his own personal
sins. But once the new testament was placed into effect at the cross of Christ, all
individuals who live subsequent become amenable to that testament and guilty of fail-
ing to live up to the terms contained therein. How ridiculous to suggest that when
non-Christians fail to comply with the terms of the new testament that they remain
exempt from obligation to obey the stipulations of that testament! It is diverting at-

tention to argue that the individual does not receive Christ's blood until he obeys the
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gospel. For the issue is whether or not the individual is obligated by God to be
cleansed of violations of the new testament as a non-Christian. Certainly, there is a
"connection between the blood and baptism'" (p. 45, line 5), but the ratification of the

new covenant by the blood of Christ does not occur at baptism! It occurred at the

cross (Heb. 9:12,25-26,28)! Thus when one accepts the "'proposal’ (p. 45, line 17) of the
gospel, "he then becomes a citizen of the kingdom" (p. 45, line 18)--but it does not
follow that he then becomes "amenable to the stipulations of the covenant” (p. 45, line
18-19)! This is precisely the "conélusion" that the author has been prodding us to draw
but which simply does not follow from what has preceded. It is untrue that non-Chris—
tians are in "exactly the same state the Gentile world was in before the blood of the
covenant was shed'" (p. 45, line 20). As we have already shown, prior to the cross, the
Gentiles did not have the written Law of Moses, but did have specific laws from God
to which they were amenable. However, now, neither the Jews nor the Gentiles are
under tnose laws which they were under prior to the cross. Now, all people have one
and only one written law from God. It is this law that must be preached all over the
world to every single iadividual. They are lost, not because "one need not be under
any covenant to be lost" (p. 45, line 23), but because they have violated laws from God
(1 Jn. 3:4). There's no passage that argues that non-Christians are lost simply because
they've 'not come into the covenant'"! But there are numerous passages that state
non-Christians are lost (and will thus be judged) because they have violated God's laws
contained in the New Testament:

1. In Col. 3:5-7, Paul notes that Christians should cease sin (e.g., fornication,
etc.). The sins listed are obviously violations of Christ's law, since it is Christians
upon whom Paul is urging a cessation of such practices. Yet he then declares that it
is these sins that will evoke God's wrath. He notes that these Christians did these
things before they were Christians as well. Thus the passage teaches that God's wrath

will be executed against Christian and non-Christian alike for violations of the same

laws;

2. The same point is clear from Eph. 5:3-8;

3. According to Eph. 4:5, there is '"one faith, This means that there is one
religion and one body of doctrine to which all are amenable;

4. In 1 Pet., 4:3-6, Peter mentions several sins which his readers were once in-
volved in, including drunkenness and idolatry (which violate few people's consciences).
He notes that the pagans can't understand why Christians do not plunge into the same
evil activities--which suggests they practice these evil things in full accord with their

own hearts. Peter then says they'll have to give account for their ways and that this
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constitutes reason for the preaching of the gospel. In other words, God will _Judge non-
Christians on the basis of the gospel and their evil practices which are out of harmony
with that gospel;

5. Jesus said man (i.e., mankind--Christians and non-Christian) must live by
every word that proceeds from God's mouth (Matt, 4:4)--not their own hearts;

5. Jesus said those who will experience the second death are those who are
involved in the same evil practices (Rev. 21:8)--obviously whether Christian or non-
Christian.

7. In 1 Tim. 1:8-11, Paul shows that laws are made for lawbreakers. Law-
breakers, by definition, are those who do things in violation of 'sound doctrine," i.e.,
"the glorious gospel." Obviously, this includes both Christians and non-Christians, but
especially, in the context, non-Christians!

These are just a few of the many passages that speak of the new testament
period in which Christian and non-Christian alike are guilty of the same sins on the

basis of amenability to the same law.

D. Once again the author goes to Lard in an effort to substantiate his false
line of reasoning, making a great deal out of Lard's omission of the article before the
word "law'" in Rom. 2:12-16. However, once again, the author misuses and misrepre-
sents Lard. Immediately after quoting Lard's remarks, the author states, "Paul teaches
that the Gentile world was without law. Uninspired men say that they lived under the
law of patriarchy" (p. 47, line 8). The author seeks to lead us to the false conclusion
that both Paul and Lard agreed with the author that the Gentiles had no law-—period.
But the author needs to grease his conjurings with a little more Lard! Here's what
Lard believed Rom. 2 taught:

"But how could the Gentiles sin without law? Without law in some form they
could not. But the Gentiles had the truth, at least a measure of it. This Paul
has already told us; and in the truth they had law. It was in disobeying this
truth that they sianed. They had no direct revelation from God, as had the
Jews. Tt was not, therefore, by violating such revelation that they sinned. The
law they had was ia the form of tradition. But in breaking it, they as effectual-
ly sinned as if it hadl been an immediate revelation. It was not the less binding
because of its form."

Bro. Lard did not believe that the Gentile world was without law-—and neither did

Paul! They had laws from God--though not direct and written like the Jews. Lard

proceeded to note, as quoted earlier, that the Gentiles did have '"conditions of salva-
tion" made known to them. Commenting on Rom. 2:14, Lard reconfirms what he cor-

rectly understands Paul to mean by '"nations who have not law': '"Not law does not
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. . . 2 .
mean absolutely no law, as the immediate sequel shows, but no written law."”™ Again,
Lard says, "'By nature' means nature without a written law, and not necessarily nature

3 It is this latter conclusion that the author is

wholly unenlightened by divine truth."
having problems with. He wants us to believe that Gentiles were wholly unenlightened
by divine truth and are therefore accountable only for their own personal perceptions
of right and wrong. Then he can further argue that such is the case today, i.e., that
non-Christians are accountable only for their own personal perceptions of right and
wrong--the so-called 'law of conscience" (p. 67, line 9). We've already shown that
aven Bro. Lard referred to such anonsease as "a very hazardous assumption."ﬁ The fact
that Gentiles were without written law--like the Jews--simply does not mean that they
were without divine guidance ia any form and therefore subject to their own con-
sciences! As Bro. Lard wrote:

"They are law to themselves in so far only as they have a correct knowledge of
duty. When, in other words, their knowledge of duty corresponds with the re
quirements of the law, they are then, and to that extent, a law to themselves."

Having refuted the notions (1) that the Gentiles had no law and (2) no accountability
for laws from God, we must add once again that it is just as false to leap to an equal-
ly unproven conclusion--that non-Christians are in the same boat as the Gentiles prior
to Moses, The Jew-Gentile dichotomy no longer exists. Both are now under the same
rule of Christ. Christ has all authority (Matt, 28:18) and is XKing over all kings (1 Tim.
6:15; Rev. 17:14). Therefore, He i3 over all and all persons on the face of the earth
are subject to His universal will in the New Testament (cf., Lk. 24:47; Acts 15:56-9;
17:30-31). The Bible simply does not make the analogy between pre—cross conditions
and post-cross conditions that the author seeks to make. In fact, the emphasis in the
New Testament is that we live in a dispensation unlike any other. Whereas in the past,
God spoke to people in various ways, He now has one universal law through Christ
(Heb, 1:1-2).

£. The author spends a great deal of space destroying a "straw man," i.e.,
"that the Gentile world became amenable to the new covenant when the gospel was
preached to Cornelius" (p. 46, line 10). He discusses this notion on pp. 45-54, quoting
at length from R. L. Whiteside. One point worthy of notice is Whiteside's statement
concerning Rom. 2:14, i.e., "it seems to me that this means that they had no revealed
law, and therefore had to depend on such laws as they themselves made for their own
guidance" (p. 50, line 20). This is the same false conclusion that the author has at-

tempted to push. Again, we point out that while the Gentiles may not have had
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written law from God, it does not follow that Gentiles "had no revealed law." And it
certainly does not follow that they simply depended on laws that they made up them-
selves!  The author's whole case collapses on this one point! 1t is Ffurther worthy of
notice that Whiteside and the author, in stating that men depended on laws which they
formulated for themselves, are in perfect agreement with the sad state of affairs de-
picted in the book of Judges when "every man did that which was right in his own
eyes" (Jud. 21:25). This was the ""Dark Ages'" of Jewish history and an approach to life
that is considered by God to be éli_l_. Yet the author would have us to belisve that,

not only are non-Christians free to pursue what is right in their own eyes, GOD SET IT

UP that way!! Accocding to the author, God is rasponsible for setting up existence in
such a way that men are left to themselves and permitted to set up their own stand-
ards of morality—-and God permits it, yea, endorses it! This is exactly what Hitler did.
He completely revolutionized German existence, creating a new order, This societal
structure included the extermination of all non-Aryan ethnic groups. Thus Jews were
to be ruthlessly eliminated, treatad like rats. According to the author's doctrine, they
were "a law unto themselves' and therefore endorsed by God when they merely lived
up to their self-created laws!

The author falsely argues that Cornelius was not subject to the law of Christ
(p. 48, line 14). We must take into consideration the unique situation the people were
in during the first century. They were subject to laws prior to the cross. But once
Jesus died, they became subject to the law of Christ. 1f Cornelins possessed obedient
faith in regard to divine instructions addressed to him prior to the cross, he was in a
right relationship with God at the time. However, once Jesus died, it became impera-
tive that he submit to the regulations of the new covenant. This was precisely why
Peter was told to go preach to him, He was now subject to the law of Christ and ac-
countable for obedience to its regulations. Thus he was unsaved and needed to hear
words (i.e., new testament laws) that would save him (Acts 11:14). The author gets no
support for his theory by trying to cloud the issue by suggesting that the body of
Christ was set up because men were already lost. This implies that men could not be
in a rignt relationship with God prior to the cross and the establishment of the church.
But such is simply not true. Abraham (Rom. 4:3), Zechariah (Lk. 1:5), and a host of
other individuals were righteous, justified, and saved prior to the cross. Those who
were lost were lost on the basis of failure to live faithfully under the laws addressed

to tnem. So it is today. Men are lost for failing to live in harmony with the law of

Christ.

Also in this same section, it is noteworthy that the author quotes Lev. 20:23 (p.
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54, line 2).6 This is certainly an unlikly verse for the author to quote, for if the Gen-
tiles were subject merely to their own consciences, and if God had not provided them
with any divine guidance concerning what He defined as evil, then the author has God
guilty of "abhorring" people for doing things which God never revealed to them as ab-
horrent! How misrepresentative of the God of heaven!

The author again quotes Acts 14:15-17 in a vain effort to build his case for
non-Christians today. Yet, the passage is obviously'speaking of the condition of the
Gentiles anterior to the cross. Paul declares that prior to the cross, Gentiles went
their own ways, meaning that inspite of any divine instruction available to them, they
went their own way, in the same sense that a child often goes his own way. You may
tell your child to abstain from alcohol, but he goes off and imbibes anyway, and you
let him go his own way. That does not mean he had not been given any idea that his
course of action would be wrong. Nor does it mean he will not be held accountable for
his erroc. God permitted the nations to go their own way only in the sense that He
had not yet provided the ultimate antidote to their (and Israel's) sin. This came with
Christ and the new law. Once the new law was established at the cross of Christ, God
nolds all men accountable for that revealed will and so commands all men everywhere

to repent (Acts 17:30)!

F.  Another "straw man" is kicked when the author opposes those who say "if
men outside the covenant are not amenable to the covenant, then they cannot sin" (p.
55, line 3). This is a misrepresentation of the truth. In the first place, the language
i3 unbiblical. The Bible does not speak in jargon that alludes to men being "outside" or
"inside the covenant". The Bible does speak of men being "in Christ" or "in the body."
But, using the author's terminology, it is more accurate to say that "if men outside the
covenant are not amenable to the covenant, then they cannot violate the stipulations
of the covenant." But the Bible does affirm that all people will be held accountable
for and judged by the laws of Christ (e.g., Matt, 4:4; Jn. 12:48; Rom. 14:11-12).

Yet the author continues to "throw dirt in the air'" in hopes of clouding the is-
sue by insisting that "those in Acts Two could not possibly be charged with violating
the new covenant” (p. 56, line 2). We've already noted that the author is being less
than honorable when he ignores the fact that those in the first century were in a
unique situation that we are not in today, i.e., having lived their lives overlapping two
different time periods. Likewise, the author is ignoring the fact that the Hebrew writ-
er makes clear that the new covenant, i.e., Christ's laws, gl_l_d_ come into effect at the

cross and therefore became binding upon all men at that point. The Jews in Acts 2
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were neld accountable for those things in their lives that were out of harmony with
Christ's laws--once Christ's laws came into effect (Heb., 10:9). Jesus, Himself, told His
apostles to teach people to obey everything He commanded (Matt. 28:20). Yet, the
author would have us to believe that the apostles violated that command of Christ and
told those in Acts 2 to merely repent of violations of laws other than what Jesus com-
manded! The author would have us to believe that Jews could stand in the presence of
the apostles on Pentecost, involved in sexual sins as defined by both the Old Law and
the New, with no word from the a%vostles regarding their need to repent of those sins!

If there were any polygamists present on Pentecost, the author would have us to be-
lieve that since the Old Law permitted such, they could remain polygamists once they
became Christians--since they could not be charged with violations of the new cove-
nant! But the author does not want to accept this conclusion. He only wishes to make

it possible for adulterers to be accepted into the church--not polygamists.

G. Another false statement is made concerning the Corinthian Christians: "if

that were true, then they were not lost until the new covenant was inaugurated" (p.
57, line 7). Such does not follow since they could be lost prior to the cross for viola-
tions of the laws which God had given to Gentiles. But once the new covenant was
placed into effect, their lives began to be regulated by Christ's laws. Men were reck-
oned fornicators, adulterers, and homosexuals prior to the cross on the basis of their
violation of the divine laws to which they were accountable, After the cross, fornica-
tors, adulterers, and homosexuals were so reckoned on the basis of the laws of Christ.

The word "adultery" is defined by God (not human hearts) the same at every period in
human history. Adultery has been sinful in God's sight in every dispensation--and so
reckoned. All sins mentioned in both Rom. 1 and 1 Cor. 6 have beea reckoned sinful
by God in every dispensation, for He has always had laws against such. Regardless of
the question concerning which law they had violated, in either case they were required
to cease their homosexual or adulterous relationships and then be washed in baptism (1
Cor. 6:11). Therefore, what the Corinthians did prior to "entering the covenant" had
to be examined in light of the new covenant. Since Christ had already died, it was
that body of doctrine with which men had to bring their lives into compliance. In ad-
dition, the author completely ignores the fact that immediately after listing the sins of
the Gentiles, Paul declares that they (i.e., the Gentiles) "know the judgement of God"
concerning such sins (Rom. 1:32). "Judgement" is the K]V rendering of "dikaioma,"
which refers to an ordinance or decree. Thus, the "judgement of God'" in this passage

means the decree or ordinance of God. In other words, the Gentiles know God's laws.
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Prior to the cross, they knew God's laws by methods we've already discussed. After
the cross, they knew God's laws on the basis of the law of Christ. In either case, they

were not under the author's "law of conscience'!

H. The author dodges the thrust of the argument which he seeks to discount
concerning the status of those who enter denominations, use instrumental music, or
engage in any other practice out of harmony with the new testament. He does so by
stating "men outside the kingdom &re lost no matter what they do or doa't do" (p. 57,
line 22). Would the author have us to believe that once individuals become lost (upon
reaching the age of accountability or having fallen from grace after conversion), they
can be guilty of no further sin! He would have us to believe that once a person is

lost, any sin which he subsequently commits does not count!

Granted, to a certain extent it is academic that denominationalists sin when
they use instrumental music in worship or fail to observe the Lord's Supper weekly.
However, this is not the issue at stake. The reason for ascertaining whether denomina-
tionalists sin when they engage in unauthorized worship practices is not in order to
determine whether they're lost or saved. Rather, the purpose lies in determining what
constitutes sin. The conduct of non-Christians is taken into account by God as much
as the conduct of Christians. A prime example of such is Cornelius who, though un—
saved, was nevertheless not guilty of sin when he behaved correctly (i.e., according to
the law of Christ) in four areas: devotion, fear of God, generosity to the needy, and

prayer (Acts 10:2). Luke states that it was precisely this behavior that God took no-

tice of (Acts 10:4). The author totally misses the point when he says, in effect, "Well,

it doesn't matter what Cornelius did or didn't do." For it does matter--to God——what

non-Christians do or don't do. They may be lost for never rendering initial obedience
to the gospel, but they can be further guilty of violating the demands of Christ by pil-
ing sin upon sin and compounding their sinful condition (like those of Noah's day--Gen.
6:5). Their good deeds may avail nothing so far as their eternal destiny is concerned,
but good deeds were never designed to save men anyways. But their bad deeds (i.e.,
violations of new testament legislation) constitute grounds upon which they will be
condemned (Jn. 12:48).

When the Bible teaches that it only takes one violation of the law to become a
"lawbreaker' and thus guilty of breaking the whole law (James 2:10), it does not follow

that all sins aftar the first don't count or make little difference! FEach additional vio—

lation of the law is sin! Denominationalists sin when they engage in practices not au-
P Pt Lo Rt )

thorized by God. They are obligated--not only to become Christians—-but also to do
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everything God has commanded in the new testament (Matt. 28:20). Failure to comply,
though they are non-Christians, is to be guilty of sins (plural)!

The author is confused concerning the difference between eligibility and obliga-

tion. Non-Christians are obligated to partake of the Lord's Supper in accordance with
the new testament. However, they are not eligible to do so until they have complied
with the necessary prerequisites (i.e., become a Christian, know how to partake cor-
rectly, etc.). The mere fact that they must comply with a series of prerequisites in no
way relieves them of amenability ’to the command! Likewise, the non-Christian is not
eligible to be baptized until he has complied with the necessary prerequisites (i.e.,
faith, repentance, confession). The mere fact that he must comply with these prereq-
uisites before he obeys the command to be baptized in no way means that he is not
obligated and accountable to Christ's command! Thus God will hold people accountable
for failing to comply with laws, though they failed to place themselves in a position
where it became possible to obey those laws.

It is simply incredible that the author could imply that Baptists, Methodists,
Mormons, Catholics, etc., Elg__rg}_fir_l_ when they involve themselves in multiple false re-
ligious practices-—-and urge others to join them!! The author avoids coming right out
and stating such, but this is precisely where his doctrine leads him. He quotes Matt,
15:7-9 to refer to denominational worship practices as "vain worship," but in so doing,
refutes his own point. For the only way in which worship can be defined as "vain" is
when that worship is out of harmony with Christ's definition of proper worsuip. The
Jews to whom Jesus was addressing Himself were guilty of vain worship for the very
reason that they departed from God's pattarn of worship under the Old Law. Denomi-
nationalists are guilty of vain worship today--not by violating the Old Law which is no
longer in effect (Col, 2:14), nor by violating their own conscience--but only by violat-
ing Christ's law. Sinful worship, by definition, is that which does not conform to the
worship outlined in the new testament. To be consistent, the author must likewise
maintain that it didn't matter that Elymas' religious practices were out of harmony
with the law of Christ, nor did it count as sin when Elymas did as hundreds of denomi-
national preachers do everyday and thousands do every Sunday--urge Sergius Paulus to
turn away from '"the faith" (i.e., the law of Christ). Yet, contrary to tne author's
view, Paul looked straight at Elymas and charged him with sin (i.e., being a perverter
of "the right ways of the Lord" (Acts 13:10)! The author's doctrine prods us to accept
the notion that denominationalists are not subject to the law of Christ since they're
non-Christians. Thus when they urge others to reject the true faith and its pure ingre-

dients (like Elymas did), they are certainly not violating the "law of conscience," and
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therefore cannot be guilty of sin in so doing. Yet, such conjurings are in diract con-
tradiction to Paul's inspired analysis of the situation! Elymas was guilty of committing
sin, and so are denominational persons today, when they violate new testament teach-
ing. Therefore, non-Christians are subject to the law of Christ! The Athenians were
guilty of "'worshiping accordiag to the 'art and thought of man'"' (p. 58, line 1) which
by definition is out of harmony with God's laws--and it is for this reason that they are

guilty. The reason idolatry is sinful is that it violates God's laws!

L. The author tacitly admits that Rom. 2 refers to the Gentiles prior to the
cross (p. 58, line 7). He would have saved us alot of reading if he would have admitted
such at the beginning and spared us his meanderings! Shifting to 1 Cor. 9:20-21 pro-
vides no support for the author's theory either. He thinks he has a real point when he
states, "By no stretch of the imagination can this refer to a time anterior to the gos-
pel” (p. 58, line 22). Here we have yet another "straw man' which the author wastes
his time on. Rom. 2 was the passage that speaks of a period prior to the gospel. We
have no trouble recognizing that in 1 Cor. 9 Paul is speaking of his ministry during the
Christian era. But the passage still affords no support to the author's theory!

In his allusion to the first of three senses, the author does a fair job of discus—
sing in what sense Jews could be under the Law subsequent to the cross of Christ (p.
59, line 10—-p. 61, line 12). He rightly notes that the final end of Judaism as a fully
intact religious system came in 70 A.D, in fulfillment of Matt, 24 and Dan. 9. Thus,
while the Jews were not actually (in God's sight) still subject to the Law of Moses
after the cross, they (1) were able to maintain the Levitical system connected with the
Temple, and, more significantly, (2) the Jews perceived themselves to still be accounta-
ble to the Law. This latter point is really what Paul is alluding to in 1 Cor. 9. Paul,
throughout much of the New Testament, combats the false notion held by many Jewish
Christians that they were still subject to Mosaic tenets. The passages cited by the
author from Galatians (p. 61, lines 17 & 24) in his "second sense" refer to Christian
Jews who were reverting to old testament legislation (Gal. 5:1). Obviously, even the
author would admit that Christians are subject only to the law of Christ. Yet, Paul
speaks of tnem still being under Moses' Law. Therefore, these Christian Jews could be
"under the Law" only in some sense other than actually amenable to it! Yet, it is pre—
cisely in this sense (i.e., actually amenable to it) upon which the author's theory relies!
The truth of the matter is that neither Christian Jew nor non-Christian Jew could be
under old testament legislation in the sense that they were amenable to it and God

would hold them accountable for it., They were "under" it only in the sense that they
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viewed themselves still under it. In Gal. 5:11, Paul makes the point that the cross was
a stumbling-block to those Jews who refused to accept it. Such is not possible if non-
Christian Jews were amenable to the Law rather than to the new testament. As Bro.

McGarvey wrote:

"If Paul had preached circumcision, the stumbling-block of the cross would have
been done away. Paul taught that the whole Jewish system of ordinances per—
ished at the cross, and that on the cross Jesus made the one afd only atone-—
ment for sin. Such teaching was a stumbling-block to the Jews."

We might note that the same teaching (i.e., that the whole Jewish system of ordinances
perished at the cross) is a stumbling-block to the author as welll Nevertheless, all
Jews became subject to the New Law at the cross. Gal. 5:3 is simply saying that one
who seeks justification on the basis of the Old Law is obligating himself to a law that
cannot save him for the simple reasoa that (1) it is no longer binding on anyone and
(2) it was never designed to save in the first place. Gal. 5:3 is certainly not implying
that God suddenly switches the individual over to amenability to that law!

When Paul spoke of those who were '"under the Law'" (1 Cor, 9:20), he was
speaking of Jews who were under the misimpression that they wera still subject to
Mosaic law. When Paul spoke of those who were "without Law" (1 Cor. 9:21), he was
referring to Gentiles who did not have the written law of Moses and who were likewise
ignorant of the fact that they were subject to the law of Christ. Notice what other
Christian commentators have written on this verse:

Raymond Kelcy~-""On the other hand, when Paul was dealing with Gentiles,

those without the Mosaic law, he accommodated himself to their customs and

8

manner of life;"

Jimmy Allen-—'""This is a reference to Gentiles who were outside the law of
toses but not totally without 1aw;"9

David Lipscomb--'"...hence they were said to be without law, were not under the
10

law of Moses;"

J.W. McGarvey--"He did not seek to enforce the laws of Moses among the Gen-
11

tiles, as did the Jews."

These brethren all agree that "without law' is simply a phrase that is set in contrast
to the phrase "under the law.'" Thus 1 Cor. 9:20-21 does not support the author's theo-
ry that there are persons in the Christian age who are not subject to Christ's law. In
Paul's letter, Jews and non-Jews were "under the law" and "without law" in a sense

that in no way implied that they were not obligated to obey the laws of Christ.
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The reader may find it quite surprisiag that the author would resort to trying to
show the Law of Moses to be still in effect (notice the author's use of the wordé "can
be"-~p. 61, line 13). He does this in an effort to exempt non-Christians from the law
of Christ. However, surely the author has studied his New Testament enough to know
(1) that two covenants cannot be in force at the same time and (2) the Old Law had to
be done away before the New could even be established (Heb. 8:13; 10:9-10)!! Yet the
author would have us to believe t:nat unbelieving Jews living today are still under the
Law of Moses. Thus the Hebrew writer was in error when he wrote that the first was
set aside to establish the second! Paul was wrong when he wrote that the Old Law

was nailed to the cross (Col. 2:14)!! The author wishes us to believe that the Old goes

out of force and New comes into force millions of times everytime a Jew is converted!!

J. Next the author seeks to discount the universal application of the term
"whosoever'" in Matt, 5:32 by arguing that the term may have a limited application (p.
65, line 18). He notes that "Proper textual exegesis must decide the issue" (p. 65, line
19). Why does the author dwell upon Matt, 5:32, rather than deal with the passage
that is the 33__&_11 focal point of this whole discussion--Matt, 19:9? Because his "whoso-
ever'" argument won't hold on Matt, 19:9! Thus he very conspicuously shys clear of
Matt, 19:9 since the term 'whosoever" is used there in an obviously unlimited sense.
The Greek word used is "hos," a relative pronoun functioning as a universal quantifier,

In Matt. 19:9, Jesus is directing His Jewish listeners—-not back to the Law of Moses-~

but back to the begianing of mankind. "Whosoever," therefore, applies to all men--
whether Jew or Gentile,

Returning to Matt, 5, it is most significant that when Jesus quotes from Deut.
24:1 in Matt, 5:31, He uses "hos an.' However, when He reiterates God's original will
for all of humanity in vs. 32, He resorts to the use of "pas" which means "all" or "ev-
ery.
tended from the beginning!

"

Unquestionably, Jesus is reaffirming the universal application of what God in-

It is therefore unnecessary to spend time on the author's quibble about 1 Cor.
11:25-29 regarding the use of "whosoever” in that context (p. 66, line 13). However,
we've already shown that all men are obligated to partake of the Lord's Supper--
though not eligible to do so prior to initial obedience to the gospel. Thus "whosoever,"
i.e., any person whether Christian or non-Christian, who partakes of the Lord's Supper
incorrectly, is guilty of sin. Though already lost, the religious non-Christian who mis-
partakes of the Lord's Supper is guilty of further rebellion and compounding his condi-~

tion in God's sight.
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K. The next point the author makes pertains to the dissolution of marriages
which do not comply with the new covenant (p. 66, line 23ff). It has already been
shown that marriages contracted in harmony with pre-cross divine legislation were per—
mitted to continue after the cross. 1f, in God's sight, "what they had done was legal
when they did it" (p. 67, line 4), no dissolution was necessary. The author consistently
ignores the fact that those in the first century occupied a totally unique and unprece-
dented situation. Their lives spe;rmed two covenant periods. By no ''stretch of the
imagination" can we apply such a situation to marriages today.

Besides, we again call attention to the fact that when the author says, "what
they had done was legal when they did it," he aligns himself with precisely the same
position as that of the Pharisees who moanad, 'then why did Moses command us to di-
vorce?" (Matt, 19:7)!!  Jesus quickly discounted their "argument" by noting their hard
hearts. What shall we note concerning the author?

The author is striving to establish a position which he is quite likely unwilling
to nold to consistently. He's arguing that relationships which were ''permitted"” prior to
the cross could be continued in after the cross. In actuality, the author wishes to ap-
ply the argument only to divorce and remarriage. For there are far more examples of
polygamy in the old testament than divorce and remarriage. No doubt the author is
unwilling to accept his own line of reasoning and assert that polygamists could main-
tain their marriage relationships on Pentecost on the grounds that those under the old
testament were permittad such. Surely the author would also be unwilling to permit
polygamists in Africa to maintain their marriages after baptism on the grounds that the
marriages were formed prior to baptism. Polygamists in Africa (or Utah or Iran) vio-
late neither civil law nor their -conscience--yet the author would likely show little hes-
itation making new testament marriage laws 'retroactive'" in requiring the polygamist
to give up his plurality of wives. In so doing, he completely capitulates his theory on
the divorce/remarriage of non-Christians!

L. Very flimsy support is offered when that support relies upon argument from
silance. Yet such is the author's approach to his case when he writes, "we fiad not a
single example of such in the New Testament nor a single passage even remotely sug-
gesting it" (p. 65, line 25). This statement is false, as we shall soon show. However,
were such true, it would not follow that the dissolution of marriages did not occur.
Notice, for instance, the author's own presupposition--that Matt. 19:9 applies to a

Christian married to a Christian. If the husband violates Matt. 19:9 and forms an adul-
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terous relationship, the author would agree that the husband must dissolve the adulter-
ous marriage to be forgiven. Yet, where's the example of such in the New Testament?
Suppose a Christian male enters into a homosexual relationship with another Christian
male (there is today, in fact, a group that claims to be within churches of Christ that
promote homosexuality). Surely the author would agree that the two must dissolve the
homosexual relationship to be in harmony with Christ's laws. Yet, using his own
"logic," we could argue, "it seems remarkable that we find not a singl2 example of such
in the New Testament nor a singlé passage even remotely suggesting it"! The truth is,
there are literally scores of mattars for which the New Testament provides no explicit
examples, but which Christ's doctrine would certainly apply to (e.g., the use of narcot-
ics, smoking, X-rated movie viewing, etc.).

Nevertheless, the New Testament does provide passages that do speak directly
to this issue. In 1 Cor. 6:9-11, Paul lists several sins of which the Corinthians had
been guilty prior to their conversion, including fornication, adultery, and homosexuali-
ty. Does the author seriously expect us to believe that those who lived in homosexual-
ity prior to baptism were permitted to continue to live in homosexuality after baptism?

Oh, no! When Paul declared, "such were some of you" (1 Cor. 6:11), he showed with-
out question the fact that they had severed their homosexual relationships. But the
author just can't bring himself to admit that Paul was also showing that the adulterers
and fornicators severed their sinful relationships as well!

Likewise, the New Testament speaks clearly and directly to this issue in Matt.
19:9. When Jesus described the conditions under which one becomes aa adulterer and
the Hebrew writer tells us adulterers will be judged (Heb, 12:4), isn't such good evi-

dence that adulterers must cease their adultery if they expect to avoid being lost?!

M. The author continues to assert that "the Gentile world had no revealed law
concerning marriage and divorce" (p. 67, line 8). But we have already shown that this
notion is false (cf., Gen. 2:24). We have also already shown that there is no such thing
as "the law of conscience" (p. 67, line 9). In fact, we would do well to pause and ex-
amine the truth about the 'conscience." The conscience is that part of man, given by
God, that urges the individual to act in harmony with what that individual has been
taught to perceive as 'right." The conscience is defined as ''moral judgement that op-
poses the violation of a previously recognized ethical principle" (Webster's). Notice,
then, that the conscience does not formulate what is right or wrong nor originate mor-
al principles within the heart. Such information must be taught by an external source,

Once the individual's intellect is informed regarding beliefs, morality, conduct, etc.,
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the conscience then functions to affect the individual on the basis of whether conduct
is consistent with or in opposition to what the individual has learned. Thus, the con-
science, by its very nature is neutral in and of itself. The author has confused con-
science with that which informs the conscience. There simply is no such thing as the
author's "law of conscience." The conscience must be educated. Men may misinform
their conscience, and thus develop a false framework of right and wrong, but they con-

tinue to be held accountable for the true framework that comes from God.

N. The author seems to think that we simply cannot describe Abraham's in-
volvement with Hagar as "adultery" (p. 67, line 17). I'm surprised the author would
hesitate to do so! Abraham succombed to his wife's proddings (Gen. 16:2-3) and his
own eagerness to fulfill the promise that God had made to him concerning an heir
(Gen. 15:2-4; 17:18). He, therefore, committed adultery with Hagar! It's not necessary
to gloss over the event or act as if such was lawful on the grounds that he was simply
following his own heart! Abraham sinned! However, his sexual relationship with Hagar
did not continue, he was forgiven, God did not recognize the offspring of the adulter-

ous relationship as the legitimate heir,l2 and Abraham coantinued to haves but one

13

wife. Abraham's spirituality also sagged a bit when he was guilty of deceit (Gen.
12:19; 2’0:9). Sodom was guilty of numerous violations of divine law as well. The au-
thor wishes to redefine sin in such a way as to exempt such individuals from accounta-
bility to divine laws. But such is simply unnecessary!

Of course, the author ignores the numerous righteous figures who lived before
S5inai in harmony with God's marriage laws (2.g., Abel, Shem, Ham, Japheth, Isaac, Jo-
seph, Job, Moses). He likewise continues to ignore the fact that however God may
have dealt with peoples prior to the cross is irrelevant as far as what He requires of
people today (Acts 17:30). People today are not living without divine laws regarding
marciage. Such laws are contained in the New Testament and are addressed to all peo-
ple (Mk. 156:15).

0. Notice the author's absolute refusal to require non-Christians to alter their
marital status upon becoming a Christian. Yet his analogy is just as applicable to the
polygamist, bigamist, homosexual, or any other illicit relationship formed prior to bap-
tism. He writes, "if an alien must put away any but his first mate to enter the king-
dom..." (p. 67, line 25). The author would swiftly retract his statement when applied
to other sins. He would require the alien polygamist to 'put away any but his first

mate to enter the kingdom'"! He would require the mafia "hitman' to sever his pre-con-
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version relationship with the mob., It would seem that the only relationship where the

author would not require a severance is with those divorced and remarried!

P. The author raises the classic quibble when he suggests that it would be
more advantageous for a non~Christian to kill his wife if he wishes to have another and
be accepted into the church (p. 67, line 26). Yet, it can never be "better" to commit
additional sins. The author could postulate situations all day regarding what seems to
him to be inequities, without alte;'ing the truth., We could suggest that it would be
"better" for a person to refrain from marrying as long as he wishes to have sex privi-
leges with many women, and marry only after he is ready to stay with only one woman,
rather than marry prematurely and be "stuck' with the same woman. The author fails
to realize that while sia is sin in God's sight, nevertheless some sias carry greater con-—
sequences. Thinking an evil thought is just as sinful as murder, yet the consequences
of murder are more serious than thinking evil (e.g., prison or electric chair). Yet how
silly to suggest to others, "you'd be in a better position if you think evil rather than
commit murder”! The apostles bordered on this same type of 'reasoning."” They point-
ed out that "if this is the situation between a husband and wife, it is better not to
marry' (Matt. 19:10), Well, perhaps so. But such is hardly an argument against Jesus'
words in vs. 9!!

David was permitted to wmarry Bathsheba for the simple reason that "if her hus-
band be dead, she is free from the law of wmarriage' (Rom. 7:3; 1 Cor. 7:39). God said
that, not 1. 1f it follows that it would be better to kill your wife so that you can be
free to marry again, you're arguing with God, not me.

It is false that David 'stole another man's wife, killed the man..." (p. 68, line 4).
David had no intention of taking Uriah's wife. He committed fornication with her, but
then sought to cover his sin by making it appear as if Uriah was rasponsible for his
wife's pregnancy (2 Sam. 11:4-13). It was only when it became clear that Uriah was
not going to behave according to plans, that David resorted to the murder plot.

The purpose of calling attention to the fact that David was under the Old Law
(p. 68, line 7) is not to point to the sinfulness of David's actions. Rather, the point is,
however God may have dealt with people's sins at that time, such has no bearing upon
how God will deal with sin today (Matt, 19:3; Acts 17:30).

The analogy of it being 'better" for a Christian to kill his mate if he desires to
marry another i3 a good analogy inspite of the author's quibble (p. 63, line 11). The
author's response is that such a man would hardly be "concerned about the scriptural-

ness or unscripturalness of divorce" {(p. 68, line 13). But neither would a non-Christian!
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In fact, a Christian would have just as much reason to be concerned about whetner his
marital status would be accepted by the church. He may have little concern about
what God thinks, but much concern about whether he can be accepted into the church.

The analogy of divorce with horse stealing (p. 68, line 16) is not designed to
show a parallel in terms of the sin of theft, but in terms of the requirements of re-
pentance. Repentance demands the cessation of sinful practices and relationships
(Matt, 3:3). If one has stolen someone else's property, he won't keep it. If a man
marries a woman whowm he has no scriptural cright to marry (regardless of whether
someone else has a prior claim), he must--to repent—-cease the relationship. It's not
that he must ceturn a "stolen wife." He must cease living in a sinful relationship. A
person may so sin that he will have no choico live a life of celibacy. He may so vio-
late God's will that he will forfeit any further marital privilege. This celibacy is not
"penance" (p. 68, line 27). It is simply compliance with God's laws. When Paul said,
"she must remain unmarried" (1 Cor. 7:11), he was not enjoining 'penance" or being

unduly harsh or unforgiving! He was simply commanding compliance with God's laws!

Q. When the author quotss Alexander Campbell (p. 69), he does so to his own
detriment. Loving God and loving neighbor, says Campbell, are not limited to Mosaic
legislation, but "are of universal and immutable obligation" (p. 69, line 8). Thus loving
God and fellowman are divine laws that are obligatory upon all people. Yet the Bible
says that loving God means doing what God and Christ say to do (Jn. 14:15; 1 Jn. 5:3).
Therefore, .‘?E men are subject to Christ's laws!

Campbell's words concerning how to address Jews, Christians, barbarians, etc.
(p. 69, line 17ff) do not support the author's contention concerning what laws apply to
each group. The same body of doctrine applies to each group mentioned., But the
approach one takes in presenting that one body of teaching may differ from group to
group, depending upon several variables (e.g., background, lavel of spirituality, recep-
tivity). The subject matter (the requirements of the gospel) apply toe ach group equal-
ly. The teacher may exercise his own discretion in the methodology employed in dis-

eminating that gospel.

The chart (p. 70) perpetuatss the false assumptions previously refuted. The
author holds that '"an invitation is offered" to non-Christians, "but an invitation to be-
come does not make one a citizen of tne kingdom." The author implies that one cannot
be obligated to obey the New Testament until he accepts the "invitation." Yet, God
does not simply invite. He also commands all men everywhere to repent (Acts 17:30).
Thus all men are obligated to obey the New Testament, and if obligated, then held ac-

countable for failure to do so.
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IV. What 1 Cor. 7 Really Teaches

A. The author proceeds to set the stage for his mistaken analysis of 1 Cor. 7
by implying that Paul gave a different interpretation to Jesus' words than those who
disagree with the author. He suggests that only Paul can tell us what Jesus meant in
Matt. 19:9. In other words, with?ut Paul's words in-1 Cor. 7, we'll likely misunder-
stand Jesus in Matt. 19:9! In reality, we can understand both Jesus and Paul quite
easily. They harmonize beautifully. What the author is seeking to do is to build his
case by clouding the air and making the issue ominously difficult in an effort to pad
his complex meandering. In fact, Matt. 19:9 is not "a difficult passage in the gospels'
(p. 72, line 11)--except, perhaps, in the author's own mind.

The author's point that "the later Scripture sheds light upon the earlier”" (p. 72,
line 10) is misleading. He implies that one cannot ascertain the whole truth or the
true meaning from one passage simply because a later passage may relate to the same
subject. Yet, there are many later passages that require clarification on the basis of
earlier passages (e.g., Paul's use of the Old Testament in 1 Cor. 10 where one must be
familiar with Israelite history in order to understand Paul's warnings). So later Scrip-
ture does not always shed light upon earlier Scriptures! Likewise, many passages ia
the gospels are clear without further "clarification" in the epistles (e.g., Jn 3:5 makes
clear that baptism is the only act that ushers one into the church to the extent that
no passage from an epistle will alter this one fact)., It is, therefore, not a foregone
conclusion that 1 Cor. 7 "interprets' Matt. 19:9! In fact, Paul in 1 Cor. 7:10 makes
clear that Jesus had already spoken to one of the questions raised by the Corinthians
("not T, but the Lord"). Thus, Paul was not "interpreting" Jesus' words, but simply cal-
ling attention to the fact that Jesus had already settled the point. Jesus' previously
stated teaching was clear without any further word from Paul!

The author's use of "amplifies or clarifies" (p. 72, line 15) and the examples
which he sets forth are equally misleading. Acts 11:15-16 does not "amplify'"" or "clari- -

fy" so much as it shows the fulfillment of the previous allusions to Holy Spirit baptism.

Further revelation may clarify in the sense that it makes clear what the original
statement meant, But further revelation is not going to contradict, countermand, or
alter the original statement. Such is also the case with Acts 8 (p. 73, line 18). Nei-
ther Acts 8 nor Acts 11 parallel the situation which the author seeks to uphold. 1
Cor. 7 is not a fulfillment passage. 1 Cor. 7 does not even 'clarify" Matt. 19:9 (in the

sense envisioned by the author), but speaks to an entirely different aspect of a wider
b
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subject. The context of Matt, 19 is divorce (Matt, 19:3). But the context of 1 Cor. 7

is not divorce, but marriage, particularly as marriage relates to the question of celiba-
cy (1 Cor. 7:1). Jesus applies God's original marriage law (Matt. 19:5) to the question

of divorce and remarriage (Matt. 19:9). But Paul applies the same original marriage

law (which is addressed to all men) to several different questions which relate to mar-
riage and celibacy (e.g., to the question of sexual desire and celibacy--vs. 1-7; the sta-
tus of widows and unmarried--vs. 8-9; the legitimacy of marriage between beliavers and
unbelievers—-vs. 12-15). The author's feeble attempt to 'set the reader up" for the
author's false conclusions on 1 Cor. 7 simply does not hold water!

The author alludes to Jn. 14 and 16 (pp. 73-74) in an effort to further support
his fallacious contention that later revelation is essential to comprehending initial rev-
elation. However, Jn. 14 and 16 do not teach that Jesus would say one thing, while
the Holy Spirit would come and later alter Jesus' words. Chapters 14~16 of John teach
that the Holy Spirit would repeat Jesus' teachings as well as provide additional inspired
material. This is precisely what occurred on the marriage question. Jesus applied di-
vine marriage law to divorce, while Paul applied it to other matters to which Jesus did
not specifically refer. Such an understanding of the subject most definitely takes "into
consideration Paul's words" (p. 74, line 3), without doing what the author sesks to do——
put Paul's words in contradiction to Jesus' words, or at best, place unwarranted, bi-

ased restrictions upon Jesus' words.

B. A good sampling of the speculation and supposition that has gone into the
author's document is seen in the paragraph (lines 6-17) on page 74. The author writes,
"may mean...this seems...could mean...could refer...may be...this cannot be established
beyond doubt™! Is the author really this uncertain about his position? Or is this his

way of subtly leading the reader to accept his uncertain position?

C. The author stakes his erroneous view of 1 Cor. 7 on the meaning of the
phrase "but to the rest'" in 1 Cor. 7:12. He maintains that the phrase is an allusion to
"mixed marriages," i.e., marriages between believers and unbelievers (p. 75, line 23 to
p. 76, line 16). The author stakes his case on a supposed contrast between "Christian
marriages' (i.e., a marriage where both parties are Christians) and "mixed marriages"
(i.e., a marriage where only one of the parties is a Christian). He maintains that Jesus
had to be referring to "Christian" marriages since Paul used the phrase "to the rest" to

refer to "mixed" marriages. But the author is assuming what needs to be proved! He
C) o p

completely dodges the fact that Matt. 19:9 was uttered, in context, to a group of Jews
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who were desiring an answer to their question for them--not Christians!! Jesus gave

them an answer that could be applied to their Jewish pre-Christian marriages. Jesus

gave absolutely no indication that He was stating facts that would apply only in the
future and only to marriages involving Christians. He, in fact, appealed to Gen. 2
which resides in a pre-Jewish context and clearly applies to all men--the totality of
numanity. Gen. 2 is a human race context! Thus "to the rest" cannot be applying to
other marriage relationships since Jesus already referred to all marriages (whether Jew
or non-Jew). The author's contention that "those to whom the Lord spoke were those
in a covenant relationship with each other and with God. Both were Christians in other
words'" (p. 75, lines 26-28) is therefore completely without support!

The author is off on the wrong footing from the very beginning when he seeks
to promote the notion that Paul was addressing himself to different 'classes" of mar-
riages (p. 74, line 6; p. 76, line 1). The author disregards the fact that 1 Cor. was a
letter that was written in response to correspondence previously sent to Paul by the
Coriathians (cf., 1:11; 5:1; 7:1; 8:1; 12:1; 16:1). Thus, 1 Cor. amounts to a point by
point responsé to matters previously raised by the Corinthians themselves. When paul
refers to the general question of sexual activity/celibacy (7:1), he is alluding to the
method by which he is organizing his remarks in direct response to questions asked by
the Corinthians. Thus, "to the rest" refers to the rest of the matters or questions
about which the Corinthians specifically inquired (and to which Jesus did not make spe-—
cific application while on earth). These matters (not marriages) are easily discernable
from what follows. Tt is obvious that the 'rest” of the questions were as follows:

(1) Should a Christian male who has a non-Christian wife sever the relationship
(vs. 12)7;

(2) Should a Christian female who has a non-Christian husband sever the rela-
tionship (vs. 13)7;

(3) Are Christians somehow ceremonially defiled or rendered unclean by such a
relationship (vs. 14)7?;

(4) Are children born to such relationships ceremonially unclean (vs. 14)7;

(53) Is a Christian guilty of sin (i.e., divorce) if their non-Christian mate severs
the relationship (vs. 15)7?;

(5) What should be the sexual and/or marital status of virgins, unmarried, and
widows in light of the curcent period of distress (vs. 25-40)?

All of these questions may be answered in light of and in harmony with Jesus'
own remarks in Matt. 19. Jesus did not specifically make application to these unique

instances. But it does not follow that His teaching "did not apply to every case of
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marriage' (p. 76, line 12). Nor is it true that Paul said "that Jesus didn't say anything
to those involved in mixed marriages” (p. 77, line 10). Jesus did say something to those
involved in "mixed" marriages, i.e., sexual unfaithfulness is the only grounds for divorce
and remarriage! But Jesus did not address Himself to the application of God's general
marriage law to every specific situation, specifically to the legitimacy of a marriage
between a Christian and a non-Christian. Paul did not say that "Jesus spoke to one
class" (p. 77, line 12). He said Jesus had already dealt specifically with the question
of divorce--but not with the specific situation of the spiritual status of a believer who
is married to an unbeliever. The author refuses to recognize the context of Matt, 19.
The Pharisees asked Jesus if it was lawful for a man (i.e., any man) to divorce his wife
(Matt, 19:3). This i5 the question (not "class") to which Jesus addressed Himself. The
author further assumes his position when he states, '""Here would have been a splendid
place for Paul to have warned those not in the covenant" (p. 77, line 25). Paul is
warning all men, though obviously he is specifically writing to Corinthian Christians.
The author's whole case on 1 Cor. 7 depends upon (1) "the rest" referring to '"mixed"
marriages and (2) Paul giving a different regulation for those involved in such a mar-
riage!

Yet, if Matt. 19:9 applies only to a Christian married to a Christian, then Matt,
19:9 does not apply to a Christian married to a non-Christian; in which case, if a
Christian's non-Christian mate is involved in fornication (even habitually), the Christian
may not divorce the non-Christian mate! According to the author, the Christian in
such a situation can be free of such a situation only if the non-Christian partner
deserts!! Such is the ridiculous entanglement that the author gets himself into in his
effort to conjure up different and distinct marriage legislation for different 'classes"

of marriages!

D. The author has no point when he writes, "this is said to mean that if the
unbeliever leaves, the believer is not bound to live with nim" (p. 76, line 19). The au-
thor completely ignores the contextual reason why an unbeliever would wish to depart
from a believer. Obviously, the unbeliever (who married the believer before the be-
liever was coaverted) suddenly found himself married to a different person (in the
sense that his mate underwent a total change and began to live a totally different life-
style). It is due to this change of affairs that the unbeliever demands that his mate
make a choice: "either give up Christ or I'm leaving!" It is to this situation that Paul
addresses himself, To live in marriage with an unbeliever who makes continuance of

the marriage relationship dependant upon the believer's capitulation (i.e., compromise
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of Christian responsibility or neglect of divinely ordained duty) is to be involved in
slavery (i.e., bondage). In spite of the author's aversion to recognizing the significance
of the word for bondage (p. 78, line 18ff), this word cannot refer to the marriage bond.
For God never intended or approved of a perception that regards marriage as bondage.

Here the author has real trouble. He suggests that for Christians to remain together in
the face of "irreconcilable differences" (p. 79, line 3) amounts to being slaves to each
other! Where does the author get this? He further errs when he argues that be-
lievers should become slaves to unbelieving mates in hopes of converting them (p. 79,
line 12) as well as perceive their marriage bond to an unbeliever to be "stronger" (p.
79, line 19) than the bond that exists between two Christians! This is strictly the au-
thor's own vain imaginings! Neither Peter nor Paul describe anybody's marriage bond
as stronger than another's, nor as slavery! Christians are slaves only to God--never to
men or mates (Matt, 23:10; Eph. 6:6; Col. 3:24; Phile. 16; 1 Cor. 7:15). Paul is saying

that though a believer is married to an unbeliever--and continues to be so--the believer

is not to compromise his/her discipleship. To do so, at the insistence of the unbeliev-
ing mate, would constitute slavery which was never God's intention for marriage. To
suggest that dedoulotai refers to the marriage bond in vs. 15 is to maintain that in
some sense and in some cases the marriage bond is to be viewed as a state of slavery.
But God does not want us to view our marital unions as slave relationships. Thus no
two marriage partners ace ever under any circumstances '"'under bondage' to each other
(such is the force of the perfect indicative passive in Greek). Yet, all marriage part-
ners are bound (1 Cor. 7:27,39; Rom. 7:2) to each other. In vs. 15, Paul is not com-
menting on tne status of a beliesver's marital relationship (i.e., whether bound or
loosed). Rather, Paul is commenting on the status of a believer's spiritual relationship
as a Christian in the context of marital turmoil that is generated by a non-Christian
mate. Paul is answering the question "how does being married to a non-Christian af-
fect my status as a Christian?"' Paul is not answering the question, "how does being
married to a non-Christian affect my status as a husband/wife when the non-Christian
departs?' You see, Jesus already answered that question (Matt, 19:9) and so did Paul
(1 Cor. 7:10-11). So the author's insistence that different "groups" or 'classes" are
being addressed with different (even contradictory) instructions being given is imagin-
ary.

Paul "did not hasten to add that the believer must remain unmarried" (p. 78,
line 16) for the simple reason that he had already stated such with the understanding
that all persons were included (vs. 10-11). The same goes for the author's point that

“in this case the warning is not given" (p. 79, line 22). A different point is being ad-
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dressed in vs. 15--not the status of the believer's marriage bond, but the status of the
believer's spiritual condition before God in light of a determined non-Christian who
refused to maintain the relationship. To go beyond this point by adding that the Chris-
tian is free from the marriage bond and free to form another marriage is to add some-
thing that is simply not in the text. The only sense in which one might be "a slave of
the worst sort" (p. 79, line 24) merely because the unbelieving mate departs is in the
sense that the believer is still a slave to God (Rom. 6:22) and must therefore conform
to God's laws of marriage. Such constitutes slavery unto righteousness (Rom. 5:18-19).

The author thinks that ''bondage" must refer to the marriage bond on the
grounds that the individual has to be under bondage in the first place in order for Paul
to declare that when the unbeliever departs the bondage ceases: '"the belizver must be
under that same bondage if the unbeliever does not depart" (p. 80, line 23). Here again
the author bases his assumption upon a previous false assumption. He completely disre-
gards the force of the perfect tense in this verse:

"The function of the Greek perfect tense here may be exemplified as fol-
lows: if the negative particle ou (not) were missing, Paul would be saying that
the brother or sister "has been enslaved" (dedoulotai), i.e., they have in the past
been enslaved (punctiliar action) and the effects of that enslavement continue
into the preseat (continuous action). With the negative particle, however, he
says just the opposite; they have not in the past been put into a state of en-
slavement and are not presently in a state of enslavement. The enslavement
here is an enslavement they have never been in (punctiliar action) and are not
presently in.(continuous action); hence, it could not have reference to the mar-
riage bond."

So the author has no point when he argues that the persoa must have been in bondage
if Paul says he's not under bondage. For Paul was reminding the believer that though
God's marriage law is stringent (for everybody) and though God hates divorce (Mal.
2:16), nevertheless, there are times when an unbelieving mate will actually force the
believer to make a choice between Christ and the unbelieving mate. To choose the
mate over Christ would be slavery (i.e., "bondage'). Yet, the believer is not now and
never has been in such enslavement. Thus, the believer must lat the unbeliever exit
the relationship in peace. The believer inust 'let him depart" ia the sense that the
believer imust not seek to prevent his departure by compromising his loyalty to Christ.
Yet the author completely miscepresents the lexical and syntactical significance
of verse 15. He reveals his own uncertainty when he feebly assects that what has al-
ready been noted about the perfect tense 'does not seem to stand the test of sound
principles of biblical interpretation' (p. 80b, line 4). In other words, the significance

of the perfect in vs. 15 is settled and established, but it just doesa't "seem" to be in
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the author's mind!
In the first place, the author refers to the '"perfect, passive tense" (p. 80a, line

29). There's no such thing! "Passive" is a voice in Greek. The tense under considera-

tion is the "perfect' tense. The mood of dedoulotai is "indicative." The author quotes

a Greek grammar regarding the perfect tense but fails to realize the significance of
the negative particle in the verse. He fails to realize that the verse cannot be desig-
nating ''the time at which the action (freeing from bondage) was completed" (p. 80b,
line 6). For the significance of the perfect passive is that there was no time in the
past when bondage was occurring. Thus there can be no "freeing from bondage." The
author seeks to free those who were never enslaved in the first place!

The author demonstrates a dangerous and inexcusable lack of knowledge in his
inept use of Greek. He attempts to set forth "several parallel constructions” (p. 80b,
line 8), but misapplies the function of the perfect passive everytime.2 The force of
the perfect is simply described by Moule as a "punctiliar event in the past, related in
its effects to the present."3 In 1 Cor. 7:15, "bondage" is used "to denote absolute sub-
jection or the loss of autonomy' and "expresses total binding by ano‘cher."4 Obviously,
Paul cannot have the marriage bond in mind! The author misses this meaning as well
as the proper meaning in eacn of his ''parallel constructions."

(1) In 1 Cor. 7:27, Paul employs the perfect passive to make the appropriate
point to the Corinthians in light of the 'present crisis' (vs. 26). That point is--'remain
as you are." Thus vs. 27 is literally saying, "Were you married at some point in the

past (punctiliar) and continue in the same marriage now (present)?" If Paul had wished

to ask the opposits, or negate his statement (as he did back in vs. 15), he would have
employed the negative particle with the perfect passive and thus written: "You were
aot married at some point in the past (punctiliar) and you continue in that unmarried
state now (present).’ In other words, "'you are not now married and never have been."
So it is in vs. 15. Paul is literally stating, "You were not enslaved at some point in
the past (punctiliar) and you continue in that unenslaved state now (present)."

So the author simply fails to comprehend the Greek perfect. When he says,
"The perfect tense does not determine the time at which one became married" (p. 80b,
line 12), he fails to understand that the whole function of the perfect (and the perfect
passive in particular) is to identify the action (in this case marriage) as having occur-
red in the past and continuing as a completed result in the present. The author is
shifting to a different point that is entirely inconsequential. He's focusing on the idea
of the cessation of bondage instead of dealing with the force of the negative with the

perfect passive which focuses on the absolute absence of bondage both in the past and
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present!

(2) The author's second "parallel construction" is drawn from Rom. 6:7 (p. 80b,
line 16). Again, the author misses the linguistic import. When Paul utilizes a perfect
passive and writes, "For he that is dead is freed from sin," he is literally saying, ""For
he that died (apothanon--2nd Aorist participle--""having died") was freed from sin at
that point in the past (punctiliar) and coatinues free from sin now (pressat).” The par-
allel to 1 Cor, 7:15 again is: "You were not under bondage in the past, and you are not
enslaved now--even though the unbeliever departs. The author is still arguing his idea
that the believer was under bondage at one point (presumably while married to the
unbeliever), but was brought out of bondage when the unbeliever departed (p. 80b, line
21). He, therefore, completely misses the thrust of the perfect passive which shows

the believer never was in bondage in the first place!

(3) The author's final "parallel construction" is taken from Rom. 4:14 (p. 80b,
line 22)., Here the author makes a double blunder. He ignores Paul's use of a rhetori~
cal, logical device introduced by "if"' which is intended to signal that the antecedant is
not true. Thus, if righteousness is derived on the basis of physical race (i.e., Jews who
are "of the Law'), then, yes, "faith is now and has always been void" (p. 80b, line 25).
Secondly, the author again misrepresents the perfect passive. Paul's use of the perfect
passive conveys the following meaning: if they which are of the law be heirs (i.e., if
the Jews are the legitimate heirs of the promise made to Abraham--vs. 13--simply be-
cause they are tne physical descendants of Abraham), then two things are true: (1)
faith (i.e., the faith that Abraham demonstrated—-vs. 3,5,9-13--and the faith that Paul's
readers had demonstrated when they obeyed the gospel) is voided or made of no value
(i.e., it was void when it first occurred in the past and continues to be of no value
now) and (2) the promise (i.e., the promise made to Abraham--Gen. 12:2-3; Gal. 3:18) is
worthless (i.e., it was worthless when first given in the past and continues to be
worthless now). But, in Paul's line of argumentation, neither faith nor the promise
were void or of no value in the past or at the time of Paul's writing. Therefore, the
physical Jew is not the logical heir. One becomes an heir by faith. So the author mis-
ses the sense of both Rom. 4:14 and the use of the perfect passive. Paul is arguing
that if Jews are heirs, then faith and the promise "is now and always has been void"

(p. 80b, line 30). He i3 arguing that faith and the promise are not now and never have

been void--which in turn establishes his point that Jews are not the heirs merely be-

cause of their nationality. Thus 1 Cor. 7:15 is making the point that the Corinthian

Christian who was married to a non-Christian was not and never was in bondage!
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E. The author again attacks a ''straw man'' when he writes, "It is said that this
applies only to slavery and circumcision and cannot mean that one should remain in
whatever marital state he was in at the time of conversion" (p. 81, line 12ff). Paul
uses the examples of slavery and circumcision in order to show that merely because a
person become a Christian, he is not absolved of his pre-Christian circumstances, If he
is a slave prior to baptism, he will continue to be a slave after baptism and should not
think that becoming a Christian gives him a right to shirk his legal status as a slave.
Such is why Paul instructed Onesir;lus to return to his position of servitude (Phile. 12).
So Paul is encouraging the person who becomes a Christian, but whose mate does not
become a Christian, to remain in that marriage rather than think that becoming a
Christian somehow gives him/her the right to sever the relationship with the non-Chris-
tian mate. Being married to a non-Christian mate is not sinful in and of itself. No-
tice, then, that Paul is not placing his stamp of approval upon relationships, practices,
and conditions that were sinful prior to baptism and encouraging Christians to remain
in those relationships! He is referriag to relationships and conditions that were not
sinful prior to baptism and telling Christians that they still have the same obligation to
conduct themselves appropriately (i.e., according to God's laws) within those situations
now that they're Christians. Such instructions apply to any relationship, practice, or
condition that was not sinful (i.e., in violation of Christ's laws) prior to baptism. But
it does not apply to any practice or relationship that was sinful prior to baptism (i.e.,
adultery, homosexuality, evil business practices, etc.).

The author recognizes this principle on every relationship or practice except
adultary! He attempts to leave adultery untouched by this principle by claiming that
"marriage is not inherently sinful" (p. 81, line 25). In so doing, he makes two mistakes.
First, he makes up a false category, i.e., those things that are "inhereatly" sinful--as if
some things are sinful, but not inherently! A practice or relationship is either sinful or
it is not! Marriage is inherently sinful if that marriage violates God's willl Herod's
marriage (Mk. 6:17) was in violation of God's law and therefore "inherently" sinful.
Polygamous marriages are 'inherently'" sinful because they are in violation of God's
laws. A marriage is or is not inhereatly sinful, depending upon whether it is one that
God recognizes as being in harmony with His will. Secondly, the author shifts the issue
from adultery to marriage. The real issue regarding marriages contracted prior to bap-
tism is whether they violate God's will, If a marriage violates God's will prior to bap-
tism, which by definition is one that is out of harmony with Gen. 2:24 and Matt, 19:9,
then adultery is being committed by the parties involved. Adultery is inherently sinful

The marriage will remain adulterous until it is ended-~whether or not the parties de-
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cide to be baptized (Mk. 6:18; 1 Cor. 6:11; Heb. 13:4).

F. The author finally gets around to stating what he's been working up to all
along (but which he has failed to establish with each successive point): "aliens have no
law of marriage and divorce other than that which is bound upon them by the light of
conscience, and, from a civil point, those bound upon them by civil law" (p. 81, line
29--p. 82, line 2). But the author simply has not presented evidence to warraat such a
conclusion. God's original marriag:e law was and is addressed to all people (Gen. 2:24).
Christ's application to the question of divorce is addressed to all people (Matt, 19:9).
Paul's application to questions of sex, celibacy, and non-Christian mates is addressed
to all people (1 Cor. 7). Scripture harmonizes beautifully and need not be subjected to
the fragmentations of the author.

When the author states, "unbelievers violate no law applicable to them when
they divorce and remarry" (p. 82, line 3), he virtually leaves non-Christians in a situa-
tion where no mattaer what they do pertaining to marriage, no matter how bizarre they
may conduct their lives in regards to divorcing and remarrying, they cannot be guilty
of sin in God's sight~--according to the author! If not guilty of sin, then their marital
entanglements are approved of God! But, even the author would agree that, what God
approves in marriages between non-Christians, He condemns in marriages between
Christians! The author would, no doubt, show no hesitation in quickly asserting that
God is no respecter of persons. But such is not evident from such an ungodly doctrine!

Where is the scripture that teaches that non-Christians are subject to civil law?
The author has sought to use scripture to support his notion that non-Christians are
subject to the so-called '"law in the heart,” but where is his support for asserting that
non-Christians must comply with civil law?

The author's "distinction...between a legal relationship and an inherently sinful
act" (p. 82, line 5) is purely fictitious with no shred of scriptural support whatsoever.
A relationship is "legal" either to God or men or both. If legal before God, then the
relationship is not "inherently sinful''--whether viewed by men as legal or not. If a re-
lationship is illegal in God's sight, it doesn't matter whether men view it as legal or
not, it is "inherently sinful”! Yet the author implies that God accepts man's definition
of whether a relationship is legal! If legal in man's sight (e.g., homosexual relation-
ships), and if the ones involved are non-Christians, then such is not "inherently sinful."

Such is the inescapable conclusion of the author's "logic."

G. If "God's moral order" (p. 83, line 2) was and is "in the beginning that man
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and wife become one flesh" (p. 83, line 3), and if such applies to '"saint and sinner
alike'" (p. 83, line 4), and if '"that principle may be violated" (p. 83, line 5)---~then non-
Christians can be guilty of sin when they divorce and remarry in violation of divine
law, and the author's whole case falls! If "that principle may be violated" (p. 83, line
5--i.e., the principle of one man for one woman) by sinners as well as saints, then such
a law must be addressed to sinners as well as saints (Rom. 3:19), and again, the au-
thor's whole case falls! The author wants to have it both ways. He wants to say that
non-Christians do no wrong when 'they divorce and remarry in violation of divine mar-
riage law, and thus need no "counseling" (p. 82, line 8), since not amenable to it. Yet,
he also wants to hedge and say that non-Christians are hurting themselves when they
"break" or 'violate" God's intentions and will suffer the consequences (p. 82-83), and so
ought to be encouraged to have only one marriage (p. 83, line 15ff). Which is it?

Either the non-Christian is guilty of sin in divorcing and remarrying, or he is not!

Conclusion

Thus far, the author has spent 86 pages in an effort to substantiate his case.

Yet he has failed to demonstrate non-Christian amenability to a so-called 'law of con-

scisnce." He has failed in his effort to employ Rom. 2:15; 5:13 and 1 Cor. 9:21 to sup-

port his false notions. He has failed to handle God's word corcectly in his attempt to

set Matt, 19:9-and 1 Cor. 7:15 in opposition to each other. There simply is no biblical

support for the theory that seeks to exempt non-Christians from obligation to obey

Christ's willl
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Y. Fornicators In The Church

A. The author begins his final section delineating three functions of church
discipline based on 1 Cor. 5 (p. 85, line 10). As long as he stays with Scripture, he
does well, for he rightly notes that divine purpose of preventing the spread of immoral-
ity and preserving the purity of the church (p. 85, lines 11-12). However, the author
again resorts to his own fallible human reasoning and so contradicts these very points
drawn from Scripture by stating, "We are too worried about keeping the church clean"
(p. 88, line 9)! The Bible says we're to be very worried about keeping the church
clean--even to the point of mourning when we fail to do so (1 Cor. 5:2,8,12; Eph. 5:27).
But the author says we're too worried about keeping the church clean! We must again

choose between what the Bible says vs. what the author says.

8. The author sets Matt. 13:47-50 in contrast to 1 Cor. 5:6 and proceeds to
conjure up his own uninspired explanation as to why the two passages do not contradict
each other. He says, in the first place, that the sin was "undisputed" in 1 Cor. 5 since
it was not what might be referred to as a case of legalized adultery" (p. 87, line 19).
Notice the author's use of "might." Where in the world did the author come up with
this notion? Certainly not from the Bible! The author has presumed that God makes a
distinction between adultery and adultery! There's "illegal adultery" and then there's
"legalized" or "technical adultery" (p. 88, line 25)--which the author thinks is okay!
Nonsense! Paul used the term "porneia' (1 Cor. 5:1) which is simply "fornication," i.e.,
illicit sexual activity regardless of kind.1 There's no such distinction in Scripture as
the author purports. To God, adultery is adultery. Sin is sin. Paul does not bring up

the Gentile's view of the sin in order to suggest that this sin was more sinful than the

author's imagined 'technical" adultery. Paul mentions "even the pagans" in order to
stress to the Corinthians their absolute negligence in acting on the case of the forni-
cator, As Brother G. C. Brewer wrote:

"An inspired apostle, however, would not evaluate a deed according to the pa-
gan sentiment and tradition. When a deed was sinful according to God's law, it
was no uncommon thing for Paul to point out the egregiousness of it by showing
that even the heathen regrobate it. He did that in this case, but hs first con-
demned it as fornication.'"”

We have no authority to classify or pick and choose which sexual sins we're going to
deal with. Any sin, unrepented of, must be confronted by faithful Christians in light
of biblical teaching on church discipline. The author is "going beyond what is written"

(1 Cor. 4:6) when he invents an alleged differentiation in types of adultery.
56
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In the second place, the author suggests that the sin of the man in Corinth was
ongoing and not from his past (p. 87, line 23). Obviously, if he ceased the relationship
in the past, there would have been no need to deal with the situation in the present.
By definition, discipline is exercised in the context of sin that is persisted in by the
impenitent. The "bad" mentioned in Matt, 13:48 are bad for the very reason that they
do not repent of their evil. So there is no distinction to be drawn on this point be-
tween Matt., 13 and 1 Cor. 5. The author thinks he has a real point when he maintains
that the church at Coriath did not have to decide whether a legitimate divorce had
taken place in the past (p. 88, line 27). Yet, how does the author know this? Such is
another example of his reliance upon argument from silence! The author ignores the
fact that the man in question and his father were members of the community whose
background was by no means unknown. The author also ignores the fact that ascer-
taining the marital eligibility of persons who wish to become Christians is not nearly as
difficult as he eavisions. He is appareatly so ready to accept anyone into the church
that he's never had experience applying Matt. 19:9 to such situations. If he had, he
would know that it's a relatively simple thing to merely ask: 'did you put away your
previous companion because of that companion's sexual unfaithfulness?"' Let's face it—-
people out of the church who have broken previous marriage relationships KNOW why
they did so! They know what was in their mind when they divorced! When unencum-
bered by wild, speculative theories invented by false teachers, such individuals can

state point blank whether they divorced and remarried for fornication! But the author

fancies it's just not that easy. He belizves "all of the facts needed to render a right-
eous judgement'" (p. 89, line 6) are gone forever—-"buried" (p. 89, line 7)! In other
words, people can remember everything from their grade school playmates and first
grade teacher's name to their first automobile and the time and place when they were
bound together in holy matrimony---but they can't remember why their marriage broke
up!!  Ridiculous! People know why they dissolved their marriages and they'll tell you--
everything from "well, we just couldn't get along" to 'we just didn't love each other,
but we're still good friends"! The author might wish to minimize the simplicity with
which God's truth may be applied by arguing that people may lie or misrepresent their
past marital circumstances. They may, but such is hardly an argument against attempt-
ing to apply God's marriage law to all men! God will no more hold us accountable for
reliance upon the word of such individuals as He will our reliance upon the word of
individuals who come wishing to place membership stating that they were baptized for
the remission of sins 20 years in the past. In fact, you may be fellowshipping a forni-

cator eve Sunday without knowing that he is committing fornication. But such is
y D (5
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hardly a violation of 1 Cor, 5:11).

Notice that the author's own statement can be used against him. He holds that
Matt, 19:9 does apply to two Christians. Suppose two Christians come to the church
where the author preaches, noting that they were divorced and remarried to other
Christian mates "decades before" (p. 88, line 28) while they themselves were Chris—
tians. The author would have to make a "judgement" (p. 88, line 30) even with his doc-
trine and take the word of the parties involved. It is simply untrue that the author's
doctrine assumes people innocent while the teaching with which he disagrees assumes
the oppositz (p. 89, lines 1-2). "Clouded memories" (p. 89, line 8) can affect the valid-
ity of baptisms as much as marriages, but is certainly no argument against requiring
both baptisms and marriages to conform to God's will.

So the author's proposed explanations for reconciling Matt, 13 and 1 Cor. 5 fall
short. In reality, both nhis doctrine and his negative attitude toward brethren who seek
to keep the church pure as God commands imply that Matt, 13 does contradict 1 Cor.
5. But, in actuality, the author completely misrepreseats the teaching of the parable
of the net in Matt, 13:47-50. If this parable is an allusion to church discipline, as the
author beliaves, then the Bible flatly contradicts itself--the author's attempted explan-
ations notwithstanding! In fact, in the parallel parable of the tares (Matt, 13:24-30),
the householder absolutely forbids the servants from uprooting the weeds (13:29). So if
the parable of the net is an allusion to church discipline as the author maintains (pp.
87-88), then Paul commands in 1 Cor. 5 what Jesus condemned in Matt. 13! The truth
is, the author misses the teaching of Matt, 13 just as he did the teaching of Rom. 2, 1
Cor. 7, et al., in his effort to piece together his false theory on divorce and remar—
riage.

What is the teaching of Matt, 13?7 In this chapter, Jesus uses the purase "king-
dom of heaven" in its broader sense, i.e., the rule, reign, and authority of God in the
world at 1arge.3 Thus, the "seed" (i.e., word of God) in the parable of the sower
(13:1-23) is sown in the world at large and not strictly in the church. In the parable
of the tares (13:24-30), both good seed and weeds are sown in the world at large. In
fact, Jesus states directly that the '"field" in which both wheat and tares are located is
not the churca but "the world" (13:38). Thus the "world" (vs. 38) and the "kingdom"
(vs. 41) are the same locus in the parable. But "kingdom' in vs. 38 is the church and is
placed in contrast to those who hava never submitted themselves to Christ's universal
rule, i.e., children of the evil one. The teaching, therefore, that Jesus seeks to convey
is that Christians are not to take phaysical measures to exterminate non-Christians.

Jesus was condemning the attitudes and actions demonstrated by numerous persons,
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from the apostles (cf., Lk. 9:54-55) to the Crusaders, Spanish Inquisitors, and Salem
witch hunters.4 As Paul declared, "What business is it of mine to judge those outside
the church?" (1 Cor. 5:12). Contrary to the author's imaginings, Paul immediately en-
joins the absolute necessity of judgement within the church (i.e., concern to keep the
church clean!): "Are you not to judge those inside? God will judge those outside. 'Expel
the wicked man from among you."' (1 Cor. 5:12-13). Bro. McGarvey corcoborates this

understanding of the parable and declares the author's position to be inconsistent:

"The most common interpretation of this parable makes its chief significance
depend on the prohibition against pulling up the tares lest the wheat should be
rooted up with them, and supposes it to teach a lasson of caution in church dis-
cipline. Some understand the parable as prohibiting all exclusions from the
Church, and others, with less consistency, understand it to prohibit exclusions
oaly in doubtful cases, as the exclusion of one would lead to the exclusion of
others who are more worthy, but who sympathize with the guilty party. The lat-
ter view is condemned by the very premises on which it is based: for it was not
uatil the tares were uamistakably known as such, that the question about pluck-
ing them up was raised. If the exclusion of any from the Church is prohibited, it
must be those who are known to be children of the wicked one, and the conclu-
sion comes iato direct conflict with the tsaching both of Jesus and the apostles
oa the subject of withdrawing from the disorderly.... There are also two other
insuperable objections to both of the views above stated. In the first place,
Jesus makes the servants of the householder, who made the proposition to pull
up the tares, and who were the reapers of the harvest, represent, not the offi-
cers of the Church, but the angels of God.... In the second place, this interpre-
tation ignores the fundamental rule, that when Jesus himself expounds a para-
ble, his exposition must be accepted without modification. Now, in his exposition
he passes by this prohibition and gives it no part whatever in the significance
of the parable. It is true, that gathering out the tares at the end of the world
implies that they will be allowed to grow until that time, but it implies nothing
at all ag to whether such of them as can be shall be excluded from the
Church."

So it is in the parable of the net. This parable is not a discussion of church
discipline and has absolutely nothing to do with such. In fact, the basic point that

Jesus is dealing with is the judgement day--hardly a fitting passage for the author to

make use of in his attempt to exempt adulterers {rom church discipline! Both the par—
able of the tares and the parable of the net are dealing with the final separation of
the wicked from the righteous and the eternal fate of the wicked, i.e., the fire of hell.
Thus the action of the net being let down into the lake is not something that is going
on now via Christians who fish for men with the gospel (p. 88, lines 1-10). This is
more of the author's preconceived bias grasping for support of his theory! Jesus Him-~
self said the action of the net being pulled ashore and its contents sorted "is how it
will be at the end of the age" (Matt, 13:49). Whom do we believe? The author says,

this is people being "encircled by the gospel net” (p. 89, line 29). But Jesus said, "this



60

is now it will be at the end of the age." 1t is Jesus' parable! Let's permit Him to in-
terpret it! Matt. 13:47-50 is saying exactly the same thing that Jesus said in Matt.
25:31-46. He describes the judgement in both passages at which "all nations" (Matt,
25:32) will be "gathered" (vs. 32--like the net of 13:47) before Him, i.e., "the world"--
not just the church. Thus the author's attempt to discourage appropriate handling of
those in the church and those who seek acceptance into the church without appropriate
severance of past illicit relationships has no scriptural support.

C. Next the author seeks to minimize the danger to the purity of the church
posed by those who are accepted with '"questionable marriages" (p. 89, lines 13-14).
Notice that the author is making a tacit admission regarding the status of non-Chris-
tians. He describes "those who have complicated their lives by previous divorce and
remarriage' (p. 88, line 20) as in possession of 'questionable marriages"! Prior to this
point, the author has argued that multiple divorce and remarriage for the non-Christian
is perfectly acceptable and in no way 'sinful' since Matt, 19:9 does not even apply to
him. But now the author describes the divorced and remarried non-Christian's mar-
riage status as ''questionable!

Regarding the notion that the purity of the church may be endangered by the
acceptance of such, we really need give no response. God has already answered this
question! The author wants to answer this question his own way by minimizing the
potential threat of adulterers to the church's purity. But God said, "A little yeast
works through the whole batch of dough" (1 Cor. 5:5)! The author says, "No God,
you're too worried about keeping the church clean. Permitting those with illicit mar-
riage relationships into the church will not endanger her purity." Again, whom do we
believe--God or the author?

The author implies that concern over the permeating effect of yeast (i.e.,
"questionable marriages') is unfounded and "hardly seems to be a solid footing" (p. 90,
line 21). Inspite of the fact that the author and God disagree over whether fornicators
pose a threat to the church's purity, the author demonstrates negligence in his repre-
sentation of this biblical priaciple. The yeast illustration given in 1 Cor. 5 is not de-
signed to suggest that if the church did not withdraw from the fornicator, all of the
members would likely run out and take their father's wives. Rather, the leavening
principle spoken of here and in other passages (e.g., Gal. 5:9) refers to the laxity and
softness toward sin that is engenderad by such tolerance. Other members would, in
effect, be encouraged in their own inclinations to yield to the flesh. They would feel

less compelled to live faithful, godly lives--after all, "if he can live with his stepmoth-
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er, 1 can lie a little; that's not as bad as what he's doing." The author totally ignores
or misses this important biblical principle and virtually mocks those who take God's
words seriously concerning the danger of permitting any sin to go on in the church
without godly confrontation. His examples of liars (p. 90, line 6) and those involved in
premarital sex (p. 90, line 11) have no merit, since Paul is saying that any sin that is
persisted in, unconfessed, and unrepented of should come under the discipline enjoined
in 1 Cor. 5. All sin poses a threat to the spiritual safety of the church and should not
be permitted into the church unconfronted. Liars, pre-marital fornicators, petters—-and

adulterers--are all threats to the purity of the church unless they publically confess

their sin and turn from it, The fact that sin has occurred is not what Paul says poses
a threat to the church's purity. It is sin that is not stopped! Sin that is permitted to
continue! Relationships that are maintained without God's authority!

When the author manifests disdain for the practice of asking questions about
prior marriages (p. 90, line 10), he again paints himself into a corner. Would the au-
thor have us to believe that faithful Christians have no obligation in God's sightto
make sufficient inquiries so that an active 'nitman" for the Mafia is confronted with
his condition before he is immersed? Surely the author sees the need for such an indi-
vidual to sever his business relationship prior to becoming a Christian in harmony with
biblical teaching on repentance! But the author simply cannot see the need for adul-
terers to sever their illicit marriage relationship either prior to immersion OR AFTER!
Likewise, should two homosexuals walk down the aisle of the church building where the
author preaches wishing to be baptized, would the author ask them any questions be-
fore fellowship is extended?? We don't have to interrogate people prior to baptism.
But we do have to teach them to observe all things that Christ commanded (Matt,
28:20)! We do have to encourage them to "count the cost' (Lk. 14:28)! And when we
live at a point in time when certain sins are more prevalent, we're only fooling our-
selves, shirking our responsibility, and demonstrating tremendous spiritual cowardice
when we shy away from bringing God's word to bear upon the lives of people with
whom we come in contact!

3ut the author says ''questionable marriages'" can be no threat to the church's
purity "when the act is totally unknown" (p 89, line 21). Perhaps not, However, the
author repeatadly poses unique situations in an effort to lead us into false generaliza-
tions. 1In reality, very, very few adulterous relationships are located in a vacuum with
no one privy to their existence. Besides, once we do come to a knowledge of such a
situation, our previous ignorance of tne fact is no justification for refusing to obey

God and act in accordance with His word. The author offers one of his "case history"
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examples when he describes a couple who was in the church apparently for years (since
the husband came to be considered for the eldership--p. 89, line 29) before they re-
ceived knowledge of what the Bible teaches about the qualifications of elders and di-
vorce and remarriage. Surely, the author is speaking of some denomination where such
crucial subjects are preached on once in a "blue moon"! In any case, the author has no
point. We could postulate all day similar instances where people are involved in sinful
habits, practices, and relationships which are persisted in after coaversion. We could
arouse the sympathies and emotions of readers over heart-rending, sorrowful circum-
stances. But such would not change one iota what the Bible teaches about those who

live in fornication (Col. 3:5-7). The author is completely dodging the question of

whether God is pleased with those who form an illicit marriage relationship and contin-
ue that relationship. Instead, he's belaboring the superfluous question as to whether

such is okay as long as no one knows about it!

D. The author's next "case history" which is supposed to substantiate his posi-
tion concerns a couple who dissolve their marriage, each later remarry, and seek ad-
mittance into the church (pp. 91-92). Like the evolutionists who seek to foster their
ungodly theory by pumping it up with eons of time, the author seeks to cloud the is-
sue, throw dirt into the air, and evade biblical truth and its clear application to even
the author's hypothetical case. People know why they put away their first mates and
remarry. People also know, if unjustly put away, at what point in their own mind they
made the decision to cease attempting to effect a reconciliation and to remarry--and
they know why they are remarrying. Jesus' words in Matt, 19:9 are plain and can be
appliad to every situation. We may have to take people's word for what has transpired
in their past, and they may lie to us, but they may lie about any other sin and they
may misrepresent tneir baptism. All God expects of us is to tell people straight what
His word says. When non-Christians with whom we're studying confess their marriage
to be out of harmony with that word, we must act accordingly--even if such causes
some to be 'shut out of the kingdom" (p. 92, line 24). The author seek to arouse sym-
pathy for the effects of sin. But such is never going to make those effects go away!
The author seeks to portray the consequences of sin as so tragic that we will just want
to utter a few magic words and "poof''--those consequences will all go away and non-
Christians, who have lived ungodly, rebellious ,and inexcusable (Rom. 1:20) lives of dis—
obedience to God's will, will experience no ill effects but will, in fact, "live happily
ever after' The author is simply grossly ignorant of the character of God and His

word! No matter how many theories are invented in an effort to permit people to
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avoid the consequences of their sin, the rule of God written into the fabric of the uni-
verse remains: ""Do not be deceived: God cannot be mocked. A man reaps what he sows"
(Gal. 6:7)! Adam and Eve could be forgiven by God--but the lasting consequence of
their sin was permanent expulsion from the Garden! Moses could be forgiven of his
sin--but being permanently barred from the land of promise was a lastiag consequence
and penalty for his sin (Deut. 32:51-52)! The complainers could be and were forgiven
(Numb. 14:20)--but the effects of their sin was such that not one was ever permitted to
see the promised land (Numb, 14:21-23)! A fornicator today may well be forgiven for
his past indulgence of the flesh, but such does not mean that he may well suffer and
die the horrible and agonizing death that comes from syphilis of the brain! And so it
is with those who fly in the face of God's marriage laws; they may be forgiven, but
they may also get themselves into such a fix that they will have no choice but to live
single and celibate the rest of their life on earth. Such is in no way a reflection upon
God's justice or mercy. Rather, such is a reflection of man's stubbora disobedience
and rejection of what God designed to be for man's good.

The author is living in a fairytale world which is miles away from the biblical
world, the real world where God is Sovereign Lord. He bemoans the "life of celibacy"
that is imposed upon some (p. 92, line 21,24). He implies that such a condition is sim-
ply too difficult to expect! In so doing, he places himself with the majority of all peo-
ple who have ever lived who feel that Jesus' teaching is simply "TOO HARD" (]n.
6:60). But it was Jesus who described the way to life as arduous and narrow--and it
was Jesus who said FEW would negotiate it (Matt. 7:14)!! But dissolving marriages and
living a life of celibacy is simply not the unbearable burden which the author makes it
out to be! In fact, it's quite ironic that the author thinks it's asking too much to re-
quire the very people who have broken their first godly marriage asunder to end their
subsequent illicit marriage! The heart-rending concern over severing a relationship is a
bit ill-placed and misdirected. The fact of the matter is, God is the kind of being who
would require marriages to be broken up (Ezra 10)! It is in no way out of harmony
with His character and essence to reqﬁire relationships to be severed (1 Cor. 6:11; 2

Cor, 6:17). Absence of physical companionship and sexual gratification are not the

unbearable burdens that the author imagines, Everyone from a soldier who is separated
from his wife for years to a paraplegic who has the desire but is incapacitated can live
celibate lives and be pleasing to God. Let's face reality now. If the God of Heaven

expects us (should the circumstances vequire it) to give up everything we own; or to go

to prison for the rest of our lives in behalf of the truth; and even to give up the very

life in our bodies by dying an excruciating, horrible death to remain faithful---surely,
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SURELY, SURELY, we would not balik at the idea of foregoing a marital relationship,

if circumstances required it!!!

E. But the author insists upon confusing former adulterers (who pose no tareat
to the purity of the church) with current, impenitent adulterers (who are unquestion—
ably a threat to the purity of the church). He says '"the church is not kept pure by
refusing to admit those honest enough to confess that they have sianed" (p. 93, line
10). Mere confession of sin is haréﬂy the biblical antidote to sin! The Corinthians of 1
Cor. 6:9~11 had ceased their sin, i.e., the homosexuals, fornicators, and adulterers had
severed their illicit relationships!! They did not merely confess that they had sinned!
The Bible repeatedly declares that confession alone is not sufficient in God's sight!

Confession must be accompanied by repentance and a changed life (Prov. 28:13; Isa.

55:6-7; Matt. 3:8; 7:21; Lk. 6:46)!! But the author thinks it quite sufficient to merely
encourage the fornicators to say '"I'm sorcy," and then obligate the church to accept
them in the midst of their sinful relationship!

The Bible method by which "Christ will take care of the cleansing" (p. 93, line
15) 1s a solid, impartial, properly executed program of church discipline. Christ cleans—
es His body through those who are "spiritual” (Gal. 5:1). The author just can't seem to
accept the church's function of "cleansing" herself. He thinks "cleansing" is something
Christ 111_1 do (at the end of time), while "discipline" is something the church is to do
now. Nonsense! Paul used a word that means precisely the same thing as "cleanse" in
1 Cor. 5:7--PURGE. The church discipline that is alluded to so often in the New Test—
ament (e.g., Rom. 15:17; Gal. 6:1; 2 Thess, 3:5, 14; Tit. 3:10; 2 Jn. 9-11) has as one of
its divine purposes the cleansing of the church by means of the expulsion of impenitent

membders. God wants cleansing done now!

F. The author next poses solutions to the problem of "marital breakup" (p. 93,
line 22ff). Unfortunately, the author overlooks the one solution to the problem which
his theory simply will not permit him to accept: the preaching of the gospel to the
whole world-~Christian and non-Christian alike. The ONLY way our country is going to
be turned around and the family stabilized and initial, scriptural marriages kept intact
is tarough vigorous and widespread dissemination of the gospel of Christ (including
Matt, 19:9)!! The only means of altering the course of human history and bringing peo-
ple into harmony with Christ's will is through a firm, uncompromising presentation of
Christ's laws to a lost and dying world. The only way the church of our Lord is going

to be saved from the deadly effects of a permissive society and the false teaching of
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well-meaning but misinformed preachers is through a return to the vibraat proclamation
of biblical truths that once characterized our beloved brotherhood. And even then, the
author fails to recognize what God has always recognized---that when it's all said and
done, the majority of all people will spurn those saving truths and remain hard-hearted,
impenitent, and disobedient (cf., Matt, 13:18-22), But the author's theory completely
overlooks this historical truth and seeks to make it possible for both the hard-hearted
and impenitent to enter the churc’q.

We've already shown that the author misconstrues the essence of the Old Law
when he labels it as "of the flesh" (p. 94, line 24). Such is a false, unbiblical analogy.
Jesus condemned (not tolerated--p. 94, line 27) hearts of stone that divorced for any
cause (Matt. 19:8). It is simply ludicrous to suppose that hardened, stony hearts were

ever acceptable to God or can possibly be usharad into heaven.

G. The author theorizes beyond beliaf when he suggests that "it is not the sex—
ual content of the act itself" (p. 96, line 29) that makes fornication and adultery sin-
full He says, "the act of fornication and adultery is no different than the sanctioned
act of intercourse in marriage" (p. 97, line 1)! Incradible! Where in the world did the
author come up with such imaginings? Where is his biblical support for such theoriz-
ing? Such fallacious presuppositions set him up for an equally unfounded and unbibli-
cal assertion: "fornication and adultery are not like homosexuality" (p. 97, line 2)! But
the author has ao ghost of a chance proving such absurd postulations from the Bible!
He completely fails to comprehend the very meanings of the terms he so lightly uses.
We've already shown that "homosexuality” 1S "fornication'! Homosexuality is one form
or type of fornication. While "there is no time or circumstance under which homosex—
uality caa be right" (p. 97, line 3), NEITHER CAN FORNICATION AND ADULTERY
EVER BE RIGHT UNDER ANY CIRCUMSTANCES!! Regardless of the author's previous

attempts to get us to swallow such ungodly nonsense, God has never sanctioned any

sexual sin!  Every sexual sin, without exception, is sinful for the simple reason that it
violates God's law. Yet, the author meanders through a maze of trying to define forn-
ication and adultery as sinful on the grounds of nebulus and invented supposition (e.g.,
"because these acts are no different than the sanctioned act'"--p. 97, line 5; "commit-
ment, total, life long commitment"--p. 97, line 15). When one rejects God's definition
of sin, one must invent his own definitions.

Then the author slips in an allusion to "God's Word" (p. 97, line 29). Such is
nardly appropriate when the author has gone to so much effort to convince us that

people out in the world are not even subject to God's word!
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H, 1 must beg to differ with the author's conclusion that '"the divorce dilemma
will never be solved...until more time is spent on teaching about these things than is
spent on what to do about divorces that took place before one's heart was changing
from stone to flesh" (p. 99, lines 25-28). The problem is not to be solved by ignoring
the sin into which people have plunged their lives. The problem will be solved when
people are confronted with the stipulations and conditions of Christ's law and pricked
to the point that they will be willing to endure hardsaip in order to become and remain
a disciple of Christ. The problem will be solved--not by softening the demands of the
gospel--but by a loving, and firm presentation of the commandments of God--by calling

upon all men everywhere to repent by changing their minds and their lives.



Chapter V Endnotes

Any reputable Greek tool would have saved the author alot of trouble in his
effort to invent varying degrees of adultery and misconstrue the relationship between
"adultery" and ''fornication.” ''Fornication" is the broader term and simply refers to il-
licit sex activity. Joseph Thayer, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament
(Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Book House, 1977), p. 532, defines porneia as 'illicit sex-
ual intercourse in general;" James H. Moulton and George Milligan, The Vocabulary of
the Greek New Testament (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1932,
Reprint), p. 529, defines porneia by noting that it "...originally meant 'prostitution,’
'fornication,’ but came to be applied to unlawful sexual intercourse generally;" W. E.
Vine, An Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words (Old Tappan, New ]Jersey:
Fleming H. Revell Co., 19606), p. 125, defines porneia as "illicit sexual intercourse;" and
F. Wilbur Giagrich, Shorter Lexicon of the Greek New Testament (Chicago: University
of Chicago Press, 1957), p. 180, defines porneia as "unchastity, prostitution, fornica-
tion, of every kind of unlawful sexual intercourse.'" Thus, all adultery is fornication,
but not all fornication is adultery. Study carefully the illustration which portrays the
biblical picture of the relationship of "fornication' to various other words (p. 68).

?
- G. C. Brewer, "The Coriathian Case," Gospel Advocate (4 December 1961):

1158.

3 God's rule or authority is so stated in Matt. 28:19 and Phil. 2:9-11 and so
depicted in Lk. 19 in the parable of the pounds. ln the parable, God's kingdom and
Kingship extend over even those who arz unwilling to recognize and submit to that
rule,

4 As J. W. McGarvey wrote in The Fourfold Gospel (Cincinnati: The Standard
Publishing Foundation, n.d.), p. 339, "This parable and its explanation are sometimes
urged as an argument against church discipline, but such a use of them is clearly erro-
neous. The field is not the church, but the world, and the teaching of the parable is
that we are not to attampt to extacminate evil men. Any who attempt to exterminate
heretics in the name of Christ by physical force are condemned by this parable."”

5 J. W. McGarvey, A Commentary on Matthew and Mark (Delight, Ark.: Gospel
Light Publishing Co., 1875), pp. 123-24.
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Appendix: The Biblical View of Divorce and Remarriage

(and some concluding comments)

The biblical view of marriage, divorce, and remarriage is relatively simply. One
need only examine the passages that speak directly to the subject—-rather than go
everywhere else in Scripture (e.g.: Rom. 2:15), All one need do is read the following
passages and God's will regarding marriage, divorce, and remarriage will be crystal
clear: Gen. 2:24; Mal. 2:16; Matt, 5:31-32; 19:3-9; Rom. 7:1-3; 1 Cor. 7; Heb. 13:4.
While these are not all the passages that allude to the subject, these do provide the
reader with God's complete will on the mattar.

In short, God intends every single person upon the face of the earth to have but

one mate. The only way any person is divinely permitted a second mate while the first

mate is still living, is if that first mate is put away (i.e., divorced) because of his/her
sexual unfaithfulness. God's will is that simply, and it took no more space to indicate
such than it does to specify God's will on baptism. This is the case regardless of the
attempts by false teachers to meander through scores of pages in an effort to validate
their false notions regarding "faith only" or "non-Christians do not have to obey Matt,

19:9."

Conclusion
There has never been a time in the history of humanity when God permits the
human heart or conscience to function as the criterion for defining sin. Neither Gen-

tiles prior to the cross nor non-Christians living today have ever been without divine

criteria for defining sin in their lives. This side of the cross, those divine criteria re-
side in the New Testament laws of Christ. In Matt, 19:4~6, Jesus articulated God's
general marriage law which applies to Christian and non-Christian alike. In Matt. 19:9,
He made application of that general marriage law to the specific situation of divorce.
In 1 Cor. 7:10-11, Paul restated the same general marriage law of God which Jesus had
stated in Matt, 19:6. In 1 Cor. 7:12-15, Paul made application of that general mar-
riage law to three specific situations about which the Corinthians had asked and to
which the Lord had made no specific allusion. Paul's application does not contradict
Jesus' application!

God's laws apply to all people. This obligation includes the terms of entrance
into the kingdom, but it also includes laws regarding worship (e.g., singing, partaking of

the Lord's Supper) are laws that apply to all people. All people are obligated to par-
69
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take of the Lord's Supper (though not eligible until immersed). If only one passage

could be found that directs non-Christians to worship God, the doctrine that exempts

non-Christians from New Testament laws would be destroyed. John in the Revelation
(14:6-7) depicts Christian and non-Christian alike being commanded to worship God.
Likewise, when Paul stood before Felix and sought to enjoin the gospel upon he and
Drusilla, Paul did not dwell mmerely upon the plan of salvation. He also discoursed upon
"self-control'" and ''righteousness''--items which include everything from divorce and
remarriage to the Lord's Supper.” So, yes, non-Christians are subject to all of God's
laws, whether they choose to obey or not.

When non-Christians, who have been guilty of long lists of sins prior to baptism
(Rom. 1:29-32; 1 Cor. 6:9~11; Gal. 5:19-21; Eph. 5:3-6; Rev. 21:8), arrive at the point
where they wish to obey the law of Christ, they may become a Christian. But they

must face up to the condition of their own life due to their own sin. Coming into the

church will not and cannot absolve people of their former disobedient lifestyle by

somehow making all of their problems, hardships, and illicit relationships magically go
away. No, they will have to burn some bridges, sever some ties, give up some prac-
tices or relationships in order to follow Jesus. Jesus Himself foretold that marital
relationships would be the cause of some failing to enter into His kingdom (Lk. 14:20).
Yet, the doctrine being taught by some in the church today has trouble envisioning
people having to go through any hardship or give up anything to become a Christian!

After all, in their purview, prior to baptism nothing counts!

Yet, if non-Christians are subject only to a subjective "law on the heart," then
when African society with their cultural customs or Islamic peoples with their Koran,
in all good conscience, engage in polygamy, such would be acceptable to God since
they are merely acting in harmony with their own heart. Likewise, pagans living in
this country are acting in accordance with what their heart is urging them to do when
they commit adultery and other forms of fornication. Such is precisely why God's law
is so foreign to their thinking--because they follow their own hearts! Yet, in line with
the theory, their polygamy and adultery are not sinfull

In other words, non-Christians do not sin when they act in harmony with their
conscience-~though such action violates the law of Christ, This would mean that non-
Christians are in need of God's mercy and forgiveness only for actions which they com-
mit that violate their own conscience. They are, therefore, not in need of God's mer-
cy for doing things that are in harmony with their conscience (though such violates
Christ's laws). But here we see another glaring hole in this theory. Paul said he was

in need of God's mercy for deeds which he committed which were not violations of his
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own conscience (Acts 23:1; 1 Tim. 1:13)! If Paul did not violate his own conscience
(i.e., the supposed 'law written on the heart"), nor did he violate the law of Moses
(Phil. 3:6--'"blameless"), yet needed God's mercy for specific sins, he could only have
been guilty of violating the law of Christ!

So it is today. When non-Christians fornicate, use God's name in vain, etc.,
they often have no idea, no inkling of the fact that they're doing wrong. They violate
neither civil law nor their own conscience when they do such things. Yet, they are

guilty of sin because they are violating the law of Christ.

What a great day for the church it would be if all persons who promote false
theories that are as serious as the one we've been examining would repent and turn
from their misdirected path! How wonderful for the cause of Christ if we could once
again "speak the same thing'" (1 Cor. 1:10). It is my personal plea and desire, that the
author of the manuscript which has been under review would find it within his heart to
return to a pure presentation of the gospel of Christ that the God of Heaven may be

glorified and a lost and dying world pricked with the truth that saves.
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PRIFACE

It can hardly be denied that the church and soricty both face a divorce
. . I, s = [al i S as - v .
dilemma ot threatening proportions. Sociologist, as well a: religionist, recognize
the threat which the ever-increasing divorce rate poses for society. But even
more so must the church recognize the threat which divorce poses for it. The
church has responsibilities not to pragmatic solutions, but to truth. She cannot

loose where God has nnt loosed. But then nelther must she bind where He has not

»

bound.

Divorce and what to do about it were a problem in the days of Christ's
personal ministry. They remain so today. The position held by some of the
best know preachers and writers in the churches of Christ, the position most
widely réceived in the past, is that all people, aliens and citizens of the
kingdom alike, are amenable to the law as stated by Christ during ﬁis personal
minictry. Consequently, anyperson desiring baptism must put away any mate
except the first unless the first is either dead, or had been put away becauze
of an act of fornication committed after the marriage was contracted. This is
the position with which T grew up. It is the position which I inherited. Tt
was the poéition which I advocated for the first several years of my ministry.
I assumed that T could substantial:» it by God's word. Buf, as John Stuart Mill
has said, "I'here is the greatest difference between presuming an opinion to be
true becausc, with every opporutnity for coﬁtesting it, it has not been refuted,
and assuming its truth for the purpose of not permitting its refutation.” My
own personal search for the truth has led me to the conclusion that the ﬁosition
which I inherited is not in harmony with God's word. I did not arrive at this
position over night. It came gradually as the fésult of many hours of study-
and meditation, lost sleep, and praycr.' I do not expect, nor desire, that anyone
accept my conclusions after one reading. I desire simply that the views set forth
in this work'not be assumed false nor the opposite assumed true to avoid haviﬁg

that position refuted. Every Christian owes it to himself to examine the
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arguments on both sides and kéep the wheat and thfow away the chatt,

My scarch is for the truth. It I have micsed it, I will consider anyone who
will point out the erro® as a friend. I would pray that they would do 1t in the
spirit of love and not judgement, not guestioning my love for the Lord, my love for
the truth, nor my motives for writing. It is not infrequently that those wvho
challenge an entrenched position such as the oue I am challenging is accused of
having some ulterior motive in writing such &s popularity, the desire to justity

: .
a friond or family member, the ueed to bte differcut, or a hozt cf other things.
While vnatls to sopeak for others, I know that not cn2 ol thece motives has any
place in my hearct. Tirsit, =he position I lake may wake @t popular with a lew who
hive cxperienced divorecs, but it will alievate m> {ron many of my wreaching brethren

--brethren who carey far more influcnce, obviously, than the divorceeS among us.

Szcondly, I have no family members or irierds to ﬁhom the position wh;ch I take
in this work would apply. Qulte to the contrary, many of my “riends and many of
qmy Tfamily members dissgree with me, It is a desire to prezach the truth, whatever
the cost, that motivates me to send this work forth. The more I have studlcd the
subject, the more I have becom2 convinced that the generally accezpted position 1is
wrong and shuts men out of the kingdom. T therefore have a responsibility to
challenge it, not only for the good of those being denied entrance ith the kingdom,
but for the good of those who are denying them Lhat entrance.

I could wish that the best minds of the brotherhood would read this in
munusceript form {or possible refutation. A published work becoues so permanent.
Such, of course, is not pussible. I send it Torth, therelcre, kuowing that it 1s
less than perlect in style, logic, organization, and thinking. I do not expeet
it to beceome a defiqitlve work on the subject of Murriugu and divorce. 1 do pray

that it will be an impetus for a deeper search Tor the truth.

Don Campbell
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SIN WAS IN THi WORLD

"For until the Law sin was in the world"
Romans 5:13a

Those who take the Scriptures serioﬁsly have no difficulty in accepting
the univeraslity of éin. The apostle Paul wrote, "For I am not ashamed of
the gospel, for it is the power of God for salvation to every one who believes,
to the Jew first and also to +the Greek" (Romans 1:16). A universal means of
salvation posits a universal need for that means. John the Baptist testified
of Jesus, "Behold, the Lamb of God who takes away the sin of the world"
(John 1:29). What was this sin of the world? Was it the guilt of Adam's sin
which was inherited by his offspring? Was it some kind of nebulous, collective
irresponsibility such as that imputed to all Amcricans because of, the nation's
treatment of blacks snd Indians? Or, was this puilt personal, the result of
transgressions committed upon the part of each individual of accountable age?
Bonhocffer has pointed out that the Bible speaks of the univervality of cin
but says nothing of original sin.l Carl Barth argucd for the solidarity of
all men in sin, but Tound no biblical support for teaching the biological
transmission of Adam's sin and guilt to his posterity via procreation.a
Men, either unknown or less well known to the modern theological scene have
argued just as elfecctively for this truth without succumbing to the temptation
to reduce the story of Adam to a saga which points to the experience of every
man with sin. We shall take note of some of them as We progress. For the
moment let us return. to the fountainhead of truth, the Scriptures, for our
search for the truth.

"Through one man," Paul writes, 'sin entered into the world, and death
through sin, and so death spread to all men,rbeéause all sinned --for until

the Law sin was in the world; but sin is not imputcd when there iz no law.

Nevertheless death reigned from Adam until Moses even over those who had not

cinned in the likeness ol Adam's oftfense, who is a type of Him who was to come”
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Rom 5:12-1L). Care must be taken here not to impute any more or any less
blame to Adam than the Scriptures impute to him.

Some commentators hold that the death here spoken of is spiritual death
and that the phrase "because all sinned” means that after Adam's transgression
each person born into the world sinned upon reaching the age of accountability
and in conce.uence died or was soparatéd from God. Although true, that is not
the teaching ol this pussage.  The context simply will not permit such a theory.
In versc fourteen, it is clearly stated that the doath which entered the world
and spread to all reigned Crom Adam until Moses even over those who had not
cinned in the likeness of Adam. Spiritual death did not reipn over all the
descendants ot Adam., This is not to say that any one of them was rree from
pursonui sin; but they, like sous of God today, could live in splite of that
sin. Spiritual death did not relgn over them. Four examples are here offered
from God's word:

By faith Abcl oftered to God a better sacrifice than Cain,
through which he obtained the testimony that he was righteous,
God testitying about his gitts, and through faith, though he

is dead, he still speaks. By faith Enoch was taken up so that
he should not sce death; and he was not found because God took
him up; tor hc obtained the witneos that betore his being taken
up b was pleasing to God. And without taith it in impossible
to please llim, for he who comes to God must believe that He is,
and that He is a rewarder of those who seck Him. By I'1ith Noah,
being warned by God about things not yet seen, in reverence
prepared an ark for the salvation of his househcld, by which he
condemned the world, and became an helr ol the righteousness
which is according to faith. By faith Abraham, when he
was called, obeyud by going out to a pluce which he was to
receive Tor an iunheritance; and he went buh, not knowing where

he was going. By faith he lived as an alien in the land of
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promise, as in a foreign land, dwelling in tents with Lsuac and
Jacob, fellow-heirs of the same promise; l@r he was looking for
the city which has foundation whose architect and builder is
God (Heb 11:4-10).

None of these men is said to have been justified because of freedom
from personal sin, but each one is deciared righteous before God upon the
basis of faith. Paul instructs us, "The righteous man shall live by faith,"
or as the footnote of the New hmerican Standard Bible reads, "But he who 1s
righteous by faith shall live" (Rom 1:17). It was as true of Abel, Enoch,
Moses, and Abraham that they lived through their faith as it is of us.

Secondly, the text will not allow the death to be spiritual death unless
one wishes to pronounce all dead spiritually as a result of Adam's transgression,
for verse fifteen says, "For if by the transgression of the one the many died."
To make the death of verses twelve and fourteen spiritual and that of verse
fifteen physical betrays ecither a dishonesty or ipnorance akin to that of the
Jehovah's Witnesses who make the word "God" in John 1:1 "a pod," that is a
lesser deity, and the word "God" in John 1:2 "The God," or "Jenovah." The
death which spread to all the world and reigned from Adam until Moses is the
onc tbat‘resulted from one man's transgression. Paul, speaking of Christ who
had never been dead spiritually, writes, "But now Christ has been ralsed from
the dead, the first fruilts of those who arc aslcep. For since by a man came
death, by a man also came the resurrection of the dead., For as in Adam all
die, so also in Christ all shall be made alive" (I Cor 15:20-22). The only
death that we arec ever to suffer because of Adam's sin is physical death.

Thirdly, not only did this death’come as a result of Adam's transgression,
but it is emphasized that it was & ;ingle transgression, the first one he ever
committed, "The judgement arose,” says Paul, hfrom one transgression resulting in
condemnation" (Rom 5:16). Whatever sins Adam may have committed after his

expulsion from the Garden, it was that one sin which he committed in the garden

which brought about the death of the many.
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The statement "and so dealh spreal to all men, because all sinned,"” then
cannol mean that all men die spiritually because all men, following the example
of Adum, sin. This is not the death under consideration, nor is it the sin
under diccussion, "All sinned” means all sinned in Adam. It is no more
ditficult to see how all could sin in Adum than it is to comprehend that
"through Abraham even Levi, who receivéd tithes, paid tithes, for hc wus still
in the loins of his father when Melchizedel met him'" (Heb 7:9-10). Moses
Lard makes this comment on the paégage in gquestion: [Eln farther contirmation
of what is here insisted on, I call attention to the vorb 'dielthen.' It is
aorist; and as such, vignifics momentary action in the past, The 'dia’
denotes the thoroughness of the action. 'Death spread' --the whole thing was
done at once. 'To all' --the spreading was thorough, not one escaped. But how
could all this occur, unless, as already said, in and by Adam? When hé sinned
all sinned in him. With that sin death entered, entered at once and for all
time, and enterad tor the whole human ruce. All this seems to be couched in ;

3
the verb." ;}

Many [ind this interpretation ohjectionable for fear thut it might lend
credence to the doctrinal error of hercditary, total depravity. The truth,
howevaor, heed not be distorted or avoided feor fear of abuse. The possibility
ol abuuw‘is inharent in cvery blescing and cevery treuth.  Beeausce the bibiical
truth ol the security of the believer is perverted into the false doctrine of
the Impossibility of apostasy is no justirication tor the ejually talse doctrin=
of the probability of apostasy. Likewise, in reacting to the twisting ol this
passage to teach the doctrine of hereditary, total depravity one should not
twist it in the other direction because of a fear of the first error. Lard continu

"But here it is proper to miake a distinction. Sin by
representation does not imply guilt, as actual personal sin does. It may
both justify and demand ghe appointment of a pcnality as in the case in hand,
but no more. Hence no one of his posterity will cveg, al'ter death, be held

responsible Cor Adam's sin. As to them, his sin will never, after death, be
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braught into account. No notice will be taken of it. In thelr case, therefore,
death is not the consejuence of personal guilt, but o' connection with a guilty
parent. Accordingly, though we all die for Adam's sin, no onﬁ of us will ever
be judged for it. For our own sins only, will we be Jjudged! To this the
Scriptures bear testimony. "For we must all appear before the judgement seat
of Christ, that ecach one may be recompénsed Cfor his dceds in the body, according
to what he hus donec, whether good or bad" (2 Cor 5:10) .

Each individual's death, goth physical and spiritual, is related to Adam's
transgression, but Paul does not say that all become totally depraved and
eternally separated from God as punishment for Adam's sin. What meaning, then,
is to be attached to Paul's statement: "Por as through one man's disobedience
the many were made sinnersz, even through the oboedience ol the One the many will
be made righteous" (Rom 5:19)? First, it is important to note careiully what
the text does not say. It does not say that through the onc man's disobedience
the many were sinners. No personal guilt upon their part is implied. Nor does
the text say that Adam's sin made them sinners. The text does say, however, that
they were made or constituted sinners. The verb translated "made" is passive,
and they thercforc could not have made themselves sinners. Who constituted them
sinners? 'The same one who constituted them righteous through the obedience of
the Ope --God. ILf one keeps in mind Paul's argument, he will not be led astray
here. He has argued that as the resﬁli of one man's sin, all die a physical
death. This is the extent of the condemnation which passed to all men; The
justification to life (verse 18), then, is not relerring to Justification to
eternal life, for that justification is by faith, but the fact that precisely
whal was lost in Adam is restored in Christ. ”Fpr as in Adam all die, so also
in Christ shall all be mude alive..;fér an hour is coming, in which all who are’
in the tombs shall hear His voice, énd shall éome forth; those who did the good
decds, to a resurrcction of life, those who committcd the evil deeds to a

resurrcetion of Jjudmement” (I Cor 15:225 John G oMsa0a),
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Adam's sin is the reason for my physical dealh, not Lecause his nature was
chunged, but because the tree of life was withdrawn. One may illustrate this
truth by the following anology: It I transgress the laws of the land and am
stripped cf my citizenship and deported, children born to me after that tine
will sufferﬁthe consequence, but not the guilt of my transgression. The reason
for myzdeath then is "the one man's discbedience" which deprived him and me of
the tree of life. The direct medical cause, on the other hand, may be cancer.

Adam's sin is the reason for m§ spiritual death --we are not in any pocition
ﬁo discuss whati would have been the case had Adam not sinned. We must deal with
{he reality that he did. Sin entered through him and I, like all ol th= rest of
his posterity, have done no better than did he. 35o although Adam's sin may be
said to be the reason for my spiritual death, my sins are the direct, moral
cause. Paul wrote in Romans 4:25, "He was delivered up because of our transgressio:
That included Adam's transgression, but it is not limited to it. fle says again,

"And the gift is not like that which came through the onc who sinned; for on the !

1
1

our hand the julgement arose from one transgression resulting in condemnation, but
on the other hind the free gift arose from many transgressions reswlting in
Justitication" (Rom 5:15). The many are ours --mine and yours, This explains the
meining of verse CifLoen which soys, "much more did Lhe grace of God and Lthe gift
by the grace ol the one Man Jeﬁus Christ, abound to the many." Christ's obedience

unconditionally accomplishes lor all the resurrection lUrom the dead which will

release them from the penality imposed because of Adam's sin. But what about

the many transgressiouns?

we were deud in our transgressions, made us alive together with Christ...For by.

grace you have been saved through faith; and that not of yourselves, it is the

gift of God" (Eph 2:1,5,8). That sentence which was passed upon us because of
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our being in Adam is carried out when we die physicully. The lile lost in Adam

is unconditionally restored in Christ. But personal sins derind personal faith.

"But now apart from the Law the righteousness of God has been manifested, being

witnessed by the Law and the Prophets, even the riphtcousness of God through

feith in Jesus Christ for all those who belicve; for there is no distinction;

for all have sinned and fall short of the glory of God, being justified as a
gift by his grace through the redemption which is in Christ Jesus; whom God
displayed publicly as a propitiation in His blood through faith" (Rom 3:21-25a).

Having noticed the entrance of sin into the world, its penality, and its

when there is no law" (Romans 5:13). It is imperative that we understand the

basis upon which the charges of universal, soul-damning sin are based. We have
proved that Adam's sin does not doom the soul of any one of his posterity. Now
we read that sin is not imputed where there is no law. Since the Law of Moses
came thousands of years after Adam, upon what basis were those living bctween

Adam and Moses judged sinners? Or were they Judged sinners?

This passage cannot mean that there was no sin or that it was not dealt

with before the Law. The whole world was destroyed by the flood because God
—

saw that every intent of the thoughts of man's heart was only evil continually.

Sometime later, the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah were reduced to ashes because

ten righteaus people could not be found in the city. Paul says that the people
living during the period had not sinned in the likeness of Adam's offense, but

he did not cay that thcy had not sinned. R, L. Whiteside, in commenting on the
verse in gquestion sayu: "R, St. John Parry, in his cxplanatory notes to the

Cambridge Greek Now Testament for Schools and Collepren, . says the phrase in

question 'ejuals Jjust so far as there was law, there was sin...So I take -

"archi nomou' cquals, up to the degree, Jjust to that extent Lo which law was
[

)
present.'”
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Ty what extent was there law belore Sinai? God cpoke directly Lo certain
individuals upon ditlerent oceasions rovenling Hin will to them, but this was
not the full extent of law. Paul ecpeaks of thouse who do not have the Law as
doing "instinctlvely the things of the Law, these not having the Law, arc a law
to themselves, in that they show the work of the Law written in their hearts,
their conccicnce bearing witness, and their thoughts alternaéely accusing or
else delending them on the day when, accord;ng to my gospel, God will

-

judge the seerets of men through Christ Jesus" (Romans 2:1L-16). Paul does not
uﬁy that all men will be judged by the gospel as the standard of judgement. But
according to the gospel, all mon will be judged. He hus already said in verse
Lwelve that some will be judged by the Law and some wlthout the Law. God's
moral order was established in the beginning, milleniums before the Law was
given at Sinal. Certain moral principles were evident from the beginnida:

Tor the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all

ungodliness and unrighteousness of men, who suppress the

truth in unrighteousness, because Lhat which is known

about God is oevident within them; Lfor God made it evident

to them. For since the creation of the world Ilis invisible

;ttributos, His eternal power and divine nature have been

clearly scen, being wnderstood through what hos been made,

6o that they are without excusce. Ior cven thoush they knew

God, they did not honor Him as God, or give thanks; but they

became fulile in thelr speculations, and their foolish  heart

wag darkened. Professing to be wise, they bccame fools, and

exchanged the glory ol the incorruptible God for an image in

the Torm of corrupbible man and of‘birds and four-fooled

animals and crawling creatures. Theretore God ¢ve them over

in the lusts of their hearts to impurity, that their bodies

mizht be dishonored among them. For they cxchangcd the truth of

Gul for a lie, and worshiped and scrved the creature rather
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than the Creator, who 1s pblessed forever. Amen. For this
reason God have them over to degrading passions; for their
women exchanged the natural function for that which is
unnatural, and in the same way also the men abandoned the
natural function of the woman and burned in their desire
towards one another, men with ﬁen committing indecent acts
and receiving in their owWn persons the due penality of their
error, And just as th;y did not see fit to acknowledge God
any longer, God gave them over to a depraved mind, to do
those things which are not proper, being rilled with all
unrighteousnass, wickedness, greed, malice; full of envy,
murder, strite, malice; they are gossips, slanderers, haters
of God, insolent, arrogant, boastful, inventors of evil,
disobedient to parents, without understanding, untrustworthy,
unloving, unmerciful; and, although they know the ordinance
ot God, that those who practice such things arc worthy ot
death, they not only do the same, but also give hearty
approval to those who practice them (Romans 1:18-32).
Paul has marked those guilty of these sins as worthy of death. If
there werce no law or rule to which they were accountable, this condemnatinon
would be unjust as well as o contradiction of Paul's own statement that

Yshere there is no law, neither is there violation" (Romuns L:15). Paul's

point here is that

not be surprising that they perverted this standard which depended upon
uninspired, verbal transmiscion, for'£he Jews Cérrupted the Law given through
Moscs and engraved upon stone. The truth is étiil being perverted today.
But, as J. B. Phillips has written, "However far lrom the ideal our own

practice may be, we have an automatic respect for such things as honesty,

sincerity, {aith{ulnecos, incorruptibility, kindness, justice, and respect
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for other puople.” Fven bhe chompions ol the new mornlity recopnis Lhot
there must be a moral code. Denying that a standard et of answers can be
supplicd for any moral juestion, propenents of the new morality do supply
some standards. A responsible approach to all decisions and the rating ol
persons above things are two absolutes laid down by those who claim that there

1 :
are no absolutes. Although many pcople, in attempting to free themselves from
the concepts of sin, righteousness, and judgement to come, have changed the

* .. ) - .

word "sin" to something which is less offensive to the gullty, the existence
ol moral evil in the univer.e is seldom questioned. No one can be hieard

1

caying, "This is a pertect world, let's accept things as they are." There is
much disoprrecmont as to what neads to be changed and what 15 the best wiuy to
change Lt, but there Lo little disugresment that there need to be some changes.
Some, ol course, wich to brace thic moral conscionsness to superctition and
fear or, more rocently, Lo the Judeo-Chrictian ethic. However, history and
observalion bonpe Lostinony to Lhe fact that soriletics which have had no
contacl with the Bible have some very hichly developed moral codes. AL Q
matter ol lact, no people, no matter how primitive, have vver been found who
did not have a moral sense, @ coucept ol riyht and wrong. We do not expoect
these coJes to measure up to the high standard ol morality lald down in the
New Testument, but they do reveal that allsdovhavestheswork=of.the Law-
engraved supof ﬁheir%heértsquggqmp$cxtenbn There are always deviant ifndividuals
in these soclielies, but no society is totally libertine or promiscuous. Long
before God pgave the Law at Sinai, muny of the principles found in it had been
codilied for the rule of man. Many suggest that the Law then is not from God,
but the aduptation by Moses of the various codes extant at the time. HoweVer,
God in no way indicates that the Law given through Moses was new or unijue
exeepl in the fact that it formed a covenant with the fleshly descendants of

Abpraham, 2 covenunt ol privileges and responsibilities. Paul tells us in his
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Galatiuh letter that the Law wus added --to the promisce given to Abraham-- because

ol transgressions (Gal 3:19). In thc Roman letter he heaches that the law served

the purpose ol clearly derining sin. "Therefore did that which is good become a
cause of death for me? May it never be: Rather it was sin, in order that it

might be shown to be sin by effecting my‘death through that which is good (the Law),

that through the commandment sin mirht become utterly sinful"” (Rom 7:13).

Because of hardness
or heart and the fact that those to whom the Law was given were incapable of

receiving the full revclation of God#will, the Law;permitted some th;ngs which

to live the way he was doing and that there were some who had 4

--not perfectly, but then neither do we today even with the i
revelation ol the Word. It should be noted also, that one may have the word
written upon his heart to the extent that he is condemned, but not saved.

The Code of Hammurabi which was probably in existence at about the time
Abraham iived or shortly thereafter atfords us a highly developed example
of the ability of man to discern right and wrong, whilc at the sume.time giving
us an examplé ol his tendency to stray without a written Law from Géd. We
include some extracts from that code. One miy compare them with the Law given
al Sinai Lor similarities as well as differences. The numbers refer to the
paragraphs ol the Code.

1. If a citizen has accused a citizen and has indicted him
for murder and has not é;bstantiated‘the charge, his

wccuser shall be put tQ‘death. (Compare Deuteronomy 19:16-21)

P

If a citizen in a case'has borne false witness, and does not

substantiate the statcment which he hus made, Ihnd) if that
casc is one warranting the death-penality, that citizen shall

be put to death.
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117.

130.

131.

133b.
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If a citizen steals the child ol & ;itizen, he shall die.
(Compare Deutcronomy 24:7)
IT a citizen has committed a robbery and is caught, that wan
shall die. (Compare Exodus 22:1-k)
If a debt renders a citizen‘distrainable, and he has sold
for money his wife, or eod, or daughter, or if anyone is
sold for service in lieu of debt, they shall work tor three
years in the housc of Ehe purchaser or ghcir distrainer.
In the fourth year they shall attain their freeddm.
(Compure Deuteronomy 15:12-1Y)
If the wife of a citizen is taken cohabiling with another
male, they shall both be pound and cast into the watcr;
{f the husband of thc wife reprieves his wife, then the
king may reprieve his servant. (Compare Deuteronomy 02:22)
If a citizen has forced & citizen's wife, who has not known
a man, and has laln in hedposom, and they seize him, that
man shall be put to death; that wife shall go free.
(Compare Dguteronomy 22:23-27)
If the wile of a citizen is accused by her husband, but she
has not been caught lying wlth another mele, she shall take
an oath ol the god and return to her housc. (Compare Nunbers
5:11-31)
If a citizen has been carried away captive, and there is
sustenance in his house, his wife...shall pguard her property
and shall not enter the household ol another.
If that wife does not guard‘ﬁér property but entcers into the
household of another, they éhallAconVict>this wife and cast
her into the water.

If a citizen has been carried away- captive, and there is no

sustenance in his house, his wife may enter into another

houschold, and no crime may be imputed to this womau.
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It a citizen is carried away cuptive, and there is no
custonance in his house, [and) before his re-appsurance
his wile has entered the household of another, and borne
children, (and if) subseqﬁe;tly her husband returns and
comes to his city, that woﬁan shall return to her former
husband, but the children chall follow their (natural)
father. (Compare Deuteronomy 2k 1-4)
If a citizen has’known his daughter, they shall cause that
citizen to leave the city. (Compare Leviticus 18:6-15)
If a citizen has chosen a bride [or his son, and his son
has known her, and he himself (the father) lics in ner
bosow, unhey shall scize tnatv citizen and bind him and cast
him into the water. '
11 a citiven after (the death ol') his father lics in the
bosom of nis loster-mother wno nas borne children, that
nan shall be turned out ol his father's house. (Compare
Leviticus 19:8 and T Corinthians 5:1)
If a citizen has destroyed the eye of one ol citizen status,
they chall destroy his eye. (Cowparce Leviticus 2L:19-20)
If o citizen has struck the daughter oi' a citizen, ana she
miscarrics, he shall pay ten shekels of silver fo? her
miscarriage.
Il that woman dies as a result, they shuil put his daughter

to death. (Compare Exodus 21:22-25)

The Commanche Indians, for another example, had a well defined moral

code which rccognized at least nine.offenses, some punishable by death. A

few of these may have becn peculiar'to their own society, but many of them

are universially recopnized evils such as murder, adullery, theft, and failure

9

1o fulrill = cuntruct{

In Lhe srea of sexunl morality, no sozicty has cver been found that was
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totally promiscuous in its behavior. In most caueS the norms are quite liberal
whan viewed {rom a biblical perspective, but in others they very closely adhere
to tha biblical norm,although thére is ?E;id;;xcc)eeﬁgj Scuﬁieffcf?ﬁétﬁf%p?(?ﬁﬁ ‘0;’;-}
involved were ever in contact»with Christianity. One very interesting example
is that of the Tasadays, & Stone Age people of the Phillipine Islands. These
recently discovered people are a far-cry Crom the storybook image of primitive
savages who will kill and cat their.ynwary visitors. Until they made contact
with a hunter from the outside world they didn't even kill the forest animals.
What is more remarkable and to the point in question, however, is that in spite
of the fact that the men outnumber the women by two to one, they do not
share women. To the guestion of whether or not they practiced this custom
came a reply that the so-called civilized socicties need to ponder. "No. A
a man and woman stay together until their hair is all white;"lo ' !

Men often abuse the truth. For this reason, Paul wrote,."For you were
called to freedom, brethren; only do not turn your freedom.into an opportunity
for the flesch" (Galatian 5:13). Perhaps this is what had happened at Corinth
which prompted Paul to write, "It is actually reported that there is immorality
among you, and immorality ot such a kind as does not exist even among the

¢

Gentiles, that someone should have his father's wife" (I Corinthians 5:1).

Another example is worth considering here because it demonstrates that
although societies may deviate greatly from what God intended, they still
have a very rigidly enforced moral code. Ip the Eskimo society, a man would
readily lend his wife to another for segﬁéi,purposes.. This did not mean that
adultery was not recognized. In fact, if the same man who had been granted
this privilege on one occasion assumed these same privileges without the express

11
consenl, ol the husband on another occasion, . Lt was adultery.
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To return to the gquestion "o what extent was there luw before Sinai? we

might ansver,

' PBefore the Law came there was

he world to conyict it of deliberate disobedience to

enough evidence aganist t

God and to condemn it to total destruction.

Because of

man's refusal to have God in his knowledge, he continued to sink deeper and
deeper into sin. God purged the world of sin through the fiood, but the first
thing Noah did after beginning his new life in this rcnewed cnvironment was

get drunk. God had promised never again to destroy the world by water, but

he called one man, the

son of an idol worshiper, and instructed him to lcave his country and kindred
and go into a strange land which God would show him. This man, Aﬁraham, acted
upon faith and was blessed by God. It was through one of this man's descendants
that God promised to bring about salvation for those who would follow Abraham's
example of faith.

This promise was actually a covenant made by God with Abrahanm. Paul
says of it:[EBrethren, I speak in terms of human relations: even though it
is only ; man's covenant, yet when it has been ratified, no one sets it aside
or adds conditions to it. Now the promises were spoken to Abraham énd to his
seed. He does not say, 'And to seeds,' as referring to many, but rather to one,
'and to your seed,' that is, Christ. What I am saying is this: the Law,
which came four hundred and thirty years later, does not invalidate a‘covenant
previously ratified by God, so as to nullify the promise. For if the
inheritance is based on law, 1t is no longer based on a promise; but God has
granted it to Abraham by means of préﬁise. Why.the Law then? It was added
becaue of transgressions, having been ordained fhrough angels ..by the agency
of a mediator, until thc seed should come to whom the promise had been made.
Now a mediator, is not for one party only; whereas God is only cne. Is

the La¥ then contrary to the promises of God? May it never be! For if a law
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had been given which was able to impart life, then rightcousness would indeed
have been based on law. But the Scripture has shut up all men under sin, that
the promise by faith in Jesus might be given to those who believe“»(Galatians
3:15—22)_.]

Paul has told us that sin was in the world belfore the Law, but sin is not

imputed where there is no law.,

_We may better understand
this by locking at a specific prohibition under the Luw and its new covenant
counterpart. The Law said, "You shall not commit adultery." At the same time,
it permitted polygamy and divorce, two evils proscribed by Christ. Jesus teaches
that to put away one's mate and marry another except for the cause of post-nuptal
unchasity is a violation of God's moral order established in the beginning. Yet,

not even those in whose hearing He spoke were reckoned adulterers if tﬁey had
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Jdae Lor "a covenant is valid only when men are dcad"

(Heb 9:17). The Jews living under the Law could be guilty of adultery, but
only up to the extent of its prohibition under the covenant which they lived.
Likewise, those not under the Law of Moses could be guilty of adultery, but only
up to th; extent that such was recognizable without speciul revelation. Various
evidences point to the fact that outside the Law of Moues, adultery is récoguized
as having sexual intercourse with a woman whom another is living with or
claiminé as his wife. An incident in the life of Abraham, the father of the
faithful illustrates this point. When Abraham sojourned in
Gerar, he paussed his wife off as his slster and Abimelech, King of Gerar took
Sarah as his wife. But God came to Abimelech in a dream and informed him,
"Behold, you are a dead man because of ﬁﬁe woman whom you have taken, for she
is marricd" (Genesis 20:1-18).

The injunction "You shall not commit adultery" did not make adultery a moral
evil., It already cxisted. Paul says, "The Law was added because of transgressions

(Galatians 3:19). Every moral precept laid down by Moses wag already being
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violated. The Law was added to the promise for that reason. So Paul
writes, "Sin, in order that it might be shown to be sin by effecting my
death through that which is good, that through the commandment sin might
pecome utterly sinful" (Romans 7:13). The Law served the purpose of defining
sin in clear terms, a definition at which one could not arrive instructed only
by that which is manifested to the mind unaided by special revelation. Paul
writes, "and the Law came in that the transgression might increase; but where
sin increased, grace abounded all the more" (Romans 5:20). How did the Law
jncrease sin? Lard writes, "Iluman nature was Jjust as sinful before the law
entered as after; and men committed fully as muchk wrong. But thousands of
acts, which before the law, were simply unkgown as wrongs within themselves,
were, bj the law, determined to be sins.” -

But as holy and righteous as the Law was, it did not reveal ﬁhé full cxtent
of the transgressions against God's moral order. Those to whom ﬁhe Law was
given were children, unsuited for the full burden of spirituzl manhood. Paul
gpeaks of this: "Bui the Scripture has.shul all men under sin, that the
promise by faith in Jesus Christ migh£ b¢ given to those who believe, But
before faith came, we werc kept in custody under the Law, being shut up to the
faith which was later to be revealed. Therefore the Law has become our tutor
to lead us to Christ, that we might be justified by faith" (Galatiaﬁs 3:22-24).

Joesus, speaking on another subject once said, "The earth produces crops by

jtself; first the blade, then the head, then the mature head"

This aptly describes the progressive nature of revelation. The revelation of

God's perfect will came gradually, as God, in His wisdom ordained.
Perhaps it is only coincidental that there have been three great

revelations from God --the blade, tﬁ;‘head, phe_mature grain. Paul speaks

of these three revelations in the first few chapters ol Romans. First, he

speaks of certain "oyident" truths. "For the wrath of God is revealed from

heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteousncess of men, who suppress the
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truth in unrighteousness, bccause that which is known about God is evldent
within theh; for God made it evident to them. For since the creation of the
world His invisible attributes, His eternal power and divine nature, have
been clearly seen, being understood through what has been madF, so that they

are without excuse" (Romans 1:18-32). Certain things were and are evident as

being wrong. For example,
e are e

Unrighteousness suppressed the truth; and men, refusing to
nave God in their knowledge, became futile in their speculations and darkened
in their hearts. As a result, God allowed them to go their way, filling up
their inigquity (Genesis 15:16)F%G;ere was made available then a body of truth
which man did not follow, but suppressed because he refused to have God in his

'

knowledge.
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The second revelation of which Paul speaks 1s the Law. "And the Law
came in that sin might increase" (Rom 5:20). The Law came in and showed
many things to be sin that had not been previously recognized as such, or
the truth concerning them had been suppressed. The Law given at Sinal was
more definite, more restrictive, tﬁan the law thut had previously existed.

Our next circle then is smaller.

Foeusel Uudev
TL' 4llUJ,

Finally, Paul speaks of the revelation of grace. 'But where sin increased,
grace abounded all the more, that, as sin reigned in death, even so grace
might r;ign through righteousness to eternal life through Jesus Christ our
Lord" (Romans 5:20b-21). John also writes, "For the Law was given through
Moses; grace and truth were realized through Jesus Christ" (John 1:17). In
Jesus Christ is revealed God's perfect moral and spiritual order, completely in
focus; "For in Him all the fulness of Deity dwells in bodily form" (Colossians

2:9). Our next circle is the smallest.



To sin is literally to miss the mark. Those who trade the morality of the
Law for that which is revealed in Christ with the hope of earning salvation by
complying with the higher code are really docming themselves.  If man could not

unerringly hit the larger target, how can he uncrringly hit the smaller?

Clearly then men do not become lost when they hear the gospel although.they

B it
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Had there never béen a law given at Sinai, man still would have been
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lost. His guilt would not have been so aggravated, but he 5t111l would have
been without hope. Paul writes, "Therefore remember, that formerly you, the
Gentiles in the flesh, who are called 'Uncircumcision' by the so-called
'Circu@cision.' which is performed in the flesh by human hands --remember that
you were at that time separate from Christ, excluded from the commonwealth of

Israel, and strangers to the covenants of promise, having no hope and without

God in the world" (Ephesians 2:11-12).

A distinction must be made between Jjudgement and justification. Paul

does not say that those justified before the Law was given at Sinai were
justified by living up to the truths which God had made evident to them.

Nor does he say that those justified under the Law were justified by perflectly

keeping it, @

). Paul's argument throughout the Roman Epistle is that

"211 have sinned,” and "all who have sinned without the Law will also perish
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without the Law; and all who have sinned under thu Law will be judged by the

He offers two examples of Justlflcataon,

e ML et ppd 2T MO NI
® ‘Abraham was justified by Taith before the Law

and David was justified by faith under the Law (Romans 4:1-8).

be given that could bring righteousnesé --not even the Luw ot God from Sinai.
Rather 1t only incregsed the guilt of those to whom it was given. The fact
that man denied or ignored either revelation did not invalidate them. Paul
charges the Gentiles with walking "in the futility of their mind, being
darkened in theif understanding, excluded from the life of God, because of the
ignorance that is in them, because of the hardness of their heart; and they,

having become callous, have given themselves over to sensuality, for the

practice of every kind of impurity with greediness." And again, “For the

wrath ol God is revealed from heaven against all ungodliness and unrighteousness

of men, who suppress the truth in unrighteousness, because that which is known
about God is evident within them; lor God made it evident to them. For since
the creation of the world His invisible attribules, His eternal power and
divine nature, have been clearly seen, being'undorstood through what has been

made, 5o Lhat they are without excuse" (Ephesians 4:17-19; Romans 1:18-20).

In Christ and His teachings there is revealoed God's perlect gléry and
holiness. For that glory and holiness His children are to strive, but
Christ did not come that sin might increase. That was the purpose of the
Law. God had already "shut up all in disobedience."” The coming of Christ was
to enable Him to show mercy to all (Romans 11:32).

No man was made a sinner by the coming of Christ. This had already been
taken care of long ago. 5Sin enteréd”the world @hrougthdam. With the flood
gates opened, sin picked up speed iike a mighty torrent rushing to the sea.
Faster and faster it plunged down the valleys of time. The check dam of
Law was placed in its roaring path, but sin increased the more. "But where

sin inecreased, grace nbounded all the more, that, as sin reigned in death,

were sufficient to condemn man. A law could not

I
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even so grace might reign through righteousness to eternal lite through Jesus
Christ our Lord. What shall we say then? Are we to continue in sin that
grace might increase? May it never pe! How shall we who died to sin still
live in it?" (Romans 5:20-6:2) .
The following chart illustrates the’history of sin from the beginning

of time to Sinai as it relates to the ‘subject under discussion.

BEGINNING

Adultery was
imputed only up to
the extent that law was
present. It was present to
the extent that to have sexual
intercourse with a w0@an who was
married to another man was recognized as

adultery. (Genesic 20:3). DLvorce polgamy,.,

@
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WHATEVER THE LAW SAYS
"Now we know that whalever the Law says, it spcaks to those

who are under the Law"
Romans 3:19

God's moral nature has not changéd from the bepginning. That which falls
short of the glory of God today fe}l short of the gléry of God in every age.
, When
Lthe Pharisees tried to corner Jesus by pointing out that the Law permitted
divorce, Jesus instructed them, "but from the beginning it has not been this
way" (Matt 19:8). God intended for Adam to have one wife andbEve to have one
husband as seen in the words, "The two shall become one." God created but one
wife for Adam and one husband for Eve. Monogamy.was the prevailing‘pfactice
for several generations, with Lamech, in the fifth generation from Cain, being

the first recorded polygamists. ¥ for Abraham to have one wife,i

Moses to have one wife, David to have one wife, Pcter to have onc wife, and

every other man who wanted a wife to have one and only one.

Even those in whose hearing Jesus spoke were not reckoned

adulterers althdugh they may have put away their mate tor cauces other than
fornication. They could indeed be guilty of adultery, but only up to the extent
of the covenant under which thexvl%ygd. This precept which Jesus revealed is
clearly placed in contrast to the Law éf Moses which permitted divorce.
Conseyunntly, the words of Jesus did not become binding until that covenant

was ratified. "A covenant is valid only.Qhen men are dead, for it is never in
force while the one who made it lives" '(Heb 9:17). James D. Willefor%has
written: [iBut others explain away the teaching of Christ in Matthew 19:9 by

suggesting that since it was spoken before the death of Christ, it is not

binding upon us. If this teaching of Jesus is not binding now, it never has
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been binding on anybody and never will be bindiné on anybody. Jesus did not

make laws contrary to the law of Moses and deamand (that people obey them while
still

the law of Moses wasAin force. The law of Moses was in force, and Jesus

taught people to obey that law, in the very last week - of His life. (Matthew

Suppose it is not
binding now. We ask, When will that feaching be binding on people? It will

not be binding in the next age, for in that age they neither marry nor are

given in marriage. (Mafk 12:25.) So, if the teaching of Jesus in this verse

and

ic not binding now, it never was and never will be binding on anybody,
i I 2

Jesus is found guilty of making an idlc statemeént .”

Not only did Jesus live and die under the Law, but His personal ministry

»

{ook place during a preparatory period of the kingdom just as did John's.

Both John and Jesus came preaching "Repent, the kingdom‘of heaven is at hand"
(Matthew 3:1-2; Mark 1:14-15). Campbell urged in the Canpbell-Maccalla debate:
"Observe, the law and the prophets contained all the -old religion, and |
continued to teach the Jews until John preached repentance and reformation.

But since John came, the new religion or kingdom of God is preached; something

this, assuredly, dil'ferent from the law and the prophets; else this - saying
> : .
was deceptive and pernicious." Wallace writes, "The whele of the Sermon On

The Mount was therefore prospective and contemplative of the new covenant, the

3

new dispensation and the new kingdom, from Pentecost to the end of time.'
In the same manner,

"For until the Law

sin was in the world; but sin is not imputed when there:is no law" (Romans 5:13) .

As previously shown, this means that only to the extent.that law was present,

sin was reckoned. This may be scen in the fact that

Although there

«



The incident previously referred to in the
iife“of Abfahém illustrates this poinp.

When the Law entered in, God's mqfal order was not lowered, quite to the
contrary, sin and punishment were mbfe clearly defined; and for those to whom
it was given, many things were prohibited which had theretofore
been passed over. Abraham's marriage itself would have been forbidden under
the Law, for Sarah was his half-sister, the daughter of his father, but not
of his mother (Gen 20:12). The Law strictly forbade such a union, saying,

"The nakedness of your sister, elther your father's daughter or your mother's

daughﬁer, whether born at home or outside,. their nakedness you shall not

uncover" (Leviticus 18:9).

imputing somethiné as sini
which was not so reckoned at the time it was committed. The first truth is
both stated and implied. First, we note some New Testament passages which
teach that the Gentiles have never been held accountable for the Law given

at Sinai. Paul«writes, "Now we know that whatever the Law says, it speaks to
those who are under the Law, that every mouth may be closed, and all the world
may become accountable to God" (Romans 3:19). Again, "For all who have sinned
without the Law will also perish without the Law; and all who have sinned under
the LawAwill”be Judged by thEYLawi_fQ:_potrtthpearers of the Law are just
bef'ore God, but the doeré of the Laﬁ‘will be justified. For when Gentiles who
do not have the Law do instinctively the.things of the Law, these, not having
the Law, are a law to thcemselves, in thét they show the work of the Law written
in iheirkhearts, their consciences beafing witness, and thelr thoughts

alternately accusing or else ~ defending them on the day when, according to

my gospel, God will judge the secrcts of men through Christ Jesus" (Romans 2:12-16)
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A careful consideration of apostolic preaching will illustrate the truth
that "whatsoever the Law says, it speaks to those who are under the Law."

In Acts 1Lk:15-17, Paul exhorts the men of Lystra, "Men, why are you doing
these things? We are also men of the same nature as you, and preach the
gospel to you in order that you should turn from these vain things to a living
God, 'who made the heavens and the eé;Lh and the sea, and all that is in them.
And in generations gone by He permitted all thq nations to go their own ways;
and yet He did not leave Hims;lf without witness, in that He did good and

gave you rains from heaven and fruitful seasons, satisfying your hearts with
food and gladness." Pau#made no appeal to the Law, charging them with violating
the first or second commandments of the decalogue. e appeals to the very thing
which he mentions in the Roman Epistle --that which God made evident in the
creation.

In Athens, Paul was greatly distressed over the city's abundance of idols
and, in addition to reasoning in the synagogue with the Jews and God-fearing
Gentiles, he reasoned with whomsover he might find in the market place. The
subject of discussion was Jesus and the resurrection. A door of opportunity
was opened unto him as the Epicurean and Stoic philosophers invited him to the
Areopagué to speak. Paul charged them with no sin with which they could not
have been charged before either the Law or the gospel was inaugurafed. He
addresses them: [ﬁﬂcn of Athens, I observe thut you are very religious in all
respect. For while I was passing through and examining the objects of your

worship, I also found an altar with this inscription, 'TO AN UNKNOWN Gop. "

What therefore you worship in ignorace, this I proclaim to you. The God who

made the world and all things in it, since He is Lord of heaven and earth, does
not dwell in temples made with hands; neither is He served with human hands,
as though He needed anything, sincé He Himseif gives life to all and breath and
all things; and He made from one, every nation of mankind to live on ell the
face of the earth, having determined their appointed times, and the boundaries

of 'their habitation, that they should seek God, if perhaps they might grope for
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for Him and find Him, though He is not far from each one of us; for in Him we
live and move and exist, as even some of your own pocts have said, 'For we also
are His olfspring.' Being then the offspring of God, we ought not to think that
the Divine Nature is like gold or silver or stone, an image formed by the art
and thought of man. Therefore having‘overlooked the times of ignorance, God
is now declaring to men that all ever&where should repent, because He has
fixed a day in which He will judge»the world in righteousness through the man
whom He has appointed, having furnished proof to all men by raising Him from
the dead" (Acts 17:22—311;] Not one word was uttercd about any acts which they
had committed thut were not in keeping with the Law of Moses. Again, he
appeals to those truths whlch are evident from the natural order of things.
e «<ﬂ;' LG Ty Do “*~}‘;{rﬁ?lﬂ %’“< ')ﬂ{” ) [ Y or T {deﬁxl)
~'It may be asked nére "Why the Law then, if only 'a few people were subject
to it and they were never able to find life through it?" Robert Milligan lists
four purposes of the Law: The Law was given to the Jows for all the purposes of
a civil government. Second, the Law was added Lo convince and to convict
! of sin. Third, the Law was given to prevent the universal spread of idolatry,
by preserving among men both the knowledge and the practice of true relipgion,
till Christ should come. TFourth, the Luw was to give a pictorial outline of
the schc%e of redemption by means ot types, symbols, rites, and ceremonies
which were addressed to their scnses. The Jews demonstrated ¢ tundamental
truth as they pufsued a law of righteousness through works: "By the works of
the Law no flesh will be justified in His sight; for through the Law comes the
knowledge of sin" (Romans 3:20). Suppose that God had - not given the Law and
on the day of judgement someone should stand and argue before God that judgement
was unfair. Had God only defined sin more»prccisely, spelling out its nature,
conseguences, and punishment, surely maﬁ ;ould have kept that law. But Paul
says, ''The Law speaks to those who are under the Law, that every mouth may
be closed, and all the world may become accountable to God" (Romans 3:19).
This was only one purposc scerved by the Jewish nution.v Paul said that the

Law was added to the promise piven to Abraham until the seed should come to whom
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the promise was made. That remnant which the Law, as a schoolmaster, was able
to bring was that pregnant woman which gave birth to that male child, the seed
of Abraham (Romads 31:5; Revelations 12:1ff). While Israel was laboring to
bring this one into the world and demonstraling the weakness of the Law, the
Gentiles were also serving a purpose.

Milligan says that thelr purpose wéé in "ascertaining whether or not
Natural Religion is adequate to the wants of our [allen race."5 Juite
clearly they demonstrated that it was-not. Rejecting God from their knowledge
and professing themselves to be wise they became fools. First, ﬁhey lapsed
into idolatry by excahanging the glory of God for that of man. Milligan holds
that their first step was the deification and worship ot their ancestors. He
refers io an artilce by Sir William Jones who argued "that all the principal
gods of Europe, Asia, and Africa were identical, being nothing mofe or less
than Noah and his three sons deified. As Noah begat Shem, Ham and Japheth,
so Saturn was said to have begotten Jupiter, Neptune, and Pluto, and Braham
to have triplicated himself in Braham, Vishny and Siva."b The O0ld Testament
indicates that ancestor worship was onc of the errors iﬁto which Israel
lapsed as-a.result of their association with the heathen peoplés of Canaan.
"Phey joined themselves also to Baal-peor, and ate sacrifices offered to the
dead," says the Book of Psalms (Psalms 106:28) .

Whether Jones ahd Milligan's theory is correct in all detail or not, the
Scriptures do support the idea that the first step in idolatry wac the
deirication of man. It was only a short step from this to deifying "pirds
and ftourlooted animals and crawling creatures” (Romans 1:23). Man‘s.objects
of worship multiplied until the Hindoos have 333,000,000 gods, for they hold
that every thing thuat has life has”é&mething Qf~deity in it. This  Pantheism’
is found in American today among thé more extreme of the nature lovers. Other
societies did not progress quite O far in their error, but stopped with
Polytheism, as seen in the .. Athenians. The human mind often rebelled agalnst

such absurdities, but instead of seeking the one true God, it turned to
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[l Skepticism. Milligan writes,[?&his was the manitest teudency ol philosophy
among all the Gentiles who were not restrained by the tradilions of their
ancestors. Plato saw and felt this; and hence his earnest and repeated efforts
to cultivate in the minds and hearts of the people a reverence for these
traditions. 'We ought,' he says, 'alwa&s to believe the ancient and sacred
words.' But notwithstanding his earneéf appeals to antiyuity, and his great
zeal Cor the traditions of his ancestors, the fact is potent in all Greck and
Roman history that from the death o; Plato to the coming of Christ Skepticism
was generally on the increase. Religion was tolerated by the state as a means
of controlling and governing the passions of the multitude; but when Pilate
contemptuously said to Christ, 'What is truth?' he expressed the common
senbiment of most of the politicans and public men of the empire. How true
it is, as well remarked by Mr. Locke, 'that in the time of Christ Philosophy
had spent its strength and done its utmost.'"7
Guy N. Woods, in answer to the Juestion "Are individuals and nations, who
| have only 'the light of nature' to guide them, disposcd to move toward, or
away from God?" has given us an excellent demonstration of the truth that we
are contending for in this chapter.
Methusclah, at Adam's death, was approximately two hundred
years old. When Methuselah died, Shem was nearly a hundred
years old. At Shem's death Abraham was one hundred Tifty
years old. Thus through two persons only was 1t necessary
for tradition to pass from Adam to Abraham, yct within this
period the world generallyvlapsed into idolatry, and the
idea of one true God was almost extinpguished, We have here
a demonstration, often repeated iﬁ{fhe subsequent history of
man, of the case wlth which peoplé lapse intoiidolatry and

forgetfulness of Jehovah, the only true God, in the absence

of & written revelation.
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A review of man without the Bible reveals two remarkable facts:
First, man's very worship makes him more wicked. One has only
to delve into the history of Grecce and Rome to find unmistakable
evidence of this fact. The worsﬁip of heathen deities often was
attended by the moét enormous crimes, and consisted of the vilest
and most shameful rites. Purity, chastity, and morality in
genceral are unknown. ‘ﬁence, the very worship men engaged in
contributed to his further degeneration. The morc a man
honored the gods, the worse he was himself; the oftener he
served them, the more wicked he became. This moral corruption

reached its zenith in the sacrifice of human beings. Diodorus

Siculus, and ancient historian, gives an account of two hundred

children of the best families of Carthage being burnt to déath
in sacrifice to Saturn (the Moloch of the Old Testament). From
a warning given by Moses to the Israelites (DeuL;, . “'L2:3l) [
we learn that Lhis practice was common among the nations of

the land of Canaan. 8‘/7' I{VMI }‘J’J A B ble + 'H\Q‘{ (\Cl + ('S '}’00(

Sccondly, civilization, in the absence of true religion, has )
Azyael pudd proe reli 91( s “”“%‘mwgﬁa‘hwi

of fered no check to idolatry, thus demonstrating t e truth of

Paul's observation: "The world by wisdom knew not God."

(I Cors ., 1:21) A careful study of the history of nations

reveals that in the earlier stages of their development

religion is less degenerate thun in the more advanced stages.

From Plutarch we learn that Numa, an elderly Roman ruler,.

forbade the Romans to represent God undqr the form ol a man or

beaét, ani that for one hundﬁéd sixty years her temples were

without images. But in aftérstages, and during the period of

her greater "refinement,” Rome adopted the gods of almost

every nation she conjucred, and opened her temples to the

prrosncost, superstitions of the most barbarous people, persccuting
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none but the Jews and Christians, who alone possessed the light of
truth.
The tirst chapter of Paul's letter to the Romans accurately describes
man's views of God, and what their own character is when they have
lost the knowledge of divine revelation. He describes them as "vain
in their imaginations," havingliheir "foolish heart darkened,"

"

"professing to be wise, they became fools,” "who changed the
truth of God into a lie, and worshipped and served the creature
more than the Creator." (Let the reader turn to Rom. 1 and read
especially verses 18-32.)

Those who are without the knowledge offered through divine
revelation are without information on two vital and tundamental
matters; first, they are ignorant of the one true God; secondly,
they are ignorant of themselves. The Scriptures not only reveal
to us God --his love, Jjustice, and holiness; they also reveal
man to himsell. Were it not for the intorvmation vouchscafed to
mankind upon its sacred pages, we would not know where we came
ﬁrom, th we are here, or wherc we are going when we pass from
the scenes of this existence, Hence, the Bible unfolds to man
his origin, purpose, and destiny. It 1ifts the origin of man
from the accumulated dust of the ages and offcrs him the

only sensible, plausible account of his beginning; it unfolds

a system of ethics superior to that ottered by earth's wisest
philosophers; and it permits him to peer into the future and
see outlined his destiny when he shall haﬁe shuffled of f

his present mortal coil. WheneQér, in the long history of

the past, man has ordered his life thereby, it has been on

an exhalted plane; in its absence he has guickly descended

into the most corrupt paganism. Facts everywhere illustrate
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the truth that in proportion to man's ignorance of its

sacred teaching they become "vain in their imaginations,

and their foolish hearts are darkened." Yet, so far from

being aware of their folly, they "profess themselves

wise, " although they "are wilthout understanding,”

glorying only "in their shame." _

The apostle Paul wrote that God had shut both Jew and Gentile up in

disobedience that He might have mercy upon all. The Jews would be judged
by the Law and the Gentiles'would perish without the Law. A dividing wall
had been erected between the two. The Gentiles’ were called "those far
away" and the Jews "those who are near," but they were all in sin. The
Gentiles were "separate from Christ, excluded from the commonwealth of
Israel, and strangers to the covenants of promise, having no hope and with-
out God in the world" (Ephesians 2:12). Paul also wrote, "And you were dead
in yoﬁr trespasses and sins, in which you formerly walked according to the
course of the world, according to the prince of the power of the alr, of the
spirit that now is working in the sons of disobedience. Among them we too
(we Jews) all formerly lived in the lusts of our flesh, indulging the desires
of the flesh and of the mind, and were by nature children of wrath, even

as the rest" (Ephesians 2:1-3).

BEG_INNING

Divorce, polygamy, concubinage
unregulated by specific regulation
from God. Adultery recogni z=d

(I Cor 5:1; 6:9)

Divorce, poly-
gamy, concu-
binage existed.
N recorded

revelation as to its
regulation. Adultery

recognized (Gen 20:3)
Gentile

Middle Wall (Eph 2:14)

SINAL— 7\

jew

Divorce, polygamy regulated by the Law.
Adultery clearly defined.
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After the dividing wall was established, divorce, polygamy, incest, and
adultery were clearly defined for the Jew. The Gentile condition was unchanged.
He was bound by the same moral principles which bound him from the beginning.
Adultery was recognized as having sexual intercourse with a woman married to
another man. This is borne out by bibiical and extra-biblical evidence. In
The Corinthian Letter, Paul wrote, "It is actually reported that there is
immorality among you, and immorality of such a kind-as does not exist among
the Gentiles, that someone has his tather's wife" (I Corinthians 5:1). It
has already been shown in chapter one that all societies past and present
have placed restrictions upon extra-marital activities.

It may be judicious here to explore a specific case which, in spite of what
Paul haé said about the Law being binding only upon those to whom it is given,
is sometimes set torth in an effort to prove that the Law of Moses conéernlng
divorce was applicable to Jew and Gentile alike. It is argued that the case of
Herod proves that Gentiles were amenable to the Law, for John the
Baptist had told Herod, in reference o his brothcr Philip's wife, "It is not
lawful for you to have her" (Matthew 1l4:3-4). It is argued that Herod didn't
have a drop ol Jewish blood in him and that John would have had no authority
to make this charge if the Law had not been binalng upon Jew and Gentile alike.
First, it needs to be pointed out that divorce 1s not the sin in question. The
Law permitted divorce. But the Law'prohibited having sexual relations with a
woman who had not been divorced from her husband. ccondly, it prohibited one
from marrying his brother's wife cven if he were dead, except in the case in
which the man died childless. Philip was still alive and Herodias had borne
him a daughter. Herod had literally stolen his halt'-brother Philip's wife

with her consent. To take another man'é wife wus. recoguized as adultery over
four hundred ycars before the Law was gi?cn. Be this as it may, the fact that
Herod had not a drop of Jewish blood in his veins begs the guestion.

Herod was an Idumaean by race. "Idumaeca" is the Greek equivalent of the

Hebrew "Edom." Hcrod then descended trom Isaac through Esau. Although the
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e commanded "you shall not detest an Edomite, for he is your

ithat they were not members of the old covenant

Israelites wer
brother," the fact remains
by birth. The Jewish historian, Josephus, says. that John Hyrcanus (125 B.C.)
"subdued all the Idumeans; and permitted them to stay in that country, it they

would circumcise their genitals, and moke use ot the laws of the Jews; and they

were so desirous of living in the couh£ry of their toretfathers, that they submitted
to the use of circumcision, and the rest of the Jewish ways of living; at which
time thereafter this betrell tﬁem, that they were hereafter no other than .Jews'.'9
McClintock and Strong state that "from the time of their conversion they
remained constant to their new religion, looking upon Jerusalem as their

10

mother city, and claiming for themselves the name.or Jews." The Law had provided:

"But if a stranger sojourns with.you; and celebrates
the Passover to the Lord, let all his males be circumcised, and then let him
come near to celebrate it; and he shall be like a native of the land"

(Exodus 12:48). It is important to note that there are two distinct words
in the lebrew for stranger. 'The Hebrew verb ggg means 'to sojourn';

g§£ accordingly means a stranger who has come to settle in the land, as
distinguished on the one hand from ezrah, 'a homeborn' or native, and on

the other from nokhri or ben-nZkhEr, which means a stranger who is only

passing through the country...In Talmudical literaturc EEE always étands

for proselyte in the New Testament sense?l{]‘The Jews, by the time of Christ,
had come to consider themselves as guides to the blind and a light to those

in darkness (Romuns 2:19). The extcnt of their proselyting efforts is
indicated by Jeusus when He charged, "You travel about on sea and land to make
one proselyte; and when he becomes one, you mike him twice as much a son of
hell as yourselves" (Matt 23:15). Thére were diflerent classes of proselytes
in the New Testament times. There were many Qho.attended the Synagogue worship
and kept some of the laws and custdms. To distinguish them from full

proselytes, they were called "men who feared God." The evidence gives a clear

indication that Cornolius, the centurion, was one of these. He is designated
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by the term applied to such Gentiles. He gave alms to the Jews, and seems to
have been observing Jewish hours of préyer. In addition, when Peter was
preaching to him aﬁd his household, he made reference to the testimony of the
prophets, something which Paul did not do in later sermons to Gentiles who had
no connection with Judaism. The Herodian family certainly did not manifest
the devout nature of Cornelius, but tﬁen neither did many of the full-blooded
Jews. They had, however, accepte? Judaism 'in full, including circumcision
and were to be treated as Jews just as if they had descended from Jacob instead
ot Esau.

Sin then was in the world before the Law of Moses was given, for Paul

says, "It was added because of transgressions" (Galatians 3:19). When the

Law was added to the promise made to Abraham, it did not efl'ect those not

of Abraham in any way, for whatever the Law.says, it speaks to those Qho are
under the:Law. Lett to themselves, the Gentiles became more and more corrupt,
but they are not charged with any of the sins that were peculiar to the 0ld
Testament. Rather, they were held accountable for abandoning the knowledge of
God and sinking deeper and deeper into sin.

Those to whom the Law was given were not reckoned sinners for having
previousiy committed acts which became illegal under the Law. For example,
the Law of Moscs l'orbade toreign wives, but Moses had married one. God upheld
him in his choice (Deuteronomy T:1-5; Humbers 12). If one is disposed to
argue that the Law did not specify that the Jews could not marry Ethiopian
(or Cushite) peoples, this bit of legalism is demolished when it is observed
that the seven prohibited nations listed in Deuteronomy Seven do not include
the Egyptians nor the Moabites, nations from which Ezra commanded that wives
be put away (Ezra 9:1-k). Jacob marriedJéistersx something later prohlbited
by the Law. Would Jacob have been regkoned a violator had he survived until
the Law was inaugurated? No, for the simple rcuson that this practice had not

been legislated agalnst at the time he did it.

The Law of Moses was given to the fleshly descendants of Abraham and to
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them only. While others were accepted into the covenant by receiving the Law

and circumcision, they were not evangelized in the New Testment manner; nor,

in the beginning, werc they even proselyted as in the time of Christ.
"Now we know Lhat whatever the Law says, it speaks to those who are under
the Law, that every mouth may be closed, and all the world may . become accountable

to God...For all who have sinned withéut the Law will also perish without the

Law; and all who have sinned under the Law will be judged by the Law"

(Romans 3:19; 2:12).
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BUT I SAY TO YOU

"And it was said, 'Whoever divorces his wife, let him give
her a certificate of dismissal'; but I say to you that
every one who divorces his wife, except lor the cause of
unchasity, makes her commit adultery; and whoever marries
a divorced woman comits adultery"

Matthew 5:31-32

L R N B R e N I Jo TIRI R

When Jesus uttered these words, He was setting His own teachings%ig

e

the Law of Moses and not simply correcting rabbinical

i

§ interpretations. Only one;f Jesus' gquotations --"You shall love your

§ neighbor, and hate your enemyewas a scribal interpretation and not the

§ Law itself. This is made clear by the later actions of the Pharisees,

g Knowing His teachings, they came to Him testing Him by asking, "Is it~

3

g lawful for a man to divorce his wife for any cause at all?" When He

3 reiterated His teachings, they responded, "Why then did Moses cémmand to

? glve her a certificate and divorce her?" (Matthew 19:3-8).

é which went forth from the second mountain could not take effect !

i a5 long as those which went forth from the first mountain, Sinei, were in |
| é ~tfect. Roy Lanier, Sr. points out that if these precepts are not binding

: voday, there never wus or ever will be a time when they were binding. "This

; “tatement of Jesus Is not part of the law oy Moses, so not binding on anybody

i ~hile the law was in force. It will not be binding in heaven, since there

; %11l be no marriage there. When is (was) the teaching of the verse binding?"l

i As Thomas B. Warren has written, "in the New Covenant, the strictness of

3

é *he orginal law would be restored."2 The question "Who is in the new covenant?"

% muct be answered. The old covenant spoke only to thosg who were members of the

nation created by that cevenant. Does the new covenant address itself to any

*>t of the nation created by its ihéuguration? Paul writes concerning the two

.
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: 12 proceeding from Mount Sinai in Arabia, and corresponds to the present

.
ft.
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- ns of Abraham, "This contains an allegory: for these women are two covenants,

<-rusalem, for she is in slavery with her children. But the Jerusalem above




.5 free; she is our mother" (Galatlans h:24-26). One covenant was with the
‘leshly seced, one covenant is with the spiritual secd. The first covenant
:poke to those under it, and the second speaks to those under 1it.

Some consideration must be given here to the covenant concept. The word
“covenant" is "berith" in the Hebrew and "diatheke" in the Greek. The Old
Testament records covenants between mén as well as between man and God.
i'owever, there is & very distinct difference in the two. This is borne out
‘n part by the word which the apostles, guided by the Holy Spirit, chose to
tzscribe  the arrangement between God and man. They could have used the word
“suntheke" which would have meant a joint compact, one in which the terms had
veen negotiated. However, the word which they used carries the idea of a

‘isposition or arrangement by one party with absolute power which the other
:irty may accept or reject, but cannot alter or negotiate.

An analysis of Exodus chapters nineteen through twenty-lour reveals that

«“nen God established the first covenant, the following order was followed:
God set before them an offer --a proposal to be a husband to them. "Now then, ;
(" you will indeed obey My voice and keep My covenant, then you shall be my |
s¥n possession among all the peoples, for all the earth is Mine; and you shall
ve to Me a kihgdom of priest and a holy nation" (Exodus 19:5-6). Israel
accepted the offer with these words: "All that the Lord has spoken we will
to!" (Exodus 19:5). Moses brought their answer back to God who then gave
*he conditions and stipulations of the covenant which are summed up in the
Ton Commandments. "So he was there with the Lord forty days and forty nights;
=2 did not eat bread or drink water. And he wrote on the tablets the words of
‘*.2 covenant, the Ten Commandments" (Exodus 3L4:28). After Moses received the
T Commandments and all of the acéompanying ordin;nces, they were presented to
= people who again affirmed their willingness to accept them. "Then Moses

w2 and recounted to the people all the words of the Lord and all the ordinances;
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and all the pcople answered with one voicce, and saild, 'All the words ol which
the Lord has spoken we will do!" (Exodus 2k:3). The covenant was then ratified
by the application of blood to both the people and the book. "For when every
commandment had been spoken by Moses to all the people according to the Law,
he took the blood of the cal&es and the goats, with watcr and scarlet wool and
hyssop, and sprinkled both the book iﬁself and all the people saying, 'This
is the blood of the covenant which Gﬁd commanded you.'" (Hebrews 9:19-20;
Exodus 24:1-8). ’ |

But Israel did not keep their covenant and God declared, "Behold, days
are coming when I will make a new covenant with the house of Israel and with
the house of Judah, not like the covenant which I made with their fathers in
the day I took them by the hand to bring them out of the land of Egypt, My
covenant which they broke,although I was a husband to them" (Jeremiah 31:31-32),.
This new covenant was not to embrace all of Abraham's fleshly descendants,
but would include some of them as Qell as some of the Gentiles. The basis of
this new relationship would be faith, not carnal descent or perfect obedience.
Paul says, "But he who is righteous by faith shall live" (Romans 1:17,
New Amcrican Standard Version, marginal reading). Those who walk in the
faith of Abraham then are the new covenant people of God. Peter speuks of
them as a chosen race, a royal priesthood, a people for God's own possession}
and says, "For you once were not a people, but now you are the pcople of God"
(I Peter 2:9-10).

Into the first covenant one was born by natural birth without faith on

his part. He then had to be taught to know God and His will, of those

born into this covenant

Milligan writes, "The ten fundamehtal precepts of the 0ld Covenant were

written on two tables of stone, and the other laws and ordinances'most likely

on skins prepared for the purpose. Many of the pious Hebrews no doubt, like
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David, treasured up these laws in their minds and in their hecarts; and, like
Abraham they were Justified by faith through the covenant concerning Christ.
But multitudes of those wﬁo'l;ved under the 01ld Covenant never received the

impress of God's law Upon their hearts. And hence it was always to them but

as a letter inscribed on stone, and not as an indwelling and life-giving

3

power inscribed on their hearts."”

Into the second covenant and kidgaom one is "born not of blood, nor of
the will of the flesh, nor of tge will of man, but of God" (John 1:13). The
word must [irst be planted in the heart. When received in [aith a spiritual
conception takes place, Pollowed by a coming fogth Irom the water. This
is essential to one's entrance into the covenanﬁ’relationship. Milligan

continues, "But not so under the New Covenant. For unless a man is begotten

by the Spirit, through the word of truth, the good sced of the kingddm, he
I

1

can not become a member of it, nor can he b» a partaker of its benefits.'
The book which we call the New Testament or New Covenant is not, in the
strictist sense, the covenant document. IThe new covenant exicted long before
the document which we commonly refer to as the New Testament was written.
Most. scholars date the writing of the first epistle at about 50 A.D., almost
twenty years after the new covenant bepgan to be preached. The date of
Matthoew's gospcl is placed all the way from 42 A.D. to shortly before 70 A.D.
Mark was probably written in the fitticvs, but is dated from 4O A.D. to 75 A.D.
Luke, John, and Acts were all written after Matthew and Mark. The new covenant
is inscribed not upon tablets of stone, but on tablets of human hearts. It
is written not with the finger of God, but with the Spirit of God. This is
not inspiration or memorization. God' does not Llnspire every citizen of the
kingdom. The writing upon the heart toOk'plaée'for.soveral years as inspired
men preached the gospel and willing men received itv(See 2 Corinthians 3:1-11).
Then this treasure was in earthen vessels. Now it is in an inspired Book. The
writing takes placc no less by the Spirit of God throupgh the Book than it did

through the verbal utterances of inspired men. The Book is an absolute
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necessity, for without it, thc will of God cannot be accuralely insceribed on
the heart --this was manifested by the Gentiles who, without a written
a revelation, departed cntirely from God's way. But it is clear that the
contrast between the old covenant document and - the
new covenant documcont 15 not betwecen ;tonc and "thin-o-paguc India paper,

"

bound in the finest French Morocco léather, but between tablets of stone

and tablets of the human heart.
The same basic steps are followed when God establishes His covenant with
individuals as was followed when He established it with Israel: There is a
proposal by God (I will remember their sins no more), the stipulations are
given (the gospel preached), the terms are accepted (one believes in Christ),
the covenant is ratified by blood (one is washed, sanctified, Jgstified in the
name of Christ). Jesus first preached the principles and precepts of the
new covenant during His life, but they did not come into force until after
His death. After God raised Him from the grave and exhalted Him to His own
right hand, the ambassadors of Christ went forth preaching the terms of the
covenant. The gospcl is summed up in the words of Jesus: "Go into all the
world and preach the gospel to all creation. He who has believed and has
been baptized shall be saved; but he who has disbelieved shall be- condemned"
(Mark 16:15-16). 1In other words, the terms are presented and we either
receive them into our heart or reject them. We cannot negotiate with God or
alter the terms of the covenant.
As the first covenant was inaguurated with blood, so is the second.
¥ "j} "Therelfore even the first covenant was not inaugurated without blood. For
when every coruiadment had been quken by Mosés to all the people according
to the Law, he took the blood of fﬁe‘culves-and the goats, with water and
scarlet wool and hyssop, and sprlﬁkled both the book itself and all the

§ people, saying, 'This is the blood of the covenant which God commanded you.'

And in the same way he sprinkled both the tabernacle and all the vessels of

the ministry with the blood. And according to the Law, one may almost say, all
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things are cleansed with blood, and without shedding of blood there is no
forgiveness. ' Therefore it was neccssary for the copies of the things in the
heavens to be cleansed with these, but the heavenly things themselves with
better sacrifies than these. For Christ did not enter a holy place made with
hands, a mere copy of the true one, but into heaven itself, now to appear in
the presence of God for us; nor was iﬁ that He should offer Himself often, as
the high priest enters the holy Placé year by year with blood not his own.
Otherwise, He would have needed to suffer often since the foundation of the
world; but now once at the consummation He huas been manifested to put away

sin by the sacrifice of Himself. And inasmuch as it is appointed for men to
die once, and after thls comes Jjudgement; so Christ also, having been offered
once to bear the sins of many, shall appear a second time, not to bear sin,

to those who eagerly await Him, for salvation" (Hebroews 9:18—281:] In’contrast
to the old covenant, the blood is applied to each individual under the new

as he accepts God's proposal. The sprinkling o!f blood occurs when we obey

the gospel. Peter writes that Christians are "chosen according to the
tforeknowledge of God the F.ther, by the sanctifying work of the Spirit,

thut you may obey Jesus Christ and be sprinkled with His blood" (I Peter 1:1-2).
The sangtifying work of the Spirit must have a limited applicatién herg because
it comes before obedience and the sprinkling of blood. The work of the Spirit
is that of setting apart the individual as Israel was set apart to be God's
people. When the gospel is preached and belleved a division always takes
place. Believers are separated from unbelievers and receive the right to

become childten of God (John 1:12). When the gospel is obeyed, the individual

7 sanctified in consclence

is then sprinkled with the blood of Christ.

"For if the blood of zoats and bulls and the

o

‘ashes ol a heifcr sprinkling those who have becn defiled, sanctify for the

cleansing of the flesh, how much more will the blood of Christ, who through the
eternal Spirit offered Himseli without blemish to God, cleanse your conscience

from dead works to serve the living God?" (llebrews 9:13-1h).
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Peter also associates baptism with the cleansing of the couscience. He

writes, "And cbrresponding t.o that, baptism now suvés you --nol the removal

of dirt from the 1 flesh, but an appeal to God for a good consclence-- through

the resurrection of Jesus Christ" (I Peter 3:21). Clearly, there must be

some connection between the blood and baptism, The life, according to God's

word, is in the blood. The expressioA "shedding of LLood" weans the same as
giving one's life. A compafison of th passagrs will show this. The writer

of Hebrews says, "A death has taken place for the redemption of the transgressions'
(Hebrews 9:15). In Ephesians, Paul writes, "In Him we have redemption through
His blood" (Ephesians 1:7). Redemption is through His death and redemption

is through His blood. To-be sprinkled with the blood of Christ and to become
united with His death are the samc ’

Paul teaches that we enter His death in baptism. "Or do you not know that
all of us who have been baptized into Christ Jesus have been baptized into His
dzath?" (Romans 6:3). Baptism then is ihe uniting of a penitent believer with
the death of Christ, making him .. party to the covenant. The gospel contains

to all mankind for entering into His covenant,

the proposal remains in exactly the same stalbe  the Gentile world was in bef'ore
the blood of thc covenant was shed. He is separate from Christ, excluded from
the commonwealth ol Israel, and a stranger to the covenunts of promise, having

no hope and without God in the world (Eph 2:12).

but he must be in the now covenant to be saved.

Campbell argued, "For Christ did never command nutions, indiscriminately, Lo

obscrve his ordinances; but only his disciples. He commanded all nations to

repent and believe the gospel, and then, as his disciples, he commanded them

-

p
to keep his commandments,” Again, he said;[EBelievers in Christ are the

ONLY SONS of Abraham in this sense. His natural descendants are his sons

in the common sense ol all mankind, This is g plain matter-of-fact argument);
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“ig
and it is all that is necessary to demolish the visonary (abric ol my oppon nt.
None but the sons ol Abraham were cver intercstod in any covenant made with
him or promise given Lo him. He has but two sorts of sons or children, his
natural or literal descendants, of whom we are not. Now as we are not his
natural descendants, we are not conce;ned personally in any promise belonging
unto them, as such; and as we cannot.be ranked among his faithful children until
we are Christ's brethren, we are nof interested in any promise made to his
spiritual seed, until we are ganifested to be such, by an avowal of that same
kind of faith which he had."

It is sometimes taught that the Gentile world became amenable to the new
covenant when the gospel was preached to Cornelius. This is based upon the
idea that the Gentiles were amenable to a law of patriarchy down to the time
when the gospel was first preached to Cornelius. There are several errors in
this theory. Much that is taught about the patriarchical period is pure
supposition, for very little is revealed about God's dealings with man under
this system. Patriarchy was not a law nor a religion. Patriarchy was a systemi
of government. It encompassed man's religious, social, and moral existence, but
wias never called a law. Paul wrote, "For all who have sinned without the Law
will also perish without the Law; and all who have sinned under the Law will
be judged by the Law; for not the hearers of the Law are just before God, but
the doers of tﬁe Law will be justified. For when Gentiles who do not have the
Law do instinctively the things of the Law, these, not having the Law, are a
law to themselves, in that they show the work of the Law written in their hearts,
their conscience bearing witness, and their thoughts alternately accusing or
else dcfending them,on the day when, acgording to.my gospel, God will judge
the secrcts of men through Christ Jesué" (Rom 2:12-16). Lard, following the
Greek more precisely, omitts the ﬂrtiélo before the word "law" and comments:

1 . . a .. .- N .
l:;aw ls will, whether it respects accountable beings or mere inanimate things.

But in the case of the former, to be binding 1t must be made known to them in
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some intelligible form; and in the case of the latter, it is impressed on them.

Accordingly, God's law respecting man is his will revealed to him. In this

sense the word law is used in the passage before us.

. /n . 7 .

Paul teaches that the Gentile world was without law. Uninspired men say
that they lived under the law of patriarchy. As previously shown,
the passage in Romans cannot mean that those before the Law of Moses or those
after it to whom it was not given had no moral responsibility, but they had no
direct revelation of God's will other than that which He chose to give to
sclected individuals. There was, in other words, no universal revelation other
than the revelation made manifest in the creation (ef. Rom 1:19-20) MacKnight
has paraphrased this passage thusly:

As many, thercfore, as have sinned without revelation, shall

also perish without being judged by revelation; their punishment
will be less on account of their want of revelation. And as many
as have sinned under revelation shall be judged by revelation,
their guill being aggravated by the advantages which they énjoy.
They shall be punished in proportion to their guilt. For not those
who have enjoyed revelation are esteemed just in the sight of God,
but those only who do (vs.lO) the things enjoined in revelation
shall be justified at the judgement. When, therefore, the Gentiles
who have not revelation, do, by the guidance of ‘their reason and
conscience, the things enjoihéd by revelation, these persons,
though they have no external revclation.to direct them, furnish a
revelation to themselves, by obeying that by whigh they may be

Justified through Christ, equally with the Jews.



If Cornclius or any other Gentile was worshiping God acceptably under
paLriarchy,rthen the gospel caused them to be lost. James D. Willeford has
corrcctly stated, ['Some say that men are lost who refuse to come into the
body of Christ. But let us think for a moment. God did not set up the body
of Christ to make men sinners, and yet seemingly, some would have the Lord
say, 'You become lost becauge you stay out of this spiritual body over which
I am the head.' No, He set up the bod& of Christ bocause men were already

~

lost, and they transgressed the will of God. The gospel of Christ with all

its provisions of mercy was given, not to make men sinners, but because they

vere already sinncrs and lost. The gospel was given to save them. But if

they had never been under God's law they could not have been transpressors,
C

and would have no need of salvation.") The gquestion of course is: What law

of God were they under? It clearly was not the Law of Mosess, for Gentiles

were nover under it. It was not the Law of Christ, for, "He sa2t up the body

of Curist because men were already lost." It had to be the law spoken of in

Romans One,

R. L. Whiteside has dealt quite effectively with the theory that Cornelius

was worshiping God under patriérchy. We guote extensively from him.
The Jews had been intrusted with the oracles of God, but had
made such poor use ot thelr great blessings, that Paul makes
this obscrvation concerning them and Gentiles: "What then? are
we better than they? No, in no wise: for we before laid fo the
charge of both Jews and Centiles, that they are all under sin."
(Rom. 3:1-9.) And to see the degrading sins into which Gcntilés
had tallen recad Rom. 1:18-32. And the Jews were no better
--"all under sin.” Jesus came to Save sinners, not to make
sinners; the gospel is God's powe# to save siﬁners, not to make
sinners of those who hear it.
How came Cornelius to need salvation? One writer said "that

Cornelius was daubtlessly serving the God of his fathers under
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patriarchy.” But patriarchy was not a religion, nor a form ol
worship, but a form of government. Webster defines Patriarchy

to be "a stutc of social development charnctlerized by the
supremacy ol the father in the clan or family." The father

wus the ruler. He was also the pricst and prophet for the family
or clan, whether they worship?ed God or idols. Apgain tlie writer
said: "The patriarchal dispénsation‘did not, end at Sinai

except to the descendﬁntﬂ .0 Abraham...While the ol'f'spring of
Abraham was amenable to God under the law of Mozes, Gentiles,

to whom Moses' law was never given, could serve him under the

law that had been in effect sinc= Eden was lost ‘Lo Adam and EBve,"
But many of Abraham's descendants were not included in the
covenant made at Sinal. The word "dispensation" oceurs a few
times in the New ‘Testament, but never in the seﬁsc we.attach to

it when we speak of the three dispensations,

So Tar as we know Abel was the first one to offer a God-appointed
sacrifice, and it does not appear that he was the head of a family
or clan. He was therefore not a patriarch, and it is certain that
he did not pass on to Cain or any other what God had revealed to
him. I do not think any one will contenl that the commands to

Cain and Abel were recorded for the guidance of following generations.

Just as did Abel., Joshua
saild to Israel, "Your fathers dwelt of old time beyond the River,

even Terah, the father of Abraham, and the father of Nahor: and

they served other gods.” (Jbéhuq Qh:é; sce also verses 1k, 15,)
50 Abraham came rom idél-wbrshipping patriarche,  "Fathepg"

would include at least his father and grand—rather,.and perﬁaps
farther back: and so he did not learn true worship from them.

God spoke to him as he did to others before his time. You will
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searcl in vain for any line of true worshippers from creation 1o

Abraham, and on down to Cornelius. And I have seen no indication
that any dircctions ror patriarchal goverument or worship was ever

written for their guidance.

1 have never been dogmatic as to the patriarchal dispensation

among the Gentiles during the reign of the law of Moses. From

also at that time they were "strangers from the covenants of

the promise, having no hope and without God in the world."
(Eph.2:12.)  Notice Romans 2:14. When Paul spoke of the law of
Moses he used htbe" pefore "law"--"the law." When other laws
were spoken of, he did not usually usc "the" bcfore law,
especially when a contrast was made, as in Rom. 2:1hk. Our
translators did not follow Paul's usc and non-usc of "the."
Following the Amcrican Version, but observing Pul's wse aﬁd non-
use of "the" we have: '"For when the Gentiles that have unot law
do by nature Lhe things of the law, these nol having law are

law unto themselves.”

Possibly herve
and there some families.held to the idea of one true God. It
seens that Balaam was a£ one time a true prophet, but where.does
any one read about a patriarchal covenant?‘ And where does one
read that Cornelius was a member of any covénaht? There is no
proof that any revelation made to the early patriarchs was
reduced to writing for the beunefit of succeeding generations of

the Gentiles. That Cornelius was ruler, prophet, and priest

for his family or clan is a mere gucss, with no hint on which



Many Gentiles by contact with the Jews learncd of the one true God.
Most likely Cornelius learned of God in that way. At least he
observed the Jewish hour of prayer and gave much alms to the
Jewish people. But the fact that God heard his prayers is no
proof that he was in any covenant that God ever made.

Here is a strange statement from our writer: "We firmly belicve
that Cornelius was nof a sinnef ﬁntil the appzarance of the angel
with instructions that brought him and the entire Geatile world
in covenant relations with Christ. Inspiration records, without
correction, the statement of the man that had been healed of

his blindness by the Lord (John 9:31.), "uow we know that God
heareth not sinners.” God, then, will not hear a sinner, but

he did hear and answer the prayers of the Roman centurion.
Therefore the man was not a sinner at the time his prayers were
ascending unto the throne of God." Strange notion --did the angel
cause Cornelius to be lost so thaﬁ Pcter could tell him how to be
saved? Whot next?  Perhups some one will tell us that the Jews
beéamc lost when the Holy Spirit came‘upon the apostles at
Pqntecost! That would round out the picture. The Jewish
authorities soid Jesus was a sinner, but they knew he was not

an alien --they knew he was in the covenant. Thc man born blind
knew Jesus was not an alicu; and to make his langunge apply to an
alien is inexcuseable. Saul of Tarsus prayed before he became a
Christian --prayed while he was still an alien, and the Lord

was pleased that he did pray. . Nor was Cofnolius sinning when

he was praying for more lighp. If you ﬁill notice the snswer he
got you will kunow what he was praying for. The angel told
Cornclius that his prayer was heard; "Send therelore to Joppa,
and call unto thee Simon, who is surnémed Peter, who shall speak

unto thee wvords, vhereby thou shalt be saved, thou and all fhv
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I do not think [ ever read a more startling notion by any
‘brother than that the visit of the angel to Corneliuc made
Cornzlius a sinner and brought the entire Gentile world in
covenant relations with Christ. He was ripghtcous till the
angerl spoke Lo him and that turned him into a sinner! low
coﬁo? Did not Ceornelius ipmeuiately sel about dolng what the
angel told him to doY What siﬁ did ho commit? The vicit of
an angel turned a righteous man into a sinner, and also the
ent,ire Gentile world became sinners! Another ctrange thing
--it righteous man preyed and was heard, bubl the prayer was
ansvered after he became a sinner. Cornelius thco righteous
man prayed, but Cornelius the sinner received the answer.,
Aﬁd Just how did the angel's vicit to Cornelius bring the
"entire Gentile world in covenant relations with Christ?"
What is the nature of thal covenant that the entire Gentile
world is in? T cannot see wherein the state of the Guntiles
Lg different now from what it was bofore the angel appeared

10
to Cornelius, nor in what sense it could be diffoerent.

Cornelius was nol worshiping God undee patriarchy. He was o God-fearing
associate of Judaism. Ile was not 4 true proselyte, but an individual, who
Lhrough contact wilh those who huad in the Law the embodiment of knowledga
and the truth, had come to have the work of the Law writtten on his heart.

Il the whole Gentile world was brought into covenant relations wibh God
by th= angel's visit, Cornelius must have been the head of the Gentile
people, Brethren who have a hard time undéfstanding how “through the one
man's dizobedience the many were made sinners” (Rom S:ig).hnve no
difficulty propounding a theory that "throurh the hearing of one the mary
H

were made ginners. And if, as some hold, Geuntiles were worshiping God

ageceapbably under patrlarchy until Cornelinve heard the gospel nand brudght them

under the lav of Christ, then this is exactlv what hannened
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atriavchy was not a covenant and Lheretore did nol need to be opmally
anmlled., It was the most nstural form of organizalion for e anclents,
The world began with one pair. They soon bcc&me a family. That tamily soou
grow into fumilies or clans. The changes which Jacob's family underwent in
Epypt as they grew from twelve patrilarchs into a nation were experienced by
all other families of the earth. In faét, by the tim= of Abraham, the
father-rule form of organizatfon had given way to a national organization for
the most part. Several passages imply that when God promised to make
Abraham's descendante a great nation, He also began or hhd already begun to
deal with the remainder of mankind on 8 national basis, not a family basis,
In revealing to Abraham what lay in store for his descendants, He said:[?Know
for certain that your descaendants will be stranpers in a land that is not
thelrs, where they will be enslaved and opprezsed four hundred years. But
I will also judge the noation whom they will cerve; and atterward they will
come oull with many possesslons. And as for you, you shall go to your fathers
in peace; you shall be buried at a good old ag:. Then in the fourth gencration
they will return here, for the iniguity of the Amorite is unot yet complete.
And it came about when the sun had set, that it was very dark, and behold, there
appeared a smoking oven and a flaming torch which passed hetween theée pleces.
On that day the Lord made a covenant with Abram, saying, 'l'o your descendants
I have given this land, from the river of Egypt as far as fhe great river,
the river Euphrates: +the Kenite and the Kenizzite‘and the Kadmonite and the
Hittite and the Perizzite and the Rephaim and the Amorite ahd the Canaanite
and the Girgashite and the Jebusitei] Thesc are nations, not families or clans.

Eegypt had apparently been a strong'nation while Abraham was still a

t

wandering vilgrim. It is said o7 the hail yhiéh came upon Egypt that “cuch
had not been seen in all the land of Egyptléince it became a nation"

(Ex 9:24k). When God wished to essure Abraham of the well being of ishamel,
He said, "I will bless him, and will make him fruitfuvl, end will muitiply

Nnrinmoce v T o1

him excoclinely.  Ee chill bhecome the Tather ntft fueloo
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make him @ ereat oation” (Geu 17:20). Gol ipstructs Loracl, "You shall not

follow the custors of the naticn which I will drive out before you, for

(Gen 20:23).

altar, whether to the true Ged or to a ged of min's own making war no longer
a tamily altar, but a national altar. When Iciusl was curried into ecaptivity

by the Assyrians and peoples from other rations were s=ttled in Saumavia, these

pzaple brought their national gods ;itﬁ them. The record says of them: "They
also feared the Lord and appoinied from anong themselves priests of the high
places, whe acted for Lhem in;the liouses of the high places. They fearedl the
Lord and scrved their own gods according to Lhe custom of Siur nations from
among whom Lhey had been cavried away into exile" (2 Kis 17:32-33). Clearly
in these passages Lhe relipion of these nations was an organized cne with
priests being appointed fronm among themeelves., No longer did the father act
ag priest, king, and prorhet.

The Naw Testuwment evidencs also indicates that the clan gave way to the
inatiun and the Tamily altar to an organirzed priecthocd and community site of
worship. Paul faced a highly organived priesthood and fhilly developed religion
at Lystein. In preaching to them he said:  "Men, why are you doing these
thinpgo? We are alro men ol Lthe came nature 2as you, and preach the gospel Lo
you in order that you should turn Crom these vain things to a living God,
vho wade the heaven and the carth and LheAsca, and all thet iz in fhewm. And
in the generations ponc He

permitted all the rotions to go thei

WnowAay

and yeb e did not leave Himsell withoul, witne:ss, in thal He did good and guve
you rains from heaven and Crultful sessons, salisCying your hearts with 'ood
and pgladvess" (Acts 1h:15-17). Two things are impoctuﬂt here.  Paul indicites
that God wos dealing with mankind primarily on a nationﬁl bascis. Cecondly,

He permitted them to go their owa ways, except for the testimony of the blessings

ol nature which He gave to them. God did not deal with “hem through the heads

of houscholds. He let them po their own wiay. Every passuge mentioning
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th> condition of the Gontiles altirms thelr alicnation from God (Sue Rom 1:18-31:
3:9; 11:32; Eph 2:1-2; L:17-19, etc.).

The arguﬁent is mde frequently that if men outside the covenant are not
amenable to the covenuant, then they cannot sin. Men outside the old covenant
could and did sin. By the same prlnciple under which they were judged sinners,
men may be judged sinneryftoday. But ce?tain "ungetoverable" arpuments have
been made to prove that all men are amenable to the New Testament law of
divorce. The argument is made in the form of a syllogism:

Major Premise: All men who violate the laws of Christ are

men who are subject to the law of Christ.

Minor Premise: Men in the world are men who have violated the

law of Christ.
Conclusion: Men in the world are men who are subject Lo the law
of Christ.

No argumcnt can b& made with the major premise. However, the minor
premise actually assumes what needs to be proved. To support the minor
premise, Acts 17:23-31 and Actu 2:38-41 as well as other similar passages
arce given., A caretul analysis of these passages reveals nothing that will
support the minor premisc. As stated in chapter two, Paul charpges the
Athenians with no sin peculiar either to the Law of Moses or the new
covenant. He charges them with worshiping God in ignorance and quotes from
their own pocts to demonstrate that they should have known better than to
worship a god made with hands. He says, "as even some of your own poels
have said, 'For we also are His offspring.' Being then the offspring of
Gud, we ought not to think that{the DiQine Nnture is like ‘gold or silver or
stone, an imasgc formed by the art and thought of man" (Acts 17:28-29).

Paul charges them with violating that which God made cvident to them saying,
“For since the creation of the world His invisible attributes, His eternal

power and divine nature, have been clearly seen, being understood through what
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has been made, so that they are without excuse" (Rom 1:20).

A little eound reasoning will show that those in Acts Two could not
possibably be charged with violating the new covenant. As one has written,
"Wwhen one law supersedes another, the effects of the superseded law carry
over to the point where the newer law beéomes effective."ll The kingdom of
Christ and hence the new covenant was nb£ inaugurated ﬁntil the first
Pentecost after the resurrcction of Jesus. How could those standing there
violate any covenant which was in the process of being introduced in their
hearing? Peter does charge them with crucifying the One to whom the Law and
the prophets had pointed. He begins‘by quoting Joel's prophecy concerning
the outpouring of the Spirit, moves to the testimony which God had given
them aboﬁt Jesus through | the miracles He performed,
quotes Duvid's prophecy, and appeals to the resurrection as proof that the
One whom they had rejected was {the promised Messiah. Convicted, they
;epented and were baptized. He charged them with no violations !
of' the new covenant, and how could he? Previous to that morning it had
not been in force.

In Peter's second scrmon the same basic procedure is followed. An
appeal is'mude to the prophets proving that Jcsus was the Christ. Although
most of them might not have been able to claim blamclessnecs under the Law
as did Paul, Peter doesn't even try to convict them of any moral transgressions
under it other than that of crucifying Christ. In Stephen's sermon in Acts
Seven he also appeals to the Law and the Prophets, but makes no charges
against them of having violated the new covehant.b In Antioch of Pisidia,
Paul preached to the Jews. He traced out the history of the nation, God's
promisc to David, John's ministry, the rejéction of Jesus by the Jewish leaders,
the crucifixion and the resurrection. He then appealed to the préphets as

proof of Jesus' identity and urges them to accept forgiveness (Acts 13:16-41).

Not once does he charge them with a violation of the moral precepts of the
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the new covenant. In Lystra, Paul appeals to the heathen priests and people

to turn from the vanities of idolatry, but no charges are made of guilt under

the covenant.
It is sometimes argued that Paul could not have charged the Corinthians

with having been fornicators, idolaters, adulterers, effeminate, homosexuals,

thieves, covetous persons, drunkards, revilers, nor swindlers unless they were

amenable to the new covenant,

has shut up all in disobedience that He might have mercy upon all.“ But the

idea that the Gentiles could not have been guilty as charged unless under

the new covenant is pure nonesense. Paul gives the followlng catalog of sins
ol which the Genlile world was puilty without law: idolatry, impurity,

homosexuality, unrignteousness, wickedness, greed, wnlice, envy, murder, strife,
deceeit, goussip, slunder, hatefulness to Ged, insolence, arrogunce, boastulness,

invention of evil, disobedience to parents, untrustworthiness, lack of love,

and unnercilulness (Rom 1:18-32).

Again 1L is argued that if men outside Lhe Kingdom arce not amenable to the

law of Christ then it is no sin to enter a denomination, use instrumcntal music,
or engape in any other practice foreign to the New Tectament,. Men oulside the

Kingdom are lost uo matter what they do or don't do. Outside of Christ their

worship and service ig unacceptable §

Furthermore their worship is vain,

for it is the doctrine of men. Those claiming to be citizens of the kingdom)
but who are not)arc like the Jews ol our Lord's day who claimed to be God's
people but were not. He said, "I'his people honors Me with their lips, but

their heart is far from Me. But in vain do they worship Mo, teaching as their

doclrines the precepts of men” (Mattl 15:7-9). Paul also charped the Athenians

with vain worship not. because they had violated any covenant made with themnm,
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but because they were worshiping according to the "art and thought of man"
(Acts 17:29).

It is argued that all of the passages which speak of the Gentiles' not
having law refer to their not having thke Law of Moses previous to the new
covenant. But now that the new c’ovénant has been ‘inaugurated, they are
under law to Christ concerning marriage and divorce. It might be possible that
such a'position could be maintained in reference to Paul's statement concerning
Gentiles in Romans 2:12-16, but the position collapses under the weight of
[Cor.9:20-21. "And to the Jews I became a Jew, that [ might win Jews; to
those who are under the Law, as under the Law, though not being myself under
the Léw, that I might win those who are under the Law; to those who are with-
out law, as without law, though not being without the law of God but under
the law of Christ. that I might win those who are without law." Paul says
that he became a slave to all men in order to win them to Christ. He divides
them into two --perhaps three groups. To the ]éws he became as a Jew.

he Leeww s an OnE We becguie ¢ 3 O9Y
To those under the Law, as under the Law. To those without law,a8 without

N
law. P'aul may have mecant the expression "those under the law" to refer to

full proselytes in contrast to Jews. When Peter addressed the crowd on
Pentecost, he addressed them as "both'Jews and proselytes" (Acts 2:10). Or,
Paul may have been referring to the same class. If this is the case, he divides

those to whom he enslaves himself into two groups: those having law

and those not having law. By no stretch of the imagination can this refer to a
—— e

e oy

time anteriow. First, Paul Aw‘as not a disciple nor did he try to
m disciples of Christ until several years after the gospel was first
preached. Secondly, the time that they‘were with and without law was the same
time that Paul was under the law of Christ. So at exactly the same time that

Paul was under the law of Christ, the Gentile was without law and the Jew and

proselyte were under law. but not the same law unde: which Paul found himself.
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he beeawmit

In verse 20 Paul says p"to those who are under the Law (simply "law" in the
orginal), as under the Law, THOUGH NOT BEING MYSELF UNDER THE LAW, "
Then Paul affirms that he was "not withqut the law of God but under the law
of Christ." In verse 20 he was not under the Law which this class of men
whom he was trying toreatch was undel;. In verse 21 he is under the law of
Christ. Therefore, the two cannot be the same. To state this briefly we
have: Paul was under the law of Christ., Those whom he was trying to win

were under a law which he was not under. The law which they were under can-

not be the law of Christ.

The question naturally arises: How could anyone be under the'Law after

the crogs? as it not nailed to the cross? There are at least three explan-

— 7

ations. @rthere are the practical realities which all should recognize.
Paul's statement that the certificate of debt was nailed to the cross is some-
times quoted as if that truth were clearly manifested at the time of His cruci-
fixion. But in reality, much of the New Testament was written to prove the
truth that the Law was no longer binding. The moment Christ was crucified, the
worship and service in the temple ceased to be efficacious. The prayers and
incense rose no higher than the ceiling, but man did not know it. Not even
the apostles were fully aware of it. It was as if the final gun had sounded,
but the game continued becau.se it could not be heard over the roar of the
crowd. It continued to be played pretty much according to the rules for
another thirty-seven years, but no score entered the record book. Various
passages point to the destruction of Jerusalem as the end of Judiasm and can
best be understood by the above truth. >]esus him'self connects the end with
the fall of Jerusalem. "And this gospel of the kingdom shall be preached in the

whole world for a witness tb all the nations, and then the _end shall come.

Therefore when you see the ABOMINATION OF DESOLATION which was spoken of

through Daniel the prophet, standing in the holy place (let the reader understand),

thmm 1ok dlhiminm siabim aem dn Tard A flan #4 thAa rmAnimtaines Tat him rolhA i0 An tha
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housetop not go down to get the things out that are in his house; and let
him who is in the field not turn back to get his cloak" (Matt. 24:14-18).
Clearly, this is not a description of the second coming. One should dis-
regard the chapter and verse divisions ahd go back to chapter twenty-three
for the context. Jesus pronounces a sélries of woes and says, "Truly I say
to you, all these things shall come Clpon this generation. O Jerusalem,
Jerusalem, who kills the prophets and stones those who are sent to her!
How often I wanted to gather your children together, the way a hen gathers
her chicks under her wings, and you were unwilling. Behold, your house
is being left to you desolate!" (Matt. 23:36-38). When Jesus breathed
‘His last, Judaism had its last gasp too, but the body would not be buried
until the destruction of Jerusalem. It was as if it were hooked up to a
life-support system with a machine forcing its organs to function, but there
were not brain waves.

Daniel pr'ophesied) "Seventy weeks have been decreed for your people
and your holy city, to finish the transgression, to make an end of sin, to
make atonement for iniquity, to bring in everlasting righteousness, to seal up
vision and prophecy, and to anoint the most holy place. So you are to know
and discern that {rom the issuing of a decree to restore and rebuild Jerusalem
until Messiah the Prince there will be seven weecks and sixty-two weeks; it
will be butlt again, with plaza and moat, even in times of distress. Then after
the sixty-two weeks the Messiah will be cut off and have nothing, and the
people of the prince who is to come will destroy the city and the sanctuary.
And its end will come with a flood; even to the end there will be war; deso-
lations are determined. And he will make a firm cove-na'nt with the many for one
week, but in the middle of the week he will put a stop to sacrifice and grain
offering; and on the wing of abominations will come one who makes desolate,

even until a complete destruction, one that is decreed, is poured out on the
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one who makes desolate" (Dan. 9:24-27). Entire books have been written on
these verses alone, and it is impossible within the scope of this argument to
explore all of its truths. Be this as it may, it is clear that as a far mountain
range appears to be juxtaposed against a‘.near and lower one, Daniel has
justaposed the crucifixion and the destr'ﬁétion of Jerusalem together without
mentioning the almost 40 years in between. Probhetically the two are viewed
as a whole. In the midst of the 69th week the Messiah is cut off. Regardless
of when the 70th week terminates the end doesn't come until "on the wing of
abominations will come one who makes desolate, even until A COMPLETE
DESTRUCTION, one that is decreed, is pourcd out on the one who makes
desolate." (v. 27). From this standpoint then-the Jews could still be considered

to be under the Law.

T T
There is afsecond scnse)in which the Jews could be --can be-- considered as '

being under the Law even after the crucifixion of Christ. Paul writes, "Behold !
I, Paul, say to you that if you receive circumcision, Christ will be of no bene-
fit to you. And I testify again to every man who receives circumcision,

that he is under obligation to keep the whole law" (Gal. 5:2-3). Paul goes on

to say that circumcision or uncircumcision means nothing. The simple fact of
circumcision does not obligate one to the whole Law, but when one submits to
circumcision for the purpose of salvation, he is subjecting himself to a law or
principle of works for justification. If one seeks justification by works of law,
he cannot pick and choose, "For as many as are of the works of the Law are
under a curse, for it is written, 'cursed is every one who does not abide by all
things written in the book of the Law td'perform them" (Gal. 3:10).. What Paul
has said is as applicable to Gentile 3s fo Jew. When a man seeks to be justified
by law, which is a system of meritorious works, then he is obligated to keep
that system. One who rejects Christ or receives Christ and then returns to the
weak and beggarly elements, obligates himself to the law and places himself
under a curse. In this sense then Paul could have considered Jews and proselytes

ta etill he nnder the Taw.
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There is a third possibility. Actually, the theory does nol stand alone
but is closely connected with Paul's affirmation that those who seek justification
by the Law are obligated tc the whole Law. The proposition may be stated in the
form of a question: WAS AN INDIVIDUAL AMENABLE TO THE LAW OF MOSES RELEASED FROM
IT WITHOUI FAITH IN CHRIST? Various pa;;ages are quoted to prove that all Jews
were released from the Law of Moses and.made amenable to the Law of Christ by the
death of Christ on the cross: "We are not under law but under grace’ (Rom 6:19),
""But now that faith has come we are no longer under a tutor" (Gal 3:25). "Having
cancc{j}d out the certificate of debt consisting of decrees against us and which
was hootile to ug; and He has taken it out of the way, having nailed it to the
cross" (Col 2:1h}.
When.one examines these verses, he discovers ilhat not one of them was written

or spoken to an unbelieving Jew in an attempt to convert him. They were spoken

to those already baptized into Him. Every Jew has the offer by God that He will
remember éhgir sinc no more and that the certificate of debt will be canceled!,
;But ig it in ftacl canceled before one believes? A similar situation is seen in
Paul's ctatement "For the love of Christ controls us, having concluded this, that
one died vor all; therefore all died" (2 Cor 5:14). Although the death of Christ
was a once-for-all act, Paul teaches that our death with Him becomes a reality only
when we, in taith, become united with Him. "Or do you not know that all of us who
have been baptized into Christ Jesus have beén baptized into His death? Therefore
we have been buried with Him through baptism into death, in order that As‘Christ
was raised from the dead through the glory of the Father, so we too might walk in
newness of life. For if we have become united with Him in the likeness of His
death, certainly we shall be also in the likeness of Hié resurrection, knowing
this, that our old self was crucified with Him, that.ouf body of sin might be

done away with, that we should no longer be slaves to sin; for he who has died

is freed from sin" (Rom 6:3-(). Here Paul says that "he that is dead (died

with Christ) is free from sin." Notice how closely this'parallels his statewent
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concerning the Law: "Therefore, my brethren, you also were made to die to the Law

through the body of Christ, that you might be joined to another" (Rom T:4).

Observe that it was not the Law that died, but the individual that died to the Law

through the body of Christ. Again he says, "But now we have heen released from

from the Law, having died to that by which we were bound" (Rom 7:6).
on
Lard argues this same point in his work ef Paul's epistle to the Romans:

Once satisfly the Jew that in becoming a christian he dies

Lo the law (emphasis mine, D.C.), and thereby becomes as
eflfectually released from it, as is a wife from her husband
by his death, and you remove his greatest obstacle in
aceepling the gospel. You do more. Pious Jewish christiaqs,
long after they became such, were Lroubled with scruples
abouﬁ@orsaking the law. These you remove by establishing
their releasc from it.. "This is the Apostle's work hoere,

In order to effect it, two things arc necessary: 1., To show
that the law rules over a man so long only as he lives. This
has now been done. 2. To convince the Jew that in obeying

o

Christ he died to Lhe law (cmphasis mine, D.C.). 'This is now

to be done. Hence the next verse. . And so, my brethren,

you also died (o the law by the body ol Christ. In the preceding

chapter, the Apostle has spoken of being dead to élg, ani not being
under law., But dead to the law is a new expression, conveying

a new and most important ideé. For if the disciples had diled to
the law, intuitively they werg.released from it; and if released
from it, then they had commiited no sin in abandoning it for Christ,
This 1s the conclusion to which the Apostle wishes to bring them.

But they died to the law by the body of Christ. How are we to

understand this? That to die by the body of Christ is the same

as to be crucified with him (ch. vi, v.6) can hardly admit of a
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doubt; and il 50, then the body of Christ is here used for Christ
himsell. In so far only, of course, as Christ died to the law,
could the disciples die to it, since they died by him. But he died
to it completely and finally. ©So then did they. But how could they
die by Christ? In no way that Qe can conceive of, except
representatively. In belleving'and being immersed, (els) into
Christ, the whole disciplehéod became, in life, somchow indentified
Qith his life. Hence whatever he died to, they died to. Thus

]
both died to the luw.l;

Alvo in the Colossian passage Paul connects frecdom from the Law with union
with Christ. "And in Him you were also circumcised wilh a circumcision made
without hands, in the removal of the body of the flesh by the circumcision of
Christ; having been buried with Him in baptism, in which you were also raised up
with Him through faith in the working of God, who raised Him from the dead. And

when you were dead in your transgressions and the uncircumeision of your flesh, !

|

He made you alive together with Him, having forgiven us all our transgressions,
having cancelled out the certificate of debt consisting of decrees against us

and which was husLilc to uﬁ; and He has taken it out of the way, having nailed

it to Lhelcrous. Il the certificate of debt was canceled across the board for

every Jew, why was not every Jew's transgression forgiven? Paul said, "having
forpiven us all our transgressions, having canceled out tﬁc certificate of debt..."
The two cannot be separated. The debt is in fact canceled when one is baptized

into Christ Jjust as sins are forgiven when baptized into Christ. Although the

debt had been fully paid by Christ on the cross, the individual is not automatically
relessed. Of course, when Paul says Christ redeemed the Jew from the Law, the

same principle applies. Redemption is in Chrict Jesus (Rdm 3:24) and reguires faith

in Him,
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In Ephesians two the dividing wall is abolished. Both Jew and Gentile have
access to God through Chrisﬁ. But if a Jew rejects Christ and clings to the Law,
the very wall which once kept the Gentile out now kceps him out. As Paul said,
"But to this day whencver Moses is recad, a veil lies over their heart; but whenever
a man turns to the Lord, the veil 1is taken away" (2 Cor 3:15-16). 1In God's sight
the Law is no longer a barrier between'Jew and Gentile, but it has become a barrier
between unbelieving Jews and Christ.

Since this proposition has not been tested, it would be foolish to use it
as a foundation for any doctrine. However, since the New Testament clearly
speake ot Jews beino, in some sense, under the Law after Golgotha and two sound
propositions have been advanced as to how this might be so, the strength or weakness
or the o&erall argument is not affected by the acceptance or rejection of this third
proposition.

5till it is argued thal the alien muut be amenable to the new covenant law
of marriage and divorce because Jesus said, "Whosoever shall put away his wife, i
saving for the cause of [ornication, causcth her to commit adultery” (Matt 5:32 KJV).
"Whosoever" must mean all men everywhere, repgardless of their status in the kingaém, -
so it is argued. Bul the word "whosoever” may have a limited or unlimited applicati@u
Proper textual exegesis must decide the issuce. Surely no one who knows anything
ubout the Bible would aftirm that "whosoever" in verse 31 means 2ll men everywhere,
The passage reads, "It has been said, 'Whosoever shall put away his wife, let him
give her a writing of divorcement..'" Here the "whosoever" clearly has a limited
zpplication, Cor Paul says, "Now we know that what thingsbsoovcr the law saith,
it saith to them who are under the law" (Rom 3:19, KJV). Without doing any
damige Lo the passage one could paraphrase it: "Whaﬁever the Law says, it says

vki\uf\..l EXCRVETA R |

T wu o, R .
to whosoever is under it." This puts the whosoever’guestion in better focus. If

the "whosoever'" of verse 31 is limited to members of the old covenant, why can't
the "whosoever" ol verse 32 be limited to members of the new covenant? God made
the new covenant with the seed of Abraham through Christ, not with the world at

Llaepe (ooe pages 45 and WG of this chapter).
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Another puastage in which "whoscever" is limitod in application is Cound in
First Corinthians. Paul says that Jesus instituted the Lord's supper, saying,
"This cup is the new testament (or covenant) in my blood: this do ye, as oft as
ye drink it in rememberance of me.' TFor as often as ye eat this bread, and drink
this cupf ye do shew the Lord's death till he come. Wherefore whoserer shall eat
this bre%d, and drink this cup of the'Lord unworthily, shall be guilty of the body
and blood of the Lord. But let a man examine himself, and so let him eat of that/
bread, and drink of that cup. For he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth
and drinketh damnation to himself, not discerning the Lord's body. For this cause
many are weak and sickly among you, and many sleep" (I Cor 11:25-29, KJV). The
Lord's supper is tied to the cbvcnant, the cup being the symbol of his blood
--the biood of the covenant. We enter the covenant in baptlsm and commemorate it
in the the Lord's supper. The "whosoever" clearly applies -to those in the covenant.
for alins would have no causce Lo celeobrate it.  Remember,-when Paul wrote, the
apostacy hol not taken place; so Lhe gquestion ol whuether or not an unimmersad i

| belicver or an unsceripturally immersed belicver drinks damnation Lo himself has

me point., Within the textual and historical context, "whososver" was clcarly

limited to Lhosé who had been sanctifioed by the blood of the covoﬁant (see Heb

10:29). When Jesus satid "whoéoever” iu Matthew 5:32, He may have meant whosoever

has a part in' Lhe covenant  or Ile may haove mcant whosoever, alien or citizen alike.

Inspiration will tell us for sure, but the answer shall be delayed until chapter

¢
four.’

It seems remarkable that i1f entrance into the covenant demands the dissolution
of any marriage not complying with the new covenunt law concerning mafriage and
divorece, that we find not a single example .0f such in the New Testament nor a single
passage even remotely suggesting it. The argument is advanced, "Of course there is
none, because repentance was placed before baptism, and its meaning was so clear that

all sinners knew they had to quit unlawful relationships and practices." But what

il the practice or relationship had been permitted by law for 1500 years? How enuld

one autbomttlically know (rom the comunnd to repent that what had been lawful ware
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now unlawiul? By law the Jews had been permitted to Jdivorce for 1500 years. If
one or more of the 3,000 on the day of Pentecost was living with a second wife or

husband, which is highly likely, how did they know that the situation had to be

. sy W0
Ay

i they did it.
e R

corrected before baptism? Remember,

Where did they learn the truth about marriage and divorce? One fellow argued that

it is found in the "many other words" with which Peter testiticed! The Pedo-baplisth

could just as casily arpue that he [finds infant baptism in the same words. The

R

5

s e o e e i :

the moral law, Receqﬁ graspings at straws which hold that the law stated by Christ
in Matthew Five anl Ninetcen was binding upon Gentiles from Adam on down shows the

weakness of the whole position. long with

cvery other Bible great who lived before Sinai arl had more than one wife. The

Jew-Gentile distinction did not come about until the middle wall,wthe Law, was

croected at Sinatl.,

Are brethren ready to call him whom God received by faith

: ar € h)¢”)n-1
an adulterer?  Probably not, but manyqso very weld t-—yeu cager-- to call those whom

reccives by [aith today adulterers and adultercases because their murriagesho
: f
i

God

. / : ; . .
not. square with those same brethrens preconceived ideas of truth. If the Gentiles

had to put avay legally married second or third partners and the Jews did not, then

sinful?

I an alien must put away any but his first mate to enter into the kingdom,
he would be in a better position if h2 would.commit two sins instead of one. It
was once a common practice [or an Eskimo man to kill his neigbbor and ftake hisA
neighbor's wife. There were no temporal laws which would punish him for doing s-.
The law ol revenge was the only law his soclety observed. If he was not killed

by one of the man's relatives, he was home frec as far as any carthly consejuences

Ay Bac SIS
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were concerned, Now, had this Eskimo done this ﬁndvlutcr learﬁ;d the truth aud
becam: 2 Christian, he would be accepted into the church. "On the other hand, had
chawloyed

he married some . womin who had been -bandened by her husband, he would not even be
accepted for baptism, TFarfetched? Not at all, for David stole anothcr man's wife
killed the man, and then when faced with the sin, repented, wis forgiven, and
kept the woman! And David was in a.cbvenant relationship with God throughout thc
whole affair. A retreat to "But‘he was under the Law'is useless. The Law did nu
allow adulterty and murcder. If it did then David had-nothing for which heé needed

forgiveness, Ic it easier to get forgiveness under the Law than under the gospels

Someone mirht suggest that il such is the case, then-it would be better for a

(19}

Christian man --to whom Jesus'

words clearly apply-- to kill his wife tnan to

, an

divorce her il he wants to get rid of her.* One can hardly imsgine wed individual
who could premediiatedly kill his wife being concerned aboul the scripturalness or

unscripturalness of divorce. David did not kidll Uriah in an attempt to avoid God'
!
I

The analopgy iz often made between horce stealing and divorce. TIf one sieals

wrath for what he had done. He did it to attempt to avoid Uriah's wrath.

a horse, the arpument goes, and then becomes a Christian he surely can't keep the

no
horse. Withpapologies for the pun, the analogy is lame. In many cases in jquestior

the magriage was already dissolved before the two in guestion ever met.  No one st

anyone in any sense of the word. In fact in miny cases they were driven away.

But even in the case of David when he did steal another man's wife, when the damag

was done and could not be undone, he¢ was not regquired to do further damage by

putting awny Bathsheba. The Law of Moses demanded restitution in the case of

a stolen horse. I4 forbade the restitution of a wife to her first husband afto:

she had cohablited wilh a second, calling'such an abomination (Ex 22:1-%5; Deut 2h:1-
When restitution cannot be made it is argued that those involved must separate

Tivpince

and live a life of celebacy as pendence, Such was not reyuired of David. How

meaningfnl become his own words, "Blessed are those whose lawless deeds have been

forpiven, and whose sins have bern covered. Bleoosaed is the man whose sin the Lord

will not Lake into account" (Rom h:7-8).
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Alexander Campbel wrote: [E&hero arc two principles, commandments, or luws,
that are never included in our observations }cspecting the law of Moses, nor are
they ever in holy writ called the law of Moses: --These are, 'Thou shalt love th
Lord thy God with all thy heart, soul, mind, and strength; and thy neighbour as
thyself.' These, our Great Prophet.teachos uc, are the basis of the law of Mose
and of the Prophets. 'On these LWébcommandmean haug all the law and the prophe!
Indeed the Sinai law, and.all Jewish law, is but a modification of them. Thesc

B and immutable obligation. Angels and men, good and bad, are

for ever under them. God, as owr Creator, can not rejuire less; nor can we, as
creatures and fellow-creatures, propose or expect less, as the standard of duty
and pertection. These are coeval with angels and men. They are engraven with
more or less clearness on every human heart. These are the ground work or basis
of the law, written in the heart of heathens, which constitute theilr conscience,
or knowledg> or ripght and wrong. By these their thoughts mutually accuse or els
excuse one another. By thece they shall be judged, or at least all who have nkv
‘ !
saen or Lienpd a writben law, or revelation. DBut lor these principles there had
L3
never been cither law or gospel.” In concluding his address, Compbell said,
"D we address Jews?  Let us address them as the Apostles did.  Persuade them ou!
o thelr own law that Jesus is the Meocsiah, Do we address profesced Christians?
Lot us imitate Lhe apostolic addresses in the cpistles. Do we preach to Barbari:
Let, us address them as Paul preached to the Lycaonians. Speak to thelir conscien
Do we preach to poliched infidels or idolators? Let us speak to them as Paul spo
14
to the Athenians. Speak to their conscience."

The chirt below illustrates the condition of believers and unbelievers in

relationship to covenant duties.

ves with w ‘

A
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TO THU REST I SAY
"But to the rest I say, not the Lord, that il any brother has
a wife who is an unbeliever, and she conscnts to live with
him, let him not send her away. And a woman who has an
unbelieving husband, and he consents to live with here, let
her not send her husband away...Yet il the unbelieving one
leaves, let him leave; the brother or sister in not under
bondage in such cases, but God has called us to peace" (I Cor 7:12-13,15).
No small amount of circular reasoning has been done in attempring to harmonize
the words of Jesus and those of Paul. An inteppretation is given to Jesus' teaching
on marriage and divorce which says that aliens are amenible to those tecachings
because Jesus said "whosoever.” Then it is stated, "Paul could' not hive meant
that the deserted one is free to remarry because that would contradict Jesus,"
[t would be far better to let the inspired wman, Paul, cxplain what Josus meant
instead of uninspired men trying to tell him what Jesus meant and then insisting
upon his agreeing with them. .
Belore examining the text, consideration needs to be triven to certain basie
'
rrinciples of interpretation. Serilipture explains Seripture, and the later Scripturel
theds Light upon the earlier. In other words, a ditficull passapge in the mospels
shoull ol be explained without regard to what the epistles cay upon the subject
and then the epistles be forced to conform Lo Lhe prior interpretation, Revelation
Lo Like the kinpdom itselt --"rirst the blade, Lhen the head, then the mature grain

in the head" (Mark L4:28). Tor example, Acts 11:15-1 Acts

1:5 and Matthew 3:11. John prodicted a baptism of the lloly Hpirit. Jesus taught
in Acts 1:9 that the promisé had not yet been fulfill.d woen He spoke; but that it
would shortly be realized. Peter's words show that this baptism wzs not a universal
blessing on all believers, for when it happ=zacd to Cornclius, Peter did not say that.

the Holy Spirit fell on Cornelius as He had upon all belicvers since Pentecost, but

I "

'as He Cil upon us 2t the beginning" (Acts 11:14-15). The us refers to the.apostles

fand the besinning to Pentecost.

naf Piad

Another passage in Luke's history cxpalins a difficult passage in Mark's gospel .

Vhortly before Jesus ascended, He said, "Go into all the world and preach the gospel

to all erzation. He who has believed anl has baen baptized shall be saved; but he
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who has disbelived shall be condemned. And theose signg will accompany those who
huve beliceved: in My name Lhey will cast out demons, they will speak with new
tongues; they will pick up serpents, and if they drink any deadly poison, it shall
not hurt them; they will lay hands on the sick, and they will recover" (Mark 16:15-1")
Withou!. any further word from God, this rassage would teach that the power to speak
in tongues and perform miracles was as‘éxtensive as salvation, Those who believe
and are baptized are saved and the signs accompaﬁy them. But there is another word

from God. Luke records that Philip had gone down to Samaria to preach the good
news about the kingdom and when they believed they were baptized. Did the signs
follow? Could those baptized speak in tongues? No, for scmething was lacking,
somethimr nol cven mentioned in Jesus' statement. Luke records, "Wow when the
apoctles in Jerusalem heard that Samaria had recelved the word of God, they sent
them Peler and John, who came down and prayed for them, that they might receive
the Holy Spirit. TFor He had not yet fallen wupon any of them; they had simply been
Laptized in Lhe pome of the Lord Jeszsus. Then they begon laying thelr hands on thumé
and Lhey were receiving the Holy Spirit. Now Qhen SJimon saw that the &Gpirit was

bestowed through the laying on of the apostles hands, he offered them money, saying,

“'Give this authority to me as well..." (Acts d:1h-1a). So the reception of the

v

Holy Spirit also roquipeﬂ the laying on of an apostle's hands. DHNothing less than
belief and baptism was reguired to receive this power, but something more was
reguired,

Jesus Himselt taueht that His words did not (ully reveal all the Father's will,
but that this would be the role of the Holy Spirit. He said, "These ﬂhings have I
spoken to you, while abiding with you. But the Helper, the Hoiy Opirit, whom the.
Father will send in my noune, He will teach you All things, and bring to your
rememoorance all that L osaid to you" (Joh“ 1h:25-26). The Holy Opirit is given a

Jrsusd

twolold work in Lhis passagme: bring Lo their remzmberance wnat He had said and
teach Lhem things He had not spoken. He said, "I have many more Lhings to say to
you, bul you cannol, bear them now. Lut when Hw; the Spirit of truath, comes, He

Wwill podde you into all the truth; for e will not speak on Hic own initiative,
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but whatsoever lle hears, He will npeuk; and ie will disclose Lo you whith Is Lo oone

(Juhn 16:12-14). It would, .in lignht of this, be as big a mistake to interpret Jesur

teachings on marriage and dlvorcc without |
as it would be to intevpret Jéegsus! word; on spirituil gifts without taking into
congideration Luke's record.

By looking at the various classés'addressed by Paul, we can discover what Jesus
meant and answer the Juestion as to whom Jesus' "whosoever" in Matthew 5:32 refers.
Paul addresses himself to the unmarried and widows saying, "But I say to the
unmarried and widows that it is good for them if they remain even as I. But if
they do not have self-control, let them marry; for it is better to marry than to

purn" (I Cor 7:7-8). "Unmarried" those uever married.

doubtful in light of the fact that he addresses himsell to this class in verses

ioty
those previously married but net divorced.

245-28. Or, "unmarried”
In verse 11, the word "unmarried" is used and refers to one so separated from a
]

mte Lhut a second marriage was a distinct possibllity. Of course, "unmarried"

t,o widowers, Sinece"unmarried" is listed with widows, Paul

speaking of widowers, but
The sccond group addressed are those who are married: "But to the married I

pive inolr . not I but the Lord, that the wife should no leave her husband
(but, if she does leave, let her remain unmarried, or else be reconciled Lo her
husband), and that the husband should not send his wife away" (vv. 10-11).

The Teacher's Annual Lesson Commentary states, "Since Paul says this is the

teaching ol the Lord and the only recorded teaching of Jesus is Matt 5:31,32;

19:3-12, and related passages, wWe should view these passages in light of Paul's
: 1

statement and not reach any conclusions contrary 1o what-is said here.”
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Now the argument is being put forth in some circles Lhat Puul is not speaking of
these passages, bul of some unrecorded saylng of Jesus, What this is supposed te
prove, who knows! Whuat differcnce does it make whether Paul hus in mind that which
is recorded or unrecorded. He says that’Jesus spoke on the subject and then tells
what He spoke, Jésus didn't speakcghcthing for the record und one thing off the
record. Paul then says that Jesus did.not speak to the next class which he himself
will address. Whether Paul had the recurded paséages or some imagined unrecorded
incident in mind is meaningless. If Jesus didn't speak, He didn't speak, whether
the speaking which Paul has in mind is recorded or unrecorded. 8o if Paul is
rel'erring to something other than the recorded incidents, there is positive proof
that Jesus didn't speak anywhere on the subjuct. Now, were there nothing in the
gospel§gbout the subject, and Paul were to say, "The Lord sald," then we could

, ) .
say that Paﬁl was talking about a statement of Jesus wnich was nol, recorded. But
when we have recorded statemoents OF Jusus on the subject and Paul says, "Jesus
didn't speak," those rocorded statements must be included. As stated in the

Annual Lesson Commentary, "we must not reach any conclusions contrary to what

is said here'" --that is, what is said by the apostle. Just what did Paul say-

that Jesus said? To reduce this to its simplest form, he said: "Do not divorce.

)}
If you do, remain unmarried or be reconciled to your mate. To whom does this

apply? When this guestion is answered, the question of how broad is the “whosoever"
in Matthew 5:32 is answered. If "whosoever" means citizen and alien alike, then
"whosoever'" encompasses every married person in the world. I "whosoever"

encompasses, as maly claim, all mankind, If

all of one's money is in his left pocket, he has none in his right pocket.
If all of mankind are covered in Matthew 5:32, who are the rest that are not
covered? Paul could not have been any cleurer.. Those to whom the Lord spoke were

those in a covenant relationship with each other and with God. Both were Christians

in other words.
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The third class composes "the rest.” Paul says,."But to the rest I say, not
the Lord, that if any brother has a wife who is an unbeliever, and she consents tc
live with him, lct him not send her away. And a woman who has an uubelieving husba
and he consents to live with her, let her not scnd her husband away" (vv. 12-13).
Paul is not disclaiming inspiration, bﬁt saying that Jesus said nothing about this
specific situation while he was on eérth. As Guy N. Woods has written, "He is
not contrasting Lhe Tord's autharity with his own; hé is distinguishing betwecen
an express declaration of the Lord while he was on curth, touching the matter;
and another avpoect of the subject on which Paul ruled, but on which the Lord did

not directly speak. With reference to [ Cor T:12, Paul issued an inspired dictum
2

on an aspect of marriage not dealt. with by the Lord.' This inspired statement

clearly shows that

Prul calls thooe involved in mixed
i

mirriages "Lhe rest,” and says that the Lord uaild nothing personally about their |
situation,

What did Paul say to those involved in mixed marriages? The believer should

~

not send the unbellever away. I the unbelicever departs, let him leave, for the

believer is not under is caid to mor

o Neyur ki
S Now,

wiia

6]

leaves, the believer is not bound to live with him. That would be hard to do
--live with someonc who wanted to leave uhkless one forceabley restrained him from
leaving; but then Paul said, "let him go." The believer, it is said, is not
obligauted to the unbeliever, but the believer cannot remarry even if the

deserter later remarries. Is this not what Paul said that Jesus had taugzht

believers? DPaul says that Jesus taught that a divorce could take place between
VHF
’\U

gwit, but remurriage was forbidden. By placing

Lwo Christians wihout incurring
the teachings of Jesus and the supposed teachings of Paul  side by side, the

error of this interpretation can be easily seen.
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JESUS ‘ PAUL

1. Do nol digsolve the union 1. Oame

2. If you do, rcmain unmarried or
be reconciled ’ 2. Same

I{ those involved in mixed marriages can live separated from their mite,
but caunot remarry, then Josus did speuk to the "rest"; [or that is exactly
what Paul said that Jesus meant when lie spoke on the subject during Hic personal
ministry. 050, according to the usual interpretaticn, we have Paul saying to

X

those involved in mixed marriages that they were bound by the exact same code
ue nre married believers, to whom Jesus sald thal except for the canse of
fornication, they cannot divoree and remarry. On the cther hund, Faul. oays,
"The Lord didn't say anything to you." If the law of marriage for the unbeliever

‘

is exaclly like or the same law as that for the believer, then Paul was talking

nonesensce when he said that Jesus didn't say anything to those involved in mixed
marriages.
Note that Paul says that Jesus spoke to one class. These are the "whosoever”
Corpyntiias,

of Matthew 5:32, Clearly, according to I €or 7:10-11, both individuals are
Christians. Paul spoke to the "rest." If, as previously shown, "whosoever" means
everybody ‘whether saint or sinner, there can be no "rest.”" ©o Paul spoke to the
rest, and Lo waom did he speak? He said nothing Lo unbelievers. He addressed
only the believing partner., I1 Jesus spoke to onc group oand Paul spoke to the
resi, then there can be none outside those two clascitications to whom the teachings
o' Jesus or Paul on marriage and divorce apply. Again, a diagram will simpltfy the
argument .

TO THE MARRIED (both believgrs) THE LORD SAYS

TO THE REST (mixed marriages) I (Paul) BAY

70 UNBELIEVERS WHO ARE NRITHER THE "WHOSOEVER" OR "THE REST"
NEITHER CHRIST NOR PAUL SALL ANYTHING

Here would have been a splended place for Paul to have warned those not in

the covenant that they must not violate the laws of the covenant concerning

marringe or they would never be admitied to a covenant relationship unless they Seven

Y
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thelr uvuseriptural relationships.  Bub Mol could nob address thewn because he hiod
already addressed "Lhe rest.” In addeessing "the pest" rmave instructions to the
believing partner only.

When Paul explained the teachings of Christ he said that, in a case in which
both partuers were Christians, no separation should tuake place, but if it did,
remarriage wac nol allowed. The word "leave" or "depart" in T Corinthians 7:11
is "chorizo." It is cleur from the coutext that Paul wis not speaking of a
temporary separation such as is commonly witnessed when one or the other moves
out, differences are then solved, and reconciliation takes place without a divorce
ever beluy sought.  Nor is he speaking of whal we would call "legal scparation"
in which remarria;e is vprohibited by law. The dissolution is complete, so
complete in fact. that remarriage was a distinct possibilitijhich prompted Paul
to quickly add, "let her remain unmarried or else be reconciled to her husband.”
Puul uses the same word, "chorizo" in verse 15 when he says, "Yet, if the unbelievinx
one leav.es, let him leave." "Chorizo" ﬁuét embrace as much in verse 15 as in verse
. i
!ll. Yoet, Paul did not hasten to add tlat the belicver must remain unmarerioed.  What
‘dnﬂﬂ e say? "Ihe brother or sister is not undep bondage in such cases."

Much has been said about the fact that Paul uses a different word Lof bondage
in verse 1% than ‘hat used in verse 39 and elsewhere when speakinge of the marriogse
bouwl. The word bondapge in verse 195 is "dedoulotai," and has the lexiecal form
"douloo." The word "bound" in verse 39'15 "dedetai," and has the lexical form
"deo." It is argued that Paul purposely avoided the wo;d "deo" 0 as to preclude
their thinking that remarriage could take place. That Paui deliberately chose a
dil'ferent Greek word seems clear, but why? Vincent says that "dedoultai (v. 19)
is ctronger than "dedetai" (v. 39). Accorﬁing to Thayur,."dedétai" is from "deo"
and meuns "to bind, tie, fusten." The old expression for getting ﬁﬂrried, "Lie
the knod," was quite appropriate.  Thayer defines "douloo" s meaning "to mke a
vlave of, reduce Lo bondage." This is the word Paul used when he said; "For
thoush T nm free from all men, L obave wodde mycell aoolave Lo all, thay L-nght win

the more" (I Cor 9:19). llad the Holy Spivit sudded Pa. ! in sclecting "douloo" in
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verse 39 and elsewhere, the marringe relationship cunld have been construed tou men
virtual clavery for the woman. Paul has shown that in the case of seemingly

irreconcible difierences between Christians, neither pavbner is a slave to _the oth

An untying of the knot may take place, but 1t must remaln unticd or be retied.

llowever, in o ease in which one of Lhw:partien is an unbeliever, Paul did not ppran!

the  beliover the right to initiate the divorce. In ecosence, he said, "Il the

unbeliever is willing Lo continue the marriage, il must be continued. What if the
.

unbeliever continucs the mirringe but cauges friction in the home? Can the beliove

send the unb2liever away? Paul said that he could not. Why? "For how do you know

0 wile, whethep you will save your husband?  Or how do you know, 0 huzband, wheth-r

you will save your wife?" Is Paul sugpesting that the bcliever#should, as he did,

willinr Lo roduce themselves to bondnge for the sake of winning their mate? With
thig Peter would seem to agree. "In the samec way, you wlves, be submissive to

your own husbands so that even if wuny ol them are disobedient to the word, they ma;

be won withoul. a word by the behavior of their wives, as they observe your chastq

and respocLilul behavior" (I Pet 3:1-2).
But il things are hopeless, the unbeliever is determined to leave, Paul says,

"let him leumve; the brother or sister is not under bondage in such cases." The

beliceving partner in a mixed marriage is under a stronger bond than are the partic.

when both are Christians. When the unbeliever does the leaving, the believer is
released from that bondage. The dissolution is as complete as that in verse 11,

in which Prul felt the need to warn, "let her remain unmarricd."” But in this casc
3

the warning is not given. The deserted believer is free, not under bondage. Il

I

after the unbelicver departs, the believer is still bound, then they are a slave o

Lhe worst sort. The one to whom they are enslaved fulfillc no marital duty, giveu

no support, may remarry and begin a new life, but the deserted believer is still

bound, with no hope of reconciliation. This would be slavery without a purpose.

When the divorce is between two Christians, the pressure of the church and the

chastiscment of God can be brought to bear to ellect a reconciliation. Ouch is no’
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Lthe case when one is an unbeliever. Yes, Paul chove a dil'ferent word in verse 19
than clsewhere to describe the marriage bond, becausc elsewhere he did not wish to
leave the impression that marriage between believers was a state of slavery. When
he wished to declare believeqﬁrree from greater bondage under which they had
been placed, he naturally used the stronger word. Paul surely would not use a-
stronger word to describe a lesser freéaom.

Foy E. Wallace writes, "In the tase of the abandonment of the believer by the
unbeliever, whereby the believer is 'not under bondage' and is therefore set free,
If the bondage here does not refer to the marriage bond, then the believerlis still
in the bondage of it. To advocate, as some do, that the passage means the believer
is not bound to live or remain with the departing uubeliever would be a truism,
for it is sel forth as a case of avandonment and thce abandoned one obviously
_could nol. abide with the one who had departed. It appears evident that when the

unbelicver so departs it presupposes a state of adultery iwhich exists in the prinecip!
S—

previously dlscussed, and here the apostle's ingpired teaching is again projected Fuﬂ
the Lord's own stricturcs and declares the belicver 'not under bondage,' I that
docs nol mran Lhe belicver in these cireumstances is [ree to marry, then it cannot
mean anything, for if the one involved is not althogether free the bondage would

‘ 3

shill exiat .

If the bellever Ls not free to remarry, from

which they are not free even if the unbeliever remains? If the believer is free
from bondage (whatever it may mean) when the unbeliever departs, then the believer
must be under that same bondage if the unbeliever does not depart. The believer
cannot be under one kind of bondage and free from another kind. This is most
important, for many .contend that Paul means,that the .. believer is not under
bondage to give up Christ in order to maintain the union. If that is the case,
then the believer must be under bondage to give up Christ if the unbeliever chooses

not to depart: If not, why nol?
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Here many good brethren meet thomselves coming back. Pirst Lhey argus that

Paul is not speaking of the marriage bond at all, then they argue that when Paul
said, "Yet if the unbelicving one leaves, let him leave; the brother or sister is
not under bondage in such cases,” that he meant that the brother or sister is

not obligated to give up Christ in order to preserve the marriage bond. For
example, one writer states on one page, "Since the phrase ‘'under bondage' docs

not refer to the marriage bond, this verse cannot be used to prove that the
deserted believer is free from the marrimsge bond. that binds him to the unbeliever."
However, on the preceding page he had sald, "Paul teaches that if the unbeliever
demands the believer to give up Christ to maintain the marrlage, the bellever is to

1
let the unbeliever depart in peace.” (Emphasis mine, D.C.)

Iﬁ,thc same publication, another writer contended that the phrase under
2

question means that the believer has never been in bondage. The ‘Greek scholar,
A.T. Robertson comments on the statement, saying, "has been enslaved, does not
remain a slave."3 Paul clearly statec a condition ol' the believer's frecdom:
"IF THE UNBELIEVER DEPART." This would teach that il the usbellever insisted on
staying and maintaining the marriage, then the believer would be in bondage to
give up Christ. But the believer has never been in bondage --one would be more
correct Lo say, "at liberty"-- to give up Christ Por the unbeliever whether he
goes or stays. The simple statcment "Let, him depart” is sui'ficient to teach the
believer that hie is not al liberty to give up Christ Lo preserve the marriage
bond. When the unbeliever departs the bond is broken. Paul mentions nothing
about a possible reconciliation as he did in verse eleven. "Let him go" is

dovit FRY Po fresewt his dipithre by P IS

the same as saying, "Don't go with him." "In other words, Paul is saying,

" Tt is a little ridiculous to follow this statement with "You

are nol in bondage to go with him.'
Much of this argument is based upon the fact that the construction "not

under bondage" isin the perfect, passive tense in the Greek. Greek scholars

miy have something to add, bub the bepinner in Greek is taught: "The pertect
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presents the action of the verb in a compltted state or condition. When the actio

was complceted the perlecl tense does ndot tell. It is still cqmplete at the time of
b

1

the use of the tense by the speaker or writer.' The argument thal the phrase

means, '"the believer hac never been and is not now under bondage,"

to stand the test of sound principles of biblical interpretation. The conditiounal
phrase, "If the unbeliever departs," gives the time at which the action (freeing
from bondage)was completed. N
There are several parallel. constructions --some in this chapter-~ which show
that the idea that the perfect tence, as used by Paul, does not mean that the
condition of bondage never existed. Paul asks, "Arc you bound to a wife? Do
not seek to be released" (v, 27). Is Paul asking, "Arc you married?" Or ic
asking, "Have you always been mrrried?" The perfect tense does not determine
the time at which one became mnrriéd, Just as it does not determine thé time at
which onc became free [rom bondape in verse filteen. That must be determined
--ir it can be detvrmintd-- by something else-in the text. Again, Paul writes,
"For he who has died is freed from sin" (Rom 6:7). "Is freed" (or justified)
is in the perfect,pagsive, indi siive of "dikaion." The consltruction cannot
mean that one is tfree and has alwayvs been {ree. from sin. The time at which one
becomes [rece is determined by Paul's statement, "Mor he who has died." The pnint
at which one dies with Christ is tha point at which he is freed from sin. The
point at which the believer is frued.}rom bondage is the poinl at which the
unbeliever departs. One other passage: 'For il' those who are of the Law arc
heirs, faith is made void and the promise is nullified” (Rom L:14k). "Faith is
made void" and "the promise is nullitied" are in the perfect, passive tense.
Is Paul saying that faith is now and has alwaays been void? Quite to the
contrary, he is arguing for the very OPQOQite of thisf Bﬁt vhat is the condition

"il those who are of the Law are

upon which faith is made void? Paul 'says that
heirs, faith if nade void and the prdmise is nullified." If the perfect,passive

in First Corinthians means, when used with the megative, "Is not now and never

. tt
has been under bondage,” why doesn't.it mean "Is now and always has been void
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Paul went on to say, "Only, as'the Lord has assipgned to cach one, as Gud has
called each, in this manner let him walk, And thus I direct in all the churches.
Was any man called already circumcised? Let him not beceme uncircumcised. Has
anyone been called in uncircumcision? Let him not be cireumciscd. Circumcision
is nothing, and uncircumcision is nothing, but what matters is the keeping of the
conmandménts of God. Let each man remﬁin in that conditjon in which he was called.
Were you called while a slave? Do not worry about it; but. if you arc able also to
become free, rather do that. For he who was called in the Lord while a slave, is
the Lord's freedman; likewise he who Qas called while free, is Christ's clave,

—

You were bought with a price;.do not become slaves of men._. Brethren, let each
man remiin with God in that condition in which he was called) (I Cor T:17-2L).
It is said that this applies only to slavery and circumcision and cannot mean {:ZL
that one should remain in whatever marital state he was in at the time of
conversion because that would contradict Jesus. No, it would not contradict
Jecus, for Paul has slready said that Jesus spoke only to believers. Although |
Paul uscs circumcision and slavery as examples here, it seems strange that he
would switch from a discussion of marriage Jwhich he had been.following in
verse 1-16 to circumcision ana slavery and then back to marriage in verses 25-L0
uﬂless he Qas putting these prior conditions into the same, category, or using
circumeision and slavery to illustrate the point that one is not obligated to

Pl

undo relationchips which were legally entered into before becoming a Christian.

Of course, it is arpued that one would not have to give up homosexuality, drunkeness,
and so forth il one does not have to dissolve prior marriapges. Anything that is
inherently sinful must be given up --"shall we contihue in sin that grace may .

abound 7"

l'aul shows that the words of Jesus spoken durinpg His personal ministry
concerning divorce apply'to a situation in which both parties are believers,
Paul, himcelfl, spoke to the believers involved in a mixed marriage. Neither

spoke to alicns, In light of this, allens have no law oF.marriuge and divorce



and, from

4 civil point, those bound upon them by civil law. Gince "where there is no

Law, neither is their violation," unbelievers violate no law applicable to them

when they divorce and remarry.
A distinction must
be made between a legal relationship»and'an inherently sinful act.

Upon what basis then could one speak out against divorce in the general
populace or counsel an alien to strive at developing a healthy marriage
relationship it they are not amenable to the new covenant on marriage and divorce
and can keep whatever mate they have upon entering the covenant? The legalist
never tries to look beyond the jot and tittle for the reason behind a specific
ycvclatioh. For them if they believe there is no specific  law forbidding them
fo commit an act, they are ready to do it no matter who gets hurt. Suppose
Lhat the only revelation on the subject of marring: were "Husbands love your
wives as Christ loved the church." Many who would not now dream of divorciug
M&e wife ol their youth because the law of Matthew 5:32 forbids it would have
no hesitancy about violating the law of love and putting her away when he found
one that appealed ﬂo him more. Why didn't Jesus Jjust give us the injunction
"Hucbands u;d wives love one another"? There arc babes in Christ and lepalistic
“hristians who need the specific injunctions until Christ is formed in them.

The mature Christian, however, looks behind the injunction to the reason for
it.. Why did God intend that one man be bound to one woman tor life? For many
it is simply another yoke that He has placed upen our necks. They will abide
by it, but reluctantly. God has restored the orpginal ideal of marriage under
Lhe new covenant and enforces that which He orginally inLCndcd because He created
man and knows man better than man knows himself. He cannot violate the moral
and spiritual order of the universe with impﬁnity any more than he can violate the
physical order with impunity. Man can ignore the law of gravity and jump from
Lthe Empire State Building, but he can't break that law. It breaks him when hé

Hils the pround. As long as he is in the air he escapes its conseguences and may
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thinklthat he has broken it. lle Agsa't, and it will demand payment in tull when
he hits the ground. There are conseguences for violating God's moral order other
than hell. God sald in the beginning that man and wife become one flesh. That
principle is true of suint and sinaer »'ike, Two unbelievers or a believer and
an unbcliever become as much one flesh as two believers., That principle may be
violated and the person wﬁo violated itnmay not be reckoned a sinner or he may
be forgiven of the sin, but that does not mean that all the conseguences are
removed. Dr. James H. Jauncey has written, "The doctrine of the indissolubility
of marriage is commonly misunderstood. It is viewced as a’law which can be broken
or obeyed, sometlhing like a trafliec law or onc ol the Ten Commandments, DBut it
is not that kind of law at all. It is a natural law, like gravitation. You
don't get a ticket for breaking the law of gravity --you are a partlof it. Ycou
can ignore it by Jjumping out of a tenth floor window, but it breaks you instead
of you breaking it."

Alicns then certainly should be éncouraged, as the opportunity ariscs, to
enter inlo marriage wilh the intent of making it work; and if they are involved
in a stormy mirriage, they should be encouraged to work out the problems because
divorce scldom solves their problems., A second marriage, says Dr. Jauncey,
"quite regardless of the gquestion of is validity, cannot have the potential of
a first marriage. It might turn out to be happicr for many reasons, but it cannot
be what the first could have been if its tull possibility lad been realized.” ’
For the pgood of both parties, the children, and society, alicns may be encoufaged
to mike their marriages work. This urging is quite independant of the lepal
aspects of whether or not they will have to dissolve a second marriage if they

cever becone Christians.
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IT IS REPORTED THAT THERE IS IMMORALITY AMONG YOU
"It is reported that there is immorality among you, and
immorality of such a kind 2s.doe§ not exi?t exen among
the Gentiles, that someonej,bic ldther's wife,
I Corinthians 5:1

Jesus teaches, "Do not judge according to appearance, but judge with
righteous Jjudgement" (John T:24). The body of Christ has the responsibility
to purge itsell of any leaven of wickedness which threatens to corrupt the
body. Paul rcbukes the Corinthians: "I wrote you in my letter not to
associale with any so-called brother if he should be an immoral person, or
covelous, or an idoluter, or u reviler, or a drunkard, or a swindler --not even
to eat with such a one. For what have I to do with Jjudging outsiaers? Do you
not Jjudge those who are w%ﬁhin the church? But thpse who are outside,‘God Judges.
Remove the wicked man from among yourselves" (I Cér 5:9-13).

There was é threefold purpose for carrying out discipline in this matter: to
save the one guilty of the transgression, to prevent the spreod of immorality,
and to prescrve the purity of the church. The first purpose for disclpline is
clearly stated. Paul wrote, "I have decided to deliver such a one to Satan for
the destruction of the flesh, that his spirit maywbe saved in ﬁhe day of the Lord
Jesus" (I'Cor 5:9). 1Ir the church is to judge righteous judgement, ite own motives
must be rightcous. When Jjudgement is rendered and discipline carried out with an
unloving, self-rightcous attitude, it is not rightcous Jjudgement. Jesus' handling

ase is very instructive. The scribes and Pharisces brought a woman

~

ol such a
caught in adultery to Jesus and set her in the middle of the group and said,
"Teacher, this woman has been caught in adultery, the very act., UNow in the Law
Moses commanded us to stone such women; what then do you sgy?” The woman's guilt
was not yuestioned, nor was the Law of Moses disputed. But Jésus knew their motive
was nol a proper concern for the Law or the woman, and He refused to answer their
Juestions. When they persisted, He said, "lle who is without sin among you, let
him be the first to throw & stone at her."' When noue dared to pick up the first

stone, Jesus and the woman were lelt alone; and He asked, "Woman where are they?
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Did no onec condemn you? She replied, "No one, Lord." With love and compussion,
Jesus responded, "Neither do I condéhn you; go your way; LUrom now on sin no more"
(Johu 8:1-11). Jesus certainly was not teaching us that adultery cannot be condemned
and the puilty disciplined if they refuse to repent. Illowever, He does make it clear
that our motives must be right. When sin is exposed for the purpose of throwing
rocks, Jjudgement ceases to be righteous.f The supreme motive in all such cases
must be love. .

But a second truth underscored by Jesus' handling of this case is that we must
be Tree from pguilt ourselves before vwe set in judgement upon others. Because sin
iIs universal, it would be impossible to assemble a jury of one's peers in any civil
or religicus case that was not in some way guilty itself of transgressions. Yet,
if justicé is to be carried oul, imperfect men must pass judgement upon imperfect
men.  There should be no reason why'a truly penitent adulterer could not take part
in judging and diceiplining an impégitent one, If ho cannog, thén there is not
oo soul living who is gualified to judge in such cases, f{for there is not a living
s&ul of accountable age who has not sinned. But Puul writes, "Thercfore you are
vibhioul excuse, every man of you who passes judgement, for in £hat you Jjudge
another, you condemn yourself; for ;Ou who judpe practice tﬁe same Lhings"

(Rom 2:1). When those passing judgement are practicing, or have practiced and
have not repented of, sins just as grievious as those they judge, the judgement
is not righteous. What right does one guilty of racial prejudice and hatred
--which is murder in the heart-- have to pass judgement on one taken in adultery?
James wrote, "But if you show partiality, (in reference to the faith, v, 1), you.
are committing sin and are convicted by the law as transgressors. For he who
leeps the whole law and yet stumbles in one point, he has become guilty of all.
Por He who said, 'Do not commit adultery,’ aiso said, !'Do.not commit murder.'

Mow if you do not commit adultery, but do coﬁmit murder, you have become a

transgressor of the law" (James 2:9-11).
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John. o+ wrote, "Every one who hates his brother is a murdercr" (I John 3:15).
Is the church judging righteous judgement when sentence is passed upon sexual
sins by those guilty of murder? When sexual sins are discovered in the church,
action must be taken, but those who take that action must be sure that they are
free from guilt themselves.

The second purpose for discipline i; also clearly stated by Paul. "Your
boasting is not good. Do you not know that a little leaven leavens the whole
lunp of dough?" (I Cor 5:6). If immorality of any kind is allowed to exist in
the church, it can spread through the entire body. Jesus once said, "The kingdom
of heaven is like a dragnet cast into the sea, and pgathering fish of every kind;
and when it is filled, they drew it up on the beach; and the& sat down, and
guthercd.the good fish into containers, but thce bad they threw away, So it shall
be at fhe end of the age; the angels shall come forth and take out the wicked
from among the rirhteous, and will cast them into the furnance of fire; there shall

I

be weeping and gnashing of teeth” Is thcere a coatradiction i lﬁ’

between Paul's injunction to "Remove the wicked man {rom among yourselves" and
Jesus' teaching that the unrighteous oncs would be removed by the angels at the

end of the age? There arce certain things which make the two classes different.

£

In the case with which Paul deals, the sin is undisputed. It was not. what might l
be referred to as a case of legalized adultery. The church did not have to
decide whether or not a scriptural divorce had taken place years before, The sin
was so base that not even the unconverted heathens practiced it. Secondly, the sin
was not somelhing from the man's past, but an active thing. Thirdly, because it
was in the active stapge, it was’very much in danger of spreading. Fourthly, all
of the necessary lacis [or rendering a .righteous julgement’ were known, for the
union was being maintained with thé fgll knowledge'of the church.

In Jesus' paruble the emphasis is not upon the church's responsibility to
discipline those who violute the new covenant, but upon the character and final

destiny of those cncircled by the gospel net: "When we do spread the net, we
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will encircle some who never go bgyond the first principLus. Others will Jjump the
net and swim back out to sea. ‘Soée will die before they get to shore. Some will be
discarded when the net does reach the shore. But it is not the tisherman's task to
try to determine which' fish will finally go into the Lord's container and then try
to catch only those. The fisherman is to’cast the net into the sea and leave the
sorting to the Lord. Oometimes it seémévthat we want to preach only to the
Corneliuses among us and never to the Simons. If any individual could meet the

: @Qe\"—‘_’“"‘“e\‘ , : o
requirements' which some lay down before preaching to him or baptizing him, he

wouldn't need to be baptized.

Let's let the Lord take carc of the cleaning. Let's take care of the fishing
(Eph‘5:25—27). This does not subvert discipline, for disicpline is a quarantine
to prevent the spread of spiritual disease and hopefully to aid in curing the one

sick. Furthermore, discipline is based upon whether or not one has an active

diseasc and not whether or not he has some scars from one that he contacted
previous to his becoming a Christian. We may have doubts about one's past

!relutlonuhips; but unless his present actions are such that they will adversely

{

etlect the body, we had better not ascend to God's throne of judgement and try to
_ ‘ 1

decide for Him who can and cannobibe gathered into His net.”

-
.

Zrurface:  Will recceiving into the fellowship of the church those
!\Eywho have complicated their lives by previous divorce and remarriage pose a threat
to the purity of the church? And, does the church have the ability to render

righteous Judgements in such cases?

the difterences between such a case and

the case with which Paul deals at Corinth must be kept in mind. At Corinth the

sin

. It was a transgression even
of the moral code of the Gentiles. Sgcondi},.it did not involve the church'in
deciding whether or not a legitiﬁmte divorce had taken place years or perhaps

even decades before. Uupposing, for the sake of argument, that aliens are amenable

to the ncw covenant law of marriage and divorce, such a determination would have

to be madce before a judgement could be made as to whether or not the present union
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would be classed as holy or adulterious. Rather thau being assumed innocenl unless
guilt can be established, it appears that in many cases the reverse is true. One
is assumed to be living in an adulterious union if a previous mate is iiﬂﬁ living
unless ironclad proof can be presented to the opposite. This points up a third
contrast which will be dealt wlth when coﬁsiderution is given to the second
question: At Corinth all of the facts héeded to render a righteous Jjudgement were
before the church. In many diyorce cases the facts are buried under years of time,
clouded memories, and perhaps some wishful thinking. To uncover all of the facts
involved would tax the investigative ability of-the IFederal Bureau of Invéstigation,
the Central Iuntelligence Agency, and a Select Senate Subcymmittee on the Jguestion.

Yot churches often teel that they can, in two thirfy minutc business meetings

gather all the tacts and render righteous Judecement.

be noted that such would not lead to a rush to the divorce courts by married ’ ES;
Christians. The Scriptures are clear on that subject: LET THEM REMAIN UNMARRIED

Ol BE RECONCILEFD. It what the Scripturcs plainly teach is plainly taught and
unhesitantly applied, no one will get the idea that the church approves or will
countenance transgressions of the covenant. There is no danger that a supposed

wrong committed years previous 1s going to encourage another to sin in the present.
This is especially true when the act is totally unknown until someone calls for &
confession of past mistakes. Consider, for example, the true case history of a

couple who were converted to Christ and received for baptism without any

questions being asked about their marital relationship. Unfamiliar with the
inferences drawi by many brethren on the subject, they felt no nced to reveal

any of theirpast sins or relationshigs to anyone.. They made rapid progress iniﬁk{ %3””
zeal and knéwledgn. In a short whilé, they were both teaching, doing personal
work, and the husband was even doing a little prcaching. Time went on and the

man's name bosan to be mentioned as a possible sclection Tor the eldership.

In lisht of the New Testament's teaching on the marital status of elders, Lhey
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raised the gquestion as to yhéther or not he would juality in light ol Lhe faecth tha

the wite had beea previously mirried and divorced. When they revealed that the

divorce had taken place for reasons othier than adultery on the part of her first

husband, they ttien learned that they werce living in adultery, their children

were illepgitimate, and the whole famil& posed a threat to the purity ol the church.

Had they been liars and failed to revédl the past, the puriﬁy of the church would

have been secure. It such a family is & threat to the church, every man or Woman
or

who has engaged in premarital sexual relations --or even petting,rcommitted adulteyr;

and been forgiven of it by their mate poses Just as mich threat to the purity of

\Dthe church. If gquestions are going Lo be asked about prior marriages, questions

7}7

ought to.be asked about petting, premarital sex, and adultery before baptlizing

the individual.

? strange that a man and’WOman who were chaste before

marriape, completely rfaithful to their spouse while married to them,'but divorced
bocause of other differences, should be considerced a threat to the purity of the
church and refused admittance to the church when a man who may have seduced half?

l

the girls in his graduating class, spent more nights in houses of prostitution

o

of
than he spent at home, and has been the causc ol three of his secretariecs leaving
town should not be considered a threat simply because he never had the decency to
Mirry ohc of them. Whalcver grounds upon which onc night arpguc the church's
right or responsibility to set in judgement upon previous marriages before
admitting one into lellowship, maintaining the purily of the churcn hardly seemg
to be a solid footing.

The sccond question pertained Lo Qhether or not the church has the ability
to Jjudge rightcous judgement 1u cases where a divorce l‘as taken place years
previous to one's desire to obey; and, not infrequently, on the opposite ~lde
ol ihe country. Did the Lord intend for.the courch to get into the investigative
business even if it possessed the toois to do so? A hypothetical case shall be
gced to illustrate the guandry in which the church finds itself when it attempts.

to diz back rive, ten, twenty years or mere and decide guilt of innocence in such
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caves.  Although hypothetical, for those who have donc much  counseling in marriagn
and divorce cases, the case will not scem at all beyond roason.

Supposing that aliens are ameﬁable to the new covenant on marriage and divorce
how would the church judge righteous judggment in the following case? A ccuple
marries and lives together for a htime. The wite is extremely jealous and repeatedly
accuses her husband ol untaithfulness, thch he repeatedly denies. Although she
cannot prove that he hus committed adultery, her.suspicions beccme so strong and
life is made so miserable for her husband that when she deémands a divorce he
offers no protest. His [dilure to contest the divorce is taken as an admission
of guilt. The mau,being now legally free, begins to date his secretary. lis
ex-Wwife is HOW‘totally convinced that he was having an affair with his secretary
before thé divorce., Time goes on and she begins to date, and soon they have both
remarricd. Twenly yecars later, the woman and her second husband hoar the gospel
and wish to obey it. When guestioned about their former marital staius, the
wife lreely tells her story, making a very good circumstantinl cuse apgainst her
first husband. Remember, if the church is duty bcund in such cases, it cannot
bring back a no verdict. The couples souls and the church's purity are at stake.

Having bécome wall acguainted with the woman and her sccond husband an#knowing
them to be likeable and honest people, the church weighs what is purely .
twenty-one-year-old circumstantial evidence and finds in favor of the woman. Her
divorce wuas on scriptural grounds, thcrefore the present union is holy and she and
her husband are accepted for baptism. A rightecous judgement has been rendered, the
purity of the church has been preserved, and wisdom has prevailed, Or has it?

Wos the first husband guilty as charged or was he the victim of a Jealous wife?

To thicken the plot, let two previously dunrevealed facts now be made known. Ater
the divorce, but bhefore her husband had remarried, ihe woman now seeking membership
in the body of Christ began dating the man to whom she is presently married. On
three or four occasions they had, in moments of weakncss, engaged in sexual

intercourse. During questioning the fact came to light, but it was decided by
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those sitting in judgement that since her [irst husband was put away f{'or unfaithfuln-
this sin did not nullify the second union. Tt was a sin, to be sure, but it would
be forgiven at baptism Jjuct as ény other sin. The sccond pilece of evidence, which
only God and the man involved know for sure, is that the main was not guilty of
unfaithfulness to any degree before the:divorce. As a matter of fact, he and his
second wife abstained from sexual intéfcourse until after they were married.
While the man's ex-wife and her husband are secking membership in the body

of Christ in one state, he and hic second wife also learn the truth and seek
menbership in the body of Christ in another state. 'The same type of tribunal

is assembled to judge righteous judgement., The circumstances of the divorce

are laid bare. The man, unaware, of course, thot his first wife had committed
adultery with the man to whom she is now married, could only state that he had
been unjustly accusced and put awuy. He had entered a second union before his
first wite remarried, so cven if the tribunal were inclined to judge that .the
first party to remarry became guilty of adultery, freeing the other to remarry,
!ho would be no better off. In facl, that made him the guilty party. It is
tragic, he is told, that he was unjustly accused and put away. However, in

light of the faof that he had not put away his wife for adultery, he was now
living in an unholy union and his precious children are illegitimate. [n order

Lo be accepted into Christ, his family must be broken up, and he and hic wife
must live a life of celebacy, éﬁﬂ“ﬂ o

When all of the righteous judgements have been rendered, a woman guilty of

Jealousy, fnlse accusations, putting away an innocent husband, and of adultery

is admitted to the church. Her victim is shut out of the kingdom. Since the
church is noﬁbmniscent, it could not, of course, know the true facts. And that

is precisely why‘it should stitk to fishing in such-caées and leave the sorting
to God's appointed angels. For a church to refuse to pass Judgement in such

cases is a far cry from its refusing to pass judgement upon clear cases of

immorality ify its midst as Corinth was doing. EBven if God should ultimately
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bar bolh couples trom heaven, the church would not be guilty of complicity even
il it admitted both couples. It simply does not have the means to judge righteous
Judgement, in such cases. And that inability poses no threal to the purity of the
church,

Contrary to the idea that such people are a blot upon the church, they are a
beautiful examplc of the gosp;l's power'to change men. Paul says that some at
Corinth were fornicators, idolaters, adulterers,"homosexuals, thieves, covetous,

Sor e
drunkards, revilers, and swinders; but then he says, "you were washed, but you
were sanclified, you werce justified in the nume of the Lord Jesus Christ, and
in the Spirit of our God" (I Cor 6:9-11). The church is not kept pure by

Ce gy €22

refusing to admit those honest enough to admi$ that they have sinned. "Christ
Loved the church and gave himsell up for her; tnat he might present to Himself
the caurch in all her glory, having no spot or wrinkle or any such thing; but
that she should be holy and blameless" (Eph 5:25-27).

Chrict will take care of the cleansing, bul the church is responsible for
discipline. It is unfortuanate that Lhis word has com: to be aussociated only
with administeoring punishment after the commission ol sin. True discipline
involves préventive teaching and inctruction. 1t is my firm conviction that
the uivorc; dilemma will not get better in the church until we spend as much
or more time in trying to help people save their marriage&bs wve spend in ﬁrying

’ ’ 'f'f/f,lt'--l;’/
to ix blame and administer punishment atfter the divorce. The weminder of

{‘J('- $
tock will deal with what I believe to be the three greatest causes of marital
breakup, These thoushts first appeared in The Christian Family Magazine. They
are included here with only minor changes.
For cvery Lwo new marriapges in the United States there is one divorce. Deser@ton;
which are often called "the poor man's divorce" are said to ejual the number of
legal divorces, making the total number of murfiages terminated each year oqual

to the Lotal number ol new marriapges contracted. But is divorce really the

problem? One nas described divorce ag society's means ol burying dead marriages.

Just as we cannot have a runeral without a body, we can't have a divorce dilemmn
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until we first have a marriage dilemma. As long as the church concente- = -
on the divorce dilemma and gives little if any attention to the mrriaz:- A!i~mmn,
we will be faced.witlh the problem of rendering righteous judgement in 5ome wory
hard cases -~-but cases for which we haveva very clear responsibility. It we 1,
nothing about the marriage‘dilemma, how .righteous is our Jjudgement going to be
when we do render it in the divorce cases that come before us? There are, I
believe, three things more than anything else that mﬁssacre our marriages: a
faulty view of persons, a faulty view of sex, uand a faulty view of the marriage
laws of God. It is the church's responsibility to give guidance in 21l of these
areas. In {ar too many cases, the church's instruction in the area of sex has
buen a simplé "Don't! Cause if you do, God'll petch-ya." There was,sometimes,
the added warning of possible pregnancy and reproach upon the church. The church
can practice preventive discipline which will help couples save ﬁarriages, thus
removing the necessily of so much judgement in after-the-fact cases. Proper
views upon the three points mentioned above can be instilled within the hearts
ot believers. @)%g\/g,\; -H\:”Q_M}. haed haarts will disebery Goc ’,{J
When God gave the Law through Moces, He did not see fit to correct all of the

abuscs of’marriage that had accumulated through the yeafs in the absence of a writt.
revelation, While divorce was not His will, [e permittecd it because of the hardnco.
of men's hearts, This permission was tacit for the Gentiles and legislated for

the Jews. The divorce laws tound in the law were very much like those found in
society at large at the time. Du2 to the fact that divorce was so firmly entroicis

in society, God did not try to abolish it, only control it. It must be remenber:!

that To impos2 *n-
Sinal would have been virtually impossible.
power to trunsform those had not yet come. Not only was divorce toleratei, s
a dual standared in reference to it was also tolerated. The man could pu* nwaz

his wife, but she did not have this power. A man could have any number o <ivar



or concublne§ but the woman was allowed only onc husband. Malachi upbraids his
brethren for dealing ireacherously with the wives of their youth, their compani:
and wives by covenant. So while God hated divorce, the law was vague enough th
some had come to hold tc the teaching that a man could put away his wife for the
most trival of causes, including burning his bread. Women then had come to be
treated pretty much as things instéad of persons.

Today, both men and women seéﬁ to view the opposite sex as an object to be
used rather than a persons to love and fulfill. People have become disposable,
like paper towels, automobiles, and houses. When we have received all that we
desire from them, we cast them aside for a new model. Vows of "until death do
we part'” have become just idle words for all too many people. i am familiar wi!
a case in which a young lady married a young man, Juit college, and went to work
to.puL him through school. She was willing to sacrifice her own education for
his because, after all, what would benefit one would benefit both. The
young man completed his college work, went into the business field, and juickly
rose to the top echelons of his company. He then informed his wife that he w%s
not sﬁre that he could live with her anymore. OGhe was an embarrassment to him
bec;use of her lack of education. She was not 2 person to him. ©OShe was a
poscansion Lo be used.

Young people, when dating, ought to take a careful look at those whom they
date. Not infreguently docs one observe young women who keep young men dangling
on the string just to make sure that they have a date for all of the important
functions. They don't really care for the young men and will not date them if
others more suitable are available, but they want to know that the standbys are
there and waiting to answer their call should they not receive one from Mr. Righ
Young men are not above playing this game cither. IP they will use one another
while dating, think how much more they will use one another after the marriage.
When persons are viewed as objécts of gratification, things to be used, rather

than persons made in God's image --persons with the power to love deeply and
therefore be hurt deceply-- marriages are going to continue to be murdered at an

alarmine rate.
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When one has a faulty view of pcrsons, it should not be surprising that he also

has a faulty view of sex. There was a time when sex-was pretty much viewed as an
evil appelite to be tolerated in marriage. Today sex 1s viewed by many people
simply as an appetite, no different than a craving for peanuts which has no moral,
spiritual, or emotional ramifications. ’if one craves peanuts, he buys a package,
eats the nuts, crumples up the package;.and throws it away. When one craves sexual:
intercourse, he finds someone willing to satisfy his braving, takes what they have
to give, crumples them up, and throws them away. People are only packages --things--
and sex is only an appetite. Who can condemn one for satisfying an appetite?

But sex is neither evil nor a simple biologiacal appetite, It touches us at the
very roots of our being. We are sexual beings, not beings with sexual organs
attached as an embellishment. Sex isn't something we do, really; it is §omething
we are. Jesus reminds us that in the begining God made male and female. We are
one or the other, and as such we are sexual beings. We relate to all other persons
in the world as sexual beings. This doesn't mean that we engage in sexual !
rintercourse with everyone, or even desire to. But we are male and female and we
relate to other males and females as such. If we do not relate to our mothers and
fathers as sexual beings, our own sexual identities will probably be blurred. We
might even'struggle with or succumb to homosexuality. God designed us as sejual
beings, and the ultimate interaction with other sexual beingg is sexual intercourse,
This is not to say that one cannot be fulfilled without sexual intercourse. Jesus
was totally fuffilled in the life that He lived. Many others lead rich,full iives
without ever engaging in sexual intercourse; but if one is engaging in sexual
intercourse, it should be touching him at the very deepest level of his being.
Maybe you are thinking as you read this, ”Wg;l, it ceftainly doesn't do that to

'

ne Maybe not, but if it doesn't, you are neither giving nor receiving what God

intended.
A second arca of misunderstanding in the area of sex has to do with what makes

fornication and adultery sinful. It is not the sexuul content of the act itself,
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act itself is an abomination to God. Fornication and adultery are wrong precisely

because these acts are no different thaﬁ the sanctioned act. Jesus asked the
Pharisees, "Have you no! read, that Hé.who created them from the beginning made
them male and female, and said, 'For this cause.a man shall leave his father and
mother, and shall cleave to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh'?

(Matt 19:4-5). But Paul writes, "Or do you not know that the one who joins
himself to a harlot is one body with her? Tor He saycs, 'The two will become one
flesh'" (I Cor 6:16). So the act of fornication makes two people one body just
the same as the sanctioned act of intercourse. What is the difference then?

Jesus pointed out that marriage involved "leaving and cleaving." One leaveé the
closest people on earth to him and cleaveé unto this cne with wﬁom he is to be

one body. This is commitment, total, life long commitment, to the parsen with whomi
one seeks sexual union. And because the act of intercourse is no different in
fernication and adultery than in marriage, no iwo people should ever be united in
body unlest both of them have this total, life-long commitment, fto the happiness of
the other: C.S5. Lewls puts these very true words into the mouth of the senior
tempter, Screwtape: "The truth is that wherever a man lies with a woman, there
whether they like it or not, a transcendental relation is set up between them which
must be eternally enjoyed or eternally endured.” ’

Il twgp people can walk away from marriage 5r an affair, for that matter,
without ripping out some of the roots of their being, it is because they are
already dead sexually. They are not functioning as sexual beings, but --at best--
animals, and --at the worst-- copula#ing machines. The faulty view of persons |
made 1in God's image, as well as this‘faulty view of sex, as led people to believe

that they can come together as casually as a bee upon a flower and go their way witho

prove them wrong. Again, if they can

an7bonsequences. The facts and
|

come together this casually, they are missing one of God's greatest blessingss
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and we must feel sorry for them. Elmer H. Duncan comments on Kierkegaard's
observation thét the search [or pleasure after pleasure doesn't produce lasting
happiness: "Tﬁe fact seems to be that the Seducer and many of the young
(and sad to say, also their elders) of our day think of sex as one tﬁinks of
engaging in some sport, such as footballk_ We practice to become proficient in
sports, and gain greater enjoyment fromlplaying the sport well. But the end of
this routine is boredom, not the happiness we seek. We want more than that. We
want ultimately to‘belong to someone, who also belongs to us, and only marriage
can achieve this result. A life of endless seduction cannot; a person who gives
himself or herself sexually to everyone never really belongs to anyone.”

Ald to our faulty view of persons and sex a faulty view of God's marriage

. d.’/rmmaf

law and we have the makings tor one of the greatest 4heeats that marriage has
ever faced. Marriage is viewed by many simply as a means of procreation and the
release of sexual tensions. But marriage is more than mating, even if the matins:
i1s for life. Many animals mate for life, some not remating even if their mat~ ir

lkilled. Yet, none of these animals experience what God intended for man to
!

experience. God uses the marriage relationship to describe Christ and the chur-t,
and He says that this relationship is permanent. DBut the doctrine of the
indissolubility of marriage is not the same as the doctrine, let's say, ! o
indissolubility of the Union. A little over a hundred years ago, somt of Lhe
Southern states declared themselves divorced from the rest of the Union aud
attempted to establish a new marriage involving only themselwves. "his divorce
was challenged by the North, who declared that. the union of Ahe states was
indissoluble. The Northern victory secured this doctrine, clus we might be a
bunch of little countries today. But had the South woh. the doctrine of the
right of secession would have been as firniy established, for there is no natural
law which supports the doctrine of the indissolubility of the Union. SBuch is

not the case with the indissolubility of mirriage. Our nature as sexual beings

v part of that law. We are male and female and by nature --by the way God crealed

us-- when a male and female are joined sexually, they become one flesh. This is
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not like the law against breaking the speed limit. As [far as Lhz law ol Lhe laud
is concerned,'ir one drives down the highway at'75 miles per hour and a policeman

doesn't catch him, hz got away with it.

The law of the lant mwy permit it, the church may ignore it, but

it will break us. The law of the indis;olubility of marriagae is like the law that

rules water, causing it to freeze at ;ero degrees centigrade and boil at 100

degrces centigrade., This law .needs no outside enforcement. It enforces itself.
brecew € '

Once two people havce ceme one in marriage only death or adultery can legally
free them, but this freedom is only legal, for there is much more involved than
the nullitication of a legal contract. Should I be unfaithful to my wife and she
choose to divorce me, she would be free to marry; but she would not be free of me.
When two people have what God intended in marriage, nelther can walk away from

leos < "b"'lV‘*‘V\fV '
that marriage without tearingaa pirt of their -parnet—tevse- and carrying it with
them., They also will leave a part behind. Marriage can be dissolved just as
a verson can be separated body from soul, but it cannot take place without the
death of scometning intended by God fto be so good.: Ouly God can give life, but man
can destroy it. Man can also destroy what God huas joined in marriage, but he can't
do it without murder --the murder ol a mirriage. When it is dead, we bury it with
what 15 cAllod divorce.

The divorce dilumnl will never be solved until the marriage dilemma is solved.

The marringe dilemma will never be solved in the world until the world is converted

If

to Christ.
2 could not be successfully imposed upon the Jews, what makes
one {think that it cap be awywmese successfully lmposcd upon the world today. The
divorce dilemma will never be solved in the church until - we comprehend the truth
about persons, sex, and marriage it;elf. That will not be comprehended until more
time is spent on teaching about these things than is spent on what to do about
divorces that took place before one's heart was changing form stone to flech and

the power was reccived to live as God intended.
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