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OUTLINE 25 

 

4. THE FACT OF OUR CHRISTIAN LIBERTY—(I Cor. 6:9-20) 

 

a. The bondage from which liberated. vss. 9-11. 

What the apostle has to say from here on to the end of the chapter has reference, of course, to 

the corrupt conditions he had called to their attention in chapter 5, and thus far in chapter 6. The 

Church had condoned these corruptions and was apparently too weak to correct them. The 

apostle therefore becomes very sharp and definite in his condemnation of the evils, but also very 

patient in leading the Church to realize subjectively all the implications of her liberality in Christ. 

That the latter is true, is evident from the many times he asks the question: Know ye not? (see the 

verses 2,3,9,15,16,19). 

The corruptions condoned by the Church are those which, if not repented of, must of 

necessity exclude from the kingdom of God. The unrighteous cannot inherit God's Kingdom. 

Concerning this truth the Church should not be deceived. Perhaps there were some in the Church 

still under the influence of the philosophy of paganism which held the view and propagated it 

that the corruptions in the Church were mere natural things to be expected as long as we are in 

this world, but that very really they had nothing to do with one's relation to God or His Kingdom. 

Perhaps it was the old distinction of nature and grace which it is said have nothing to do with 

each other. Be not deceived, says the apostle. You know better. The unrighteous inherit not the 

Kingdom of God. 

And then the apostle enumerates as it were the solemn roll call of the damned who shall 

forever be outside that Kingdom. Striking it is that there are ten classifications mentioned that 

cover the category of the lost. I suppose the apostle could have added many more vices to this 

list, but he stopped at ten. It seems that he is saying: all who are unrighteous and remain in this 

state, are lost. And the sins descriptive of this unrighteousness all describe the depravity and 

bondage of human nature. The unrighteous are not described as haters of God and transgressors 

of His holy commandments, emphasizing the ethical nature of sin; but rather that which is the 

result of this hatred of God. God, according to Romans 1, gives the sinner over to a reprobate 

mind to do things unseemly. And so also here, the bondage of corruption is manifest in the sins 

committed against our bodies and those related to the bodies and properties of others. It is true 

that the sin of idolatry is also mentioned, but this too undoubtedly must be connected to the sins 

that accompanied their idolatrous practices. 

Of these corruptions, the Corinthians were fully aware, and the apostle adds: “And such were 

some of you.” That was their former bondage. 

“But,” says the apostle, “ye are washed, etc.” They have been liberated from these things, 

from these corruptions. They were in the past, but do not go back to them. 

It appears that the apostle speaks of their liberation from the subjective point of view. Notice 

the order of their liberation. It is first washed, then sanctified, then justified. Objectively 

speaking the order would be in reverse. We are justified, then sanctified. But here justification is 

mentioned last to emphasize the order of experience. The expression “but ye are washed” most 

probably should be translated “but ye washed yourselves.” It probably means that they had 



consciously subjected themselves to baptism when they had been translated from darkness to 

light, from the bondage of corruption to the liberty in Christ. This cannot mean, of course, that 

the sinner washes himself from all his guilty stains. We know better, that it is the blood of Christ 

alone that washes away our sins. Yet, subjectively the sinner also plunges himself in the fountain 

of blood when believingly he comes under the water of baptism. And rising out of that water he 

experiences newness of life and the grace of justification. It is the liberty one experiences when 

he is circumscribed by “the Name of the Lord Jesus Christ and the Spirit of our God.” When we 

are placed in the circle of the Name of Christ and the Spirit of God, we are truly liberated, 

 

b. The exercise of our liberty: vss. 12-17  

But does the liberty whereby Christ has made us free give license to do as we please? Such 

may have been the conclusion some had drawn from the doctrine of Christian liberty. Hence, 

with all kinds of excuses they allowed for all kinds of corruptions, also the corruptions in the 

Church of Corinth. 

And so, the apostle reiterates what he no doubt had told them before. “All things are lawful 

for me.” Yes, that is true. We are not under the law of “touch not, taste not, handle not.” We are 

not subjected to ordinances of men which are intended to curb the body ritualistically, and 

deprive it of enjoying that which God has created for our enjoyment. We know of no law of 

work righteousness which has merit with God. Standing in the liberty wherewith Christ has made 

us free, we stand in the liberty of the Son of God. “Whosoever committeth sin is the servant of 

sin. And the servant abideth not in the house forever: but the Son abideth ever. If the Son 

therefore shall make you free, ye shall be free indeed.” John 8:34-36. Jesus and Paul both teach 

that in Christ God liberates us from the real bondage of sin and gives us the true liberty of His 

house and covenant. But does this mean that liberty is license? Paul says: “but not all things are 

expedient." And further: "but I will not be brought under the power of any.” Paul is determined 

not to be a slave to anything, harmless though it be in itself. Not only would he maintain self-

control, but he wills that himself and all things be brought into subjection to the will of Christ. 

That is the Christian's true liberty. The freedom of the fish is its subjection to the law of the 

water. The freedom of the Christian is his complete subjection to the will and glory of Christ. 

Verse 13 illustrates this truth. “Meats (food) for the belly, and the belly for meats (food).” 

Robertson suggests that this was a proverb which some in Corinth used to justify sexual license. 

We have no way of ascertaining whether this is true. However, it is true that indulgence in food 

and drink historically stand in close connection with the vices of fornication and adultery. It is a 

fact that accompanying their pagan feasts were the debaucheries of vice and crime in the history 

of the Greeks and Romans. But this expression will stand without historical connection. It is a 

law of God that food is created for the belly, and the belly for food. But does that end the matter? 

Is the belly or food an end—in themselves? No, God must be the end. The body was not created 

for fornication, but for the Lord. That it is for the Lord, is evident in the resurrection of Jesus, 

and also in our resurrection (vs. 14). 

If then our bodies are for the Lord, and members of Christ how shall we make them the 

members of an harlot? God forbid! It is a truth self-evident that "he that is joined unto the Lord is 

one spirit.” And in one spirit we must be, not flesh. “What the harlot is in her vice and 

degradation, he becomes who joins himself to her." (Lemski). But he who joins himself to the 

Lord “is one spirit with him.” We are then subjected to His will and love all that He loves, and 

therefore hate all He hates. That is the exercise of true liberty. 

 

c. The application of this truth in Corinth, vss. 18-20. 



Because ye know that the unrighteous shall not inherit the Kingdom, and because ye are 

washed, sanctified and justified in the name of Christ and Spirit of our God, and because not all 

things are expedient for you thought lawful and because ye know that your bodies are the 

members of Christ and one spirit with Him, therefore Church of Corinth “Flee fornication!” 

This imperative is negative, you understand, in view of the existing conditions in Corinth 

which need serious correction. Fornication violates Christ's rights in our bodies, so the apostle 

had instructed in vss. 13-17; but it also ruins the body itself. Hence, the apostle continues in vss. 

18,19 with “Every sin (sinful act) that a man doeth is without the body; but he that committeth 

fornication sinneth against his own body.” And further: “What! know ye not that your body is 

the temple of the Holy Ghost which is in you, which ye have of God, and ye are not your own?” 

When the apostle declares “every sin that a man doeth is without the body,” he refers not 

only to the acts of sin but also to the results. Even gluttony and drunkenness and the use of dope 

are sins wrought on the body, not “within the body,” in the same sense as fornication. In 

fornication the body is the instrument of sin and becomes the subject of the damage wrought. In 

respect to his body the Christian knows especially two things. He knows that his body is the 

temple of the Holy Ghost because he is a member of Christ and the Spirit of Christ dwells in 

him. He knows too that with body and soul he is not his own but belongs to his faithful Saviour, 

Jesus Christ (L.D. 1). Since therefore also his body belongs to Christ he has no right to use it in 

the service of sin. 

Moreover, the imperative: “Flee fornication!" has a positive implication. "Therefore glorify 

God in your body.” When it is considered that our bodies are not our own for we “have been 

bought with a price,” the price of the precious blood of Christ (I Pet. 1:19; Matt. 20:28), and we 

consider also that evidently our bodies were precious to Him, then we will understand the 

enormity of the sin of fornication. And further, we will seek to use our bodies to the intent for 

which they were redeemed, namely to God's glory. Surely the Church at Corinth should now 

understand how awful her condition was that allowed these sins in her midst. 

As to the words “and in your spirit, which are God's” which occur in verse 20, it is doubtful 

whether they belong to the text. In the Greek they appear only as a second reading. 

 

Questions for Discussion 

1. What is the difference between the doctrine of Christian liberty and Anti- nominianism? 

2. What is meant by "adiaphora"? Does Paul refer to this in verse 12? 

3. What is the difference between fornication and adultery, if any? 

4. Does the "new man" in Christ include also our bodies? If so, why must our present bodies 

disintegrate in the grave? 
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B. QUESTIONS REGARDING MARRIAGE AND CELIBACY—Chapter 7 

 

1. ON MARRIAGE AND CELIBACY IN GENERAL—(I Cor. 7:l-9) 

 

a. The occasion for this subject. 

It should be plain from vs. 1 that it was not the apostle's intention to write on the entire 

subject of marriage. The occasion for writing on this subject was evidently a series of questions 

the Church had sent to him. The apostle had criticized the Church for condoning loose practices 



(Chapter 5), and, though the Church could heartily agree with the apostle's criticism, this did not 

mean that all their problems were immediately solved. Hence, the Church must have raised 

several questions which they expected the apostle to answer. One of these questions must have 

been: Is it always necessary for a man to marry, or are there certain circumstances when it would 

be better to abstain? And most likely there was a specific case which the Church had in mind 

when it asked this question. If understood in this light, we will also understand why the apostle, 

though speaking of marriage, does not say all that he could have said, about it. For instance, we 

read nothing in this Chapter of the typical significance of marriage of which Paul speaks in 

Ephesians 5. 

 

b. Erroneous conclusions. 

Several erroneous conclusions have been made from the instruction which the apostle here 

gives regarding marriage and celibacy. There are those who conclude that the apostle advocates 

celibacy in preference to marriage. They base their conclusion on what Paul says in vs. 1: “It is 

good for a man not to touch a woman.” And again, in vss. 7, 8, where the apostle would have all 

men be as he was namely, single or unmarried. Still others find in this instruction a basis for the 

conviction that marriage is a state inferior to celibacy not only, but marriage is a state for the 

morally weak. To them marriage is a way out for those who have the gift of continency. Though 

marriage may be in certain cases good, celibacy is better. The Romish Church, no doubt, rests its 

theory of unmarried priesthood and nunnery upon this passage. 

 

c. Idea of celibacy and marriage. 

It should be established first of all that Paul in no sense of the word disdains the institution of 

marriage. Rather in the light of what he writes here and again in Eph. 5, it is plain that he highly 

exalts this creational ordinance of God. Paul conceives of marriage as a union of one man and 

one woman (no polygamy) in which both have duties and responsibilities which they mutually 

realize, (vss. 3-5). And according to Eph. 5, Paul not only looks at marriage as a divinely created 

union before the fall into sin, but also after the fall, thru regeneration, a union in which a man 

and woman exemplify in a creatural sense what takes place spiritually in the marriage of Christ 

and His Church. 

Thus considered, marriage, according to the apostle, is a divine institution to be kept holy by 

those who enter into this state. When the apostle writes: “it is good for a man not to touch a 

woman,”' he does not mean that it is sinful to do so, but he evidently refers to a specific case 

mentioned by the Church. In the case mentioned (whatever it was, we know not), it would be 

good. In other words, the apostle can conceive of a case or cases where it would be better for a 

man not to touch a woman, i.e., be sexually related to her No doubt the case referred to a man or 

a woman in the unmarried state. If a man cannot control himself, then let them marry lest they 

commit fornication, the very sin which seemed to be so prevalent in Corinth. This cannot mean 

of course, that marriage was instituted to be a way of escaping the sin of fornication. That is not 

the purpose of marriage, neither is it so that those in the married state cannot commit this sin. 

(See Heid. Cat. L.D. 41). 

In the marriage relation there are mutual duties and responsibilities to be carried out. Vs. 4 

does not deny the headship of the husband over the wife which Paul emphasizes in Eph. 5:22, 23. 

He is here simply pointing out that in the sexual relation both lose the authority or right over 

their own body, or rather transfer that authority equally to the other. So intimate is the marital 

relation as far as the body is concerned. The only exception to this (see vs. 5), and this also by 

mutual agreement for a definite time, is when each seeks to be at leisure to carry out their 



religious duties, private devotions. However this is not mandatory (according to commandment) 

but according to concession (vs. 6). He means to say that husband and wife may deprive each 

other for a season which is good, but this is not commanded of them. The apostle, it appears, is 

only advocating self-control also in the married state. 

However, he also conceives of this self-control outside of the married state, and which 

incidentally he preferred (vs. 7). Though he would not advocate celibacy for all, for all do not 

have this gift and calling, he believes there are some, including himself, who will and must 

practice it. There is a case when it is good not to touch a woman, if one can control himself, and 

the apostle is the example of that case. He had a calling of God, which, were he married would 

have made it difficult for him to fulfill. There are those who are made eunuchs for the Kingdom 

of heaven's sake. (Matt. 19). 

 

Questions for Discussion 

1. Is the celibacy practiced in the Romish Church to be defended in the light of Scripture? 

2. What is the purpose of the institution of marriage? 

3. If marriage is a symbol of the union of Christ and His Church, how can Paul desire to remain 

unmarried? 

4. Does vs. 6 militate against infallible inspiration? 

5. Disprove that marriage is a sacrament as the Romish Church has it? 
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2. SEPARATION IN THE MARRIED STATE, (vss. 10-16) 

 

a. The question of separation 

To understand this section of the chapter, it is well to keep in mind what we said before, that 

evidently the apostle had received a series of questions from the Church which arose out of the 

instruction he had given regarding existing conditions in the Church. In the preceding outline the 

advice was given especially to those in the unmarried state. But now a question arose with regard 

to the state of those already married. 

Undoubtedly there were several instances in the Church where one of the married parties had 

become a believer in Christ. The other party remained in his unbelieving state. And so the 

question arose: Would the apostle advise that the believer should separate from the unbeliever? It 

is not a question here: May a believer marry an unbeliever? The apostle would make short work 

of such a question by asking another question: “What concord has Christ with Belial, or a 

believer with an infidel, etc.” II Cor. -6:14-17. No believer has any business to marry an 

unbeliever. But here we have a believer and an unbeliever already married. It is a case of both 

being unbelievers when they married, and of one of the married parties now becoming a believer. 

Should then the believer separate from the unbeliever? That is the question. 

 

b. Advice on separation. 

We notice first of all that the apostle dwells first on the command of the Lord which 

stipulates the inviolable nature of the marriage bond. Paul evidently refers here to the instruction 

which the Lord gave, recorded in Matt. 5:31ff; 19:3-12; Mark 10:9-12; Luke 6:18. (Look up the 

passages). And he bases also his instruction especially on this command of Christ: “What 

therefore God has joined together, let not man put asunder.” Though all marriages are not “in the 

Lord”, all marriages are nevertheless so that God joins the parties in marriage. He gives unto 



each his mate. And marriage is a union of two persons which only God can break, and He does 

so only by death (Rom. 7:2, 3). It is our opinion that a study of the above mentioned Gospel 

passages will show that separation is possible only on the grounds of fornication, but physical 

separation does not destroy the marriage relation. Only death of one of the parties can dissolve 

the union. And this is also the instruction of the apostle here with regard to the separation of a 

believer and unbeliever. The Lord had not given any specific command in this case. He only 

spoke of the case of fornication. But the principle holds also here. Therefore “let not the wife 

separate from her husband (vs. 10) and let not the husband send away his wife.” (vs. 11). 

However, in the second place, the apostle continues “if in spite of Christ's clear cut 

prohibition, he or she gets separated, let her remain unmarried.” We must notice here that the 

apostle makes no allowance for remarriage even of the innocent party. Either she or he should 

remain unmarried, or be reconciled. That is the rule to follow. 

In the third place, the apostle, speaking now specifically of the matter of the believer 

separating from the unbeliever, declares that if the unbeliever finds it agreeable to live with the 

believer, then the believer should not attempt to put the unbeliever away. They should continue 

to live together. 

And fourthly, if the unbeliever decides nevertheless to depart, then the believer is free to let 

the unbeliever go. The believer is not under obligation to live with that person. But also here it 

must be understood that the innocent party may not marry again. However, the believer should 

not be happy to let the other go until he or she has done everything in their power to avoid it. 

Calvin writes: “a desire for divorce is at variance with our profession.” 

 

c. The unbeliever and sanctification. 

In vs. 4, we have the reason given why the believing husband or wife should not  separate 

from the unbeliever. “For the unbelieving wife (or husband) is sanctified by the believing 

husband (or wife).” And, “their children are holy” It stands to reason, and it is also in accord 

with all Scripture, that this cannot mean that the unbeliever becomes holy in the ethical, spiritual 

sense, by virtue of his or her marriage to a believer. Neither does it mean that children born of 

such a marriage are holy in the ethical sense of that term. The very fact that they are unbelieving 

excludes all thought of personal, spiritual sanctification. As far as their persons are concerned, all 

unbelievers are unsanctified. Neither can we agree with those who believe that the apostle means 

to say here that the unbeliever has some kind of a blessing bestowed on him thru his marriage 

with a believer, as if God gave some kind of grace to the ungodly because of his marriage to a 

believer. Neither does this sanctification refer to some ecclesiastical sense in which the Church 

must reckon the unbeliever as worthy to be taken up in her membership because he or she is 

married to a believer. 

But it does mean that the unbeliever as party in the marriage is sanctified by the believing 

mate. The believer determines the character of the marriage from a spiritual viewpoint. If one of 

the parties is a believer, then that party makes the marriage to be in the line of the covenant, and 

the children born of that marriage are not unclean, but holy. Here, of course, it must be clearly 

understood that the term “holy” as applied to the children does not refer to some kind of an 

external holiness, but to an actually being holy in Christ. Naturally this cannot mean that each 

child that is born is head for head holy in Christ. Neither does it mean that “all your children are 

holy” But the generations of God's people are here treated according to their spiritual seed. 

 

d. The believer saving the unbeliever. 

From what has been said so far, it should be plain that we understand the apostle as saying 



that the believer (husband or wife) is not at liberty to separate from the unbeliever. If there is to 

be any separation the action must come from the unbeliever. And in such cases the believer “is 

not under bondage” By the latter we do not understand the marriage bond as such is broken (for 

no can break it) but the apostle evidently refers to the command to live together, (vss. 12, 13). If 

the believer has done all in his or her power to stay together, and the unbeliever departs anyway, 

then the believer is free from the command to live to get her. 

But one who is a believer should not conclude too easily that he or she is free. There is also 

another thing to keep in mind, that should also serve as an incentive for living together. “For 

what knowest thou, O wife, whether thou shalt save thy husband? or how knowest thou, O man, 

whether thou shalt save thy wife?” 

There are those who have sought the marriage of art unbeliever on the grounds of this text. 

When they were warned not to seek that marriage, they argued: Does not Paul say whether thou 

shalt save thy husband or wife? And, ignoring the advice not to marry, they went thru with it 

anyway. This is an awful sin. But the apostle as was said is speaking here of those who are 

already married. And one of the married couple is a believer. Rather than to leave the unbeliever, 

should not the believer try to save the unbeliever? O, of course, this does not mean that man can 

actually save. God, in Christ, only saves. But God is pleased often to use human instruments. So 

if the unbelieving be pleased not to depart, is it not possible that by the good conversation of the 

believer he or she may be won to Christ? An unbeliever is not necessarily a reprobate. He may 

become a believer. 

 

Questions for Discussion 

1. Is “departing” the same as divorce? 

2. If one of the married couple departs, is the other free to marry again? 

3. Are all the children of believers “holy” If so, in what sense? 

4. Is it proper to say that we will save souls for Christ? 

5. How would a believer proceed to save an unbeliever if that is possible? 
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3. WALKING ACCORDING TO OUR CALLING - (Vss. 17-24) 

 

a. A General Principle to Determine the Question Regarding Separation in Marriage. 

Evidently the connection of thought between vs. 17 and what follows is with the latter part of 

vs. 15. There the apostle spoke of the freedom of the brother or sister whose unbelieving mate is 

determined to separate. As we said before, the believer cannot do anything about it if the 

unbeliever so determines to leave. If the believer has done all in his or her power to keep the 

marriage union, then in that case the believer is free. (This does not mean, of course, to marry 

again). 

But, the apostle continues in vs. 17, this should not be easy. There should be no reckless 

abuse of our liberty. We are not to forget that the Lord also determines our lot, and in every state 

we are in we have a calling of God. If our lot has been to be united by bonds of flesh and blood 

to an unbeliever, as the case evidently was in Corinth, well then also in that lot we have a calling 

to realize. This truth the apostle emphasizes with apostolic authority. It must be maintained in all 

churches. 

Regarding that calling, the apostle evidently refers first of all to the call which came to them 

in their unbelieving state, the call to conversion. Here are two (husband and wife) pagans. The 



Gospel of God came to them, and God by the Spirit and Word of Christ called one of them out of 

darkness into light. That is one aspect of the calling. But that calling also includes their daily 

vocation in the state and condition in which they are found. And they should not easily set aside 

that calling. That is, they are to be lights in the midst of darkness. They are to walk as children of 

light even in the presence of children of darkness. Yes, even when their mates belong to the latter 

class. 

 

b. The Principle Illustrated by the Case of Circumcision. 

“Is any one called being circumcised? let him not become uncircumcised. Is any called in 

uncircumcision? let him not become circumcised.” 

Did God call them when they were uncircumcised? Well then, that is the state in which they 

are to realize their calling. Did He call them when they were circumcised? Well then, that is the 

state in which they also are to realize their calling. Neither to be circumcised nor to be 

uncircumcised is anything. But the keeping of God's commandments is something. And that 

commandment is that in whatever state we are in there to realize our calling to be children of 

light. 

Of the worth of circumcision or un-circumcision, Paul also spoke in Gal. 5:6; 6:15; and 

Romans 2:25-29. He is not a Jew whose circumcision is outward in the flesh, but he is a Jew 

whose circumcision is inward, of the heart. When he was called therefore by God, whether Jew 

or Gentile, let him abide in that wherein he was called. The Jew must not seek to become a 

Gentile, nor must the Gentile seek to become a Jew, but each must seek to walk as a ''new 

creature" by faith which worketh by love. 

 

c. Illustrated by the case of slavery. 

Also here the apostle was dealing with a case well-known to the Corinthians. Many were 

slaves, literally, when the Lord called them. Does that mean now that one who is a slave must 

seek to leave his bondage? O, if that could be realized the apostle grants that the slave may take 

advantage of it. But that isn't the important thing. “For he that is called in the Lord, even though 

he is a slave, is the Lord's freeman: likewise, also he that is called, being free, is Christ's servant” 

Though one called in the Lord is literally a slave of man, in the estimation of the Lord he is the 

Lord's freeman. And he that is freed by the Lord is become His servant. Christ has bought him 

with a very dear price of His own life, so that he belongs entirely to Him with body and soul.  

It follows then that if he is Christ's he will never more seek to be the servant of men spiritually, 

though physically he is born a slave. As a physical slave of man, he knows he is the Lord's 

freeman, and spiritually Christ's stave. And this service of Christ and calling he will realize in his 

physical bondage. 

Both of these illustrations must serve to show also the believer in a mixed marriage what his 

or her calling is over against the unbelieving husband or wife. 

 

Questions for Discussion 

1. What constitutes one's walk? 

2. In what sense does the illustration of circumcision or uncircumcision serve the apostle's 

purpose? 

3. How does the illustration of the servant serve the apostle's purpose? 

4. Why does the apostle add: "therein abide with God" in vs. 24? 
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