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My long time friend, John Edwards, in whose home in St. Louis
I have been a guest, has a sympathetic heart toward people
with  marriage  problems.  But  it  is  sinful  to  allow  a
sympathetic heart to alter Jesus’ teaching, which he has done
in his book An In Depth Study Of Marriage And Divorce. He sent
me a copy, and I wrote to him to reconsider and to return to
“the old paths” where he formerly walked.

Instead, in a second edition he has only revised the wording
of his errors, saying that his book is intended to help those
… involved in divorce to realize that God still loves them,
and they do not need to live lonely, guilt-ridden lives (p.
13).

It is true that God still loves them, and will forever, but
“fornicators and adulterers God will judge” (Heb. 13:4). It is
also true that fornicators and adulterers do not need to “live
lonely, guilt-ridden lives,” for “the Son of man has come to
seek and to save the lost” (Luke 19:10). When in penitence
they hate adultery and turn from it, they will be perfectly
forgiven (Acts 22:16; 1 Cor. 6:9-11) and will “rejoice in the
Lord” (Phil. 4:4).

Everyone can go to heaven if he wants to do so, but Jesus said
that  some  would  have  to  “make  themselves  eunuchs”  (Matt.
19:12). Apparently Jesus and John Edwards differ about that
matter, for in a lengthy book of 203 pages John not once cited
what Jesus said about eunuchs.

On page 15 John makes an admirable statement: “We need to
search  God’s  word  for  His  answers.”  But  immediately  John
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turns, away from His answers to an emotional appeal to the
readers’ heart to make them sympathize with the much married
who have two or more sets of children, and wants the readers
to despise any preacher who would refuse to baptize them. John
the immerser refused to baptize those who did not quit their
sinning  (Matt.  3:8),  but  John  Edwards  will  baptize  those
married and divorced for any reason. He makes preachers who
respect Jesus’ words about marriage and divorce worse than
murderers, saying they are sending souls to hell!” He quotes a
preacher as saying a woman who had had three husbands as
having  too  many  “to  even  think  of  going  to  heaven.”  The
preacher was wrong. Any one can go to heaven who wants to do
so, as I have already proved. I am sorry that John leaves the
impression that the woman at Jacob’s well who had had five
husbands was on the way to heaven.

John calls undoing “past marital mistakes” an “Evil Tree,
whose fruit is corrupt.” But if, according to Jesus, a marital
mistake causes one to “commit adultery” (Matt. 19:9), yes, to
be living in adultery (Col. 3:5-7), what will make the tree
and its fruit good? Paul tells how adulterers and homosexuals
at Corinth made the tree and its fruit good: they “were washed
were sanctified … were justified” (1 Cor. 6:11).

Though God allowed David to keep Bathsheba (2 Sam. 11:27), and
though God tolerated (cf. Acts 17:30) divorce for any cause
and remarriage in the Old Testament (Deut. 24:1-4), and though
he tolerated polygamy (2 Sam. 5:13; 1 Kings 11:3) in the Old
Testament, that Old Testament has now been nailed to the cross
(Col. 2:14). Then, the one of whom God said, “Hear ye him”
(Matt. 17:5), made it clear that he repudiated polygamy (Matt.
19:4-5) and divorce (except for fornication) and remarriage
(Matt.  19:9).  What  he  said  was  directed  to  non-disciples
(Matt. 19:3), but his disciples understood his “whosoever” as
including everybody, and they were shocked, thinking that if
marriage and divorce have such a rule, “it is not expedient to
marry” (Matt. 19:10). John would have said that the number of



times one divorces and remarries does not matter (on p. 16 he
cites an example of a woman who had six husbands).

However, Jesus thought that even one divorce and remarriage
makes a difference, and that under some circumstances one must
refrain from marriage, or quit a legal marriage, and make
himself a eunuch by will power (Matt. 19:12).

On  p.  18  John  writes  that  the  Bible  says  nothing  about
“adulterous marriages” or “living in adultery,” but Matthew
19:9 is still in the Bible, saying that a certain divorcee on
remarrying commits adultery, and Colossians 3:5-7 is still in
the Bible, saying that some Colossians had formerly lived in
adultery (cf. also Rom. 6:2; Eph. 2:3; Titus 3:3; 1 Pet. 4:2
on living in adultery).

On p. 18 John writes that “adultery in the gospel passages” is
not “the physical sex act in marriage,” but only “a violation
of a covenant” (p. 50, and often). However, a covenant is
broken in the first part of Matthew 19:9, “whosoever shall put
away his wife.” At the divorce he has broken his vow and his
covenant, but according to Jesus (not John Edwards) he has not
yet  committed  adultery,  and  does  not  until  he  remarries.
Adultery  in  Jesus’  eyes  is  not  covenant  breaking  but  is
something that occurs after marriage.

On p. 21 John begins a discussion of Greek words, which is an
admission that he needs something besides English translations
to find his manufactured meaning of adultery. If we need to
know Greek to understand marriage, billions of people are
helpless.

In chapter 6 (p. 49-57) John, after citing figurative (Jer.
3:6-10) and mental adultery (Matt. 5:27-28), calls attention
to the passive voice of moicheuthenai in Matthew 5:31-32. It
is true the wife now discarded has not committed adultery, but
in  Jesus’  eyes  she  has  been  “adulterated.”  The  husband’s
breaking his covenant with her, Jesus does not call adultery,



but  the  husband  has  used  her  sexually  and  abandoned  her,
leaving her “adulterated.”

On p. 51 it is strange that John holds that moichatai in
Matthew 19:9 is in the passive voice, for the verse would say,
“Whosover  divorces  his  wife,  except  for  fornication,  and
marries another, is adulterized.” Also he asserts that the
same word in Mark 10:11 is in the passive voice, which would
make the verse read, “Whosover divorces his wife and marries
another  is  adulterized  against  her.”  Those  senseless
renditions do not appear if one says that moichatai is in the
middle  voice,  calling  for  an  active  meaning,  “he  commits
adultery,” and “he commits adultery against her.” The parallel
in Luke 16:18 uses the active voice, moicheuei, “he commits
adultery.” If one wants the whole truth, and is not simply
trying to prove what he believes, he will by all means check
the parallel readings in Matthew, Mark, and Luke. There is a
way, by looking to ambiguous Greek grammar, and by checking
only Matthew and Mark, to assert Matthew and Mark meant for
moichatai to be taken as passive (though the resultant English
translation  is  senseless)  but  the  Greek  grammar  is  not
ambiguous in the word Luke wrote, moicheuei, and even John
would say it could not be passive.

Further, to say that moichatai in Matthew 19:9 is point action
(do  you  know  of  a  commentator  who  says  so?)  would  make
adultery two legal steps (divorce and remarriage), and would
declare that sex acts with the new spouse are not adultery. It
is strange that Jesus used a word that commonly refers to a
violation of the marriage bed and makes it refer only to two
legal ceremonies. If the disciples listening to Jesus had
understood that adultery is legal ceremonies, would they have
said, “It is not expedient to marry”? According to John, it
would be expedient to marry, with no risks involved: marriage
would be easy to get into and out of. Some have seen a
difficulty in giving moichatai a linear or durative meaning,
because  the  physical  act  in  adultery  is  not  continuous.



However, the present tense in Greek not only can refer to
point action (punctiliar) as in Matthew 13:14; 27:38, and to
linear action (durative) as in Matthew 25:8; John 5:7, but
also to iterative action (repetitive) as in Matthew 9:11, 14;
15:23; 1 Corinthians 15:31. Obviously if one is living in
adultery  the  word  iterative  or  repetitive  is  the  correct
description.

In  John’s  search  to  find  some  proof  of  his  thesis  that
adultery is covenant breaking, not sexual activity, he refers
to Luke 16:18, “Every one who divorces his wife and marries
another commits adultery.” However, if only the divorcing and
remarrying ceremonies are the adultery, then if an innocent
spouse divorces a spouse for fornication and remarries, that
innocent person has committed adultery, for he or she has gone
through the legal ceremonies that constitute adultery.

On p. 67f John quotes Greek scholars as saying that sometimes
the present tense is point or punctiliar action, but it is
noticeable that he quotes no Greek scholar who says that such
is  true  of  moichatai  and  moicheuei  in  Matthew  19:9;  Mark
10:11;  Luke  16:18.  Incidentally,  John  uses  denominational
terminology in saying that “Church of Christ teachers and
leaders” take his position. One whom he quotes, Raymond Kelcy,
says, “There’s not a great deal to be had on the tense of that
verb, Matthew 19:9,” but John bases his whole thesis on the
possibility  that  that  verb  might  be  punctiliar.  Further,
surprisingly,  John  quotes  Kelcy,  “A  person  who  enters  an
illegal marriage, an unscriptural marriage, does continue to
commit adultery,” but according to John only the divorcing and
remarrying constitute adultery, and that no one ever continues
to  commit  adultery  after  marriage.  Kelcy  and  John  do  not
agree.

John  quotes  Carroll  Osburn,  but  Osburn  fails  to  say  that
Matthew 19:9 must be considered as punctiliar, yet John’s
thesis depends wholly on what Osburn does not say. Osburn
holds that Matthew 19:9 is a “gnomic present,” in which Osburn



says  “continuity  may  or  may  not  be  involved.”  A  “gnomic
present,”  according  to  Ernest  De  Witt  Burton,  Moods  And
Tenses,  p.  8,  expresses  “customary  actions  and  general
truths.” So, Matthew 19:9 expresses the customary action and
general  truth  that  a  remarrying  divorcee  (except  for
fornication) commits adultery. Osburn fails to help John.

John also quotes from Jack McKinney, and got some help, for
McKinney said that Matthew 19:9 expresses “point action” (p.
70). However, McKinney contradicted himself, for he also said
(as had Osburn) that Matthew 19:9 is a “gnomic present.” He
cannot be right both ways. If Matthew 19:9 speaks of “point
action” it does not use the “gnomic present.” McKinney also
misused the word aoristic, apparently thinking it means point
action. But the word aorist says that an act is unspecified as
to the kind of action (whether punctiliar, repetitive, or
durative). A gnomic present can be aoristic (no specification
of the kind of action), but it cannot be punctiliar.

John pleads his case that Matthew 19:9 must be punctiliar, for
he says that “the best Greek scholars” are with him, but none
that he quoted says that Matthew 19:9 must be punctiliar. Then
John (p. 73) quotes a Greek grammar that “simultaneous action
relative  to  the  main  verb  is  ordinarily  expressed  by  the
present,” but in the case of Matthew 19:9; Mark 10:11; Luke
16:18 the action of the main verb is not ordinary: the action
of the main verb is not simultaneous with the divorcing and
the remarrying, for those actions are only legal ceremonies,
and  no  lexicon  or  dictionary  defines  adultery  as  a  legal
ceremony. Adultery, a violation of the marriage bed, is not
committed by divorcing and remarrying, but later. To interpret
the gospel verses as point action is to eliminate adultery,
for it is not committed in two legal ceremonies.

How  refreshing  in  John’s  book  to  come  to  chapter  nine,
“Homosexual Marriages” (p. 75-79). He is clear how sinful they
are. But he is inconsistent. Homosexuals and lesbian marriage
partners can appeal to John in exactly the same way he pleads



with  his  readers  to  approve  those  divorced  and  remarried
unscripturally. I can hear homosexuals and lesbians turning
John’s words against himself: “Are we condemning people whom
God wants to forgive? … let love and compassion rule over
legalistic rules and judgments”. (p. 18). They would say the
same thing that John says, “Far worse than taking someone’s
life  is  sending  their  souls  to  hell!  Christians,  are  you
prepared to answer for the fruits of your teaching (against
homosexuality) that drives people to hell?” (p. 16-17).

John is certain (p. 83) that God wants monogamy, and that
Jesus pointed back to monogamy, but John on the mission field
today would not teach polygamists to go back to monogamy.

John (p. 89) asks does divorce break the marriage? Legally of
course it does, but it does not nullify the vow one made at
his marriage to his spouse “until death doth us part.” John’s
words on p. 93 have relevance here: “Our oral words mean just
as much to God as our written documents.” Jesus, not John,
taught that a divorced person is not as free as a single
person,  for  if  a  divorced  (not  for  fornication)  person
marries, he commits fornication. Single people and divorced
people are equal legally, but not in Jesus’ eyes. John and
Jesus disagree.

John (p. 95) says that “God recognizes the marriage dissolved
when the spouse deserts the marriage,” but Paul did not say
that. In Paul’s inspired words a deserted spouse does not any
longer have a sexual obligation (a voluntary bondage, cf. 1
Corinthians 7:3-4, 15) to the former mate, but to interpret a
deserted spouse (no fornication involved) as free to marry
again is to contradict the Lord Jesus. Jesus did not give two
reasons for divorce and remarriage, namely, fornication and/or
desertion. Paul gave a release from marital obligation but he
did not give a remarrying privilege.

It is refreshing to come to John’s chapter fifteen, as he
exposes the sins of pornography. But in the rest of his book



(p.  123-203)  he  is  even  more  determined  to  prove  a  non-
dictionary,  arbitrary,  self-made  meaning  of  adultery,  a
meaning that will give comfort and peace to people that Jesus
said are living in adultery. I would not want to be in John’s
shoes in the Day of Judgment. To destroy a weak brother or
sister, for whom Christ died, is no light matter (1 Cor.
8:11). The first part of Romans 16:18 is not true of John and
Olan Hicks, but the second part is true: “By their smooth and
fair speech they beguile the hearts of the innocent.”

11625 SW Vacuna Ct.
Portland, OR 97219-8903

Original Sin
By T. Pierce Brown
Vol. 109, No. 07

The dictionary defines original sin as “the sin by which the
human  race,  rebellious  against  God  because  of  Adam’s
disobedience,  was  deprived  of  grace,  and  made  subject  to
ignorance, evil, death, and all other miseries.” The doctrine
of “original sin” has probably given rise to more additional
false  doctrines  than  any  other  single  teaching.  In  its
simplest terms it means that as a result of the fall of Adam
every person is born depraved, and this perverted state is the
cause of all his evil acts.

Ambrose of Milan (c. 340-397) taught that through the sin of
Adam all men come into the world tainted by sin. When he
baptized Augustine in 385, it was easy for Augustine to use
that  doctrine  to  excuse  his  life  of  debauchery.  Although
Augustine gave the framework of the doctrine, which Roman
Catholics came to accept, Calvin made it more popular and
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acceptable to Protestants in his Institutes of the Christian
Religion.

The “tulip theory” is a summary of Calvin’s theology. The T
stands for total hereditary depravity. The U is for universal
condemnation.  Since  some  will  be  saved,  Calvin  followed
Augustine’s assumption that God elected all men and angels to
salvation or condemnation and the number is so certain that it
can neither be increased nor diminished. The L is for limited
salvation. The natural consequence is that of irresistible
grace, which takes care of the I. if a sovereign God saved a
depraved person, he would not be able to resist God’s gracious
effort to save him. God then makes it impossible for that
person to be lost, so the P is for the perseverance of the
saints.

The teaching is false at every point. In The Banner Of Truth,
June 1993, Fred Blakely said:

Man was not merely damaged by the fall of Eden; he was
completely  ruined.  Adam’s  nature  was  defiled,  and  so
separated from God – made spiritually dead – and this state
has  been  transmitted  by  the  natural  birth  to  all  his
posterity.

My questions to Blakely are: If a person is born completely
ruined and spiritually dead, does God need to operate on him
in a special way to get him into a position where he will
receive the gospel? What causes a child to sin that is any
different from that which caused Adam to sin?

Every false doctrine has enough truth about it to make it
appealing but usually leads to many other doctrinal errors.
For example, it is true that man has no power to move himself
from a sinful state to a saved state by his own power. “It is
not in man that walketh to direct his own steps” (Jer. 10:23).
Consequently, salvation is by grace.



Calvinistic theologians pervert those truths and assume that
since “no man can come unto Me except the Father which hath
sent  Me  draw  him,”  the  Father  must  draw  by  “irresistible
grace” because man is by nature incapable of coming to God,
which makes God the sole actor in the salvation process.

Jesus said, “Every one that hath heard, and hath learned of
the Father, cometh unto Me” (John 6:45). It is true that man
has no power to save himself, but since “the gospel is the
power of God unto salvation” (Rom. 1:16), Peter could properly
say,  “Save  yourselves  from  this  crooked  generation”  (Acts
2:40). They had power to accept or reject God’s offer of mercy
and salvation.

The theory of inborn depravity is false from start to finish.
It is assumed that Adam’s sin so corrupted his nature he could
not choose to do right. Then it is assumed that the nature of
his corrupted spirit was transmitted to his descendants. The
Bible does not teach either of these views.

Adam had the same freedom of choice after his sin to obey or
disobey that he did before. God made him with the ability to
obey or disobey. He decided to disobey. If one takes the
position that a person who sins today does so because of his
“fallen nature,” he should be able to answer the question: If
my fallen nature causes me to sin, what caused Adam to sin?

The Bible presents humans as having freedom to choose, and
being blessed or cursed as a result of those decisions.

It is speculated that since man was made in the image of God,
when he sinned, he broke that image. All his descendants are
born after the image of an earthly father, who is totally
depraved. It is assumed that when Genesis 5:3 says that Adam
became the father of a son “in his own likeness, and after his
image,” it means that Seth and all his descendants were no
longer in the image of God.

Contrary to that, 1 Corinthians 11:7 says, “For a man indeed



ought not to have his head veiled, forasmuch as he is the
image and glory of God.” James 3:9 expresses the same idea
when it says, “Men … are made after the similarity of God.”
There is not one verse in the Bible that teaches that mankind
ceased to be born in God’s image because Adam sinned. God is
“the Father of our spirits” (Heb. 12:9). Man does not inherit
his spiritual qualities from his physical father.

No  one,  from  Augustine  down,  can  answer  these  simple
questions:

If it is possible for a sinful person to transmit a
depraved nature to his offspring, why is it not possible
for a redeemed and pure person to transmit his holy
nature to his offspring?
We may become “partakers of the Divine nature” (2 Pet.
1:4). Why is that not transmitted?
What is there in man’s present nature that causes him to
sin that was not in Adam’s nature that caused him to
sin?

Some answer, “We have a greater tendency to sin than Adam
did.”  We  then  ask,  “Where  do  you  get  that  information?”
Apparently the first time they were tempted, Eve and Adam
succumbed. Whatever tendency they had, it was before the fall.
Adam’s tendency before the fall appears to be as great as ours
after the fall.

Here are some Bible truths showing the falsity of the doctrine
of original sin: Ezekiel 18:20 says: “The soul that sinneth,
it shall die. The son shall not bear the iniquity of the
father, neither shall the father bear the iniquity of the
son.” Children are not born hereditarily, totally depraved.

Jesus said in Matthew 18:3, “Except ye become converted and
become as little children, ye shall not enter into the kingdom
of  heaven.”  Can  any  sensible  person  imagine  him  saying,
“Except ye become converted and become unable to do a good



thing or think a good thought (totally depraved), you cannot
enter the kingdom of heaven?”

In Mark 10:14 he says, “Of such are the kingdom of heaven.”
Does the kingdom of heaven consist of corrupt and totally
depraved sinners?

Genesis 3:5-7 says:

God doth know that in the day ye eat thereof, then your eyes
shall be opened, and ye shall be as God, knowing good and
evil. And when the woman saw that the tree was good for food,
and that it was a delight to the eyes, and that the tree was
to be desired to make one wise, she took of the fruit
thereof, and did eat; and she gave also unto her husband with
her, and he did eat. And the eyes of them both were opened,
and they knew that they were naked.

Instead  of  their  sin  causing  moral  blindness  which  was
transmitted to their children, as all who theorize about their
“fallen nature” teach, they now could recognize good and evil.

Adam and Eve, before the fall, knew what was good and evil.
They had intellectual awareness that it is right to obey God
and wrong to disobey him. If they had not known it was wrong,
they would not have been condemned for eating forbidden fruit.
Then when they sinned, they knew by experience.

It is impossible for us to live without sin. Paul says, “All
have sinned” (Rom. 3:23). And 1 John 1:8 says, “If we say that
we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in
us.”

If we rephrase the question, we can better understand the
answer. “Is my nature such that I have to sin all the time?”
The simple answer is that the statements of Paul and John,
indicating the universality of sin, are general truths that do
not apply to specific situations. Suppose you were standing by



Paul after he was told, “Arise and be baptized and wash away
thy sins,” and you asked Paul as he arose from the water, “Do
you now say you have no sin?” Paul’s answer, “My sins are
washed away and I have no sin.” If a person can live without
sin for one minute, then he does not have a sinful nature that
makes him sin all the time. That does not deny the general
truth that all have sinned.

The idea that a person is created so that he has to sin, and
then God condemns him for doing it, places God in a bad light.
It makes God a respecter of persons. What sort of God would it
be who would say, “Come unto Me all ye that labor and are
heavy laden” (Matt. 11:28), and make man where he could not do
it, nor even want to do it?

No wonder those who concocted that idea had to come up with
another false doctrine like “irresistible grace” to help solve
the problem! The other false doctrine only made the problem
worse, for then God would have to arbitrarily elect some to
salvation and others to damnation by sovereign grace. You
would have no right to question him!

No civilized society could function properly founded on the
premise that man is born naturally evil and unable to make any
moral choices. We admit that a pregnant mother who is a drug
addict may pass on to her child a physical body that craves
dope. But to pass on a physical characteristic is far removed
from having an evil spirit.

The easiest and proper way out of all those problems is to
recognize the Bible answer: All men are born with the same
nature Adam had when he was created — with the ability to
choose right or wrong. When man chooses wrong, he sins, but
does not transmit that nature to his children any more than
Adam did. Even though every mature person sins, it does not
follow that he is required to do so by divine decree. It is
true that “there is none that understandeth, there is none
that seeketh after God. They are all gone out of the way, they



are together become unprofitable; there is none that doeth
good, no, not one” (Rom. 3:11-12). Still, this is the choice
of the created and not the ruling of the Creator.

 

EIGHT  STEPS  TO  GREATER
SENSITIVITY
EIGHT STEPS TO GREATER SENSITIVITY

By John Dobbs
Vol. 106, No. 06

Jesus was the most sensitive person who ever walked the face
of  this  earth.  There  have  been  many  great  heroes,  great
debaters, great scholars, and great orators, but how many
people do you know who are great in their sensitivity? Many a
church split, fuss, or wrangle would be solved were everyone
more sensitive to each other. Jesus exhibited his sensitivity
in at least eight ways.

He  considered  the  physical
needs of others:
And Jesus called unto him his disciples, and said, I have
compassion on the multitude, because they continue with me
now three days and have nothing to eat: and I would not send
them away fasting, lest haply they faint on the way. And the
disciples say unto him, Whence should we have so many loaves
in a desert place as to fill so great a multitude? And Jesus
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said unto them, How many loaves have ye? And they said,
Seven, and a few small fishes. And he commanded the multitude
to sit down on the ground; and he took the seven loaves and
the fishes; and he gave thanks and brake, and gave to the
disciples, and the disciples to the multitudes. And they all
ate, and were filled: and they took up that which remained
over of the broken pieces, seven baskets full. And they that
did eat were four thousand men, besides women and children.
And he sent away the multitudes, and entered into the boat,
and came into the borders of Magadan (Matt. 15:32-39).

Jesus taught that we should
be willing to forgive others
of their shortcoming seventy
times seven:
Then came Peter and said to him, Lord, how oft shall my
brother sin against me, and I forgive him? until seven times?
Jesus saith unto him, I say not unto thee, Until seven times;
but, Until seventy times seven. Therefore is the kingdom of
heaven  likened  unto  a  certain  king,  who  would  make  a
reckoning with his servants. And when he had begun to reckon,
one was brought unto him, that owed him ten thousand talents.
But forasmuch as he had not wherewith to pay, his lord
commanded him to be sold, and his wife, and children, and all
that he had, and payment to be made. The servant therefore
fell down and worshipped him, saying, Lord, have patience
with me, and I will pay thee all. And the lord of that
servant,  being  moved  with  compassion,  released  him,  and
forgave him the debt. But that servant went out, and found
one of his fellow-servants, who owed him a hundred shillings:
and he laid hold on him, and took him by the throat, saying,
Pay what thou owest. So his fellow-servant fell down and



besought him, saying, Have patience with me, and I will pay
thee. And he would not: but went and cast him into prison,
till he should pay that which was due. So when his fellow-
servants saw what was done, they were exceeding sorry, and
came and told unto their lord all that was done. Then his
lord called him unto him, and saith to him, Thou wicked
servant,  I  forgave  thee  all  that  debt,  because  thou
besoughtest me: shouldest not thou also have had mercy on thy
fellow-servant, even as I had mercy on thee? And his lord was
wroth, and delivered him to the tormentors, till he should
pay all that was due. So shall also my heavenly Father do
unto you, if ye forgive not every one his brother from your
hearts (Matt. 18:21-35).

Jesus  considered  the
spiritual  needs  of  others—
even  when  they  were  not
interested:
O  Jerusalem,  Jerusalem,  that  killeth  the  prophets,  and
stoneth them that are sent unto her! how often would I have
gathered thy children together, even as a hen gathereth her
chickens under her wings, and ye would not! Behold, your
house is left unto you desolate. For I say unto you, Ye shall
not see me henceforth, till ye shall say, Blessed is he that
cometh in the name of the Lord (Matt. 23:37-39).

Jesus taught that we should



do what we could to solve the
obvious problems of others:
And behold, a certain lawyer stood up and made trial of him,
saying, Teacher, what shall I do to inherit eternal life? And
he said unto him, What is written in the law? how readest
thou? And he answering said, Thou shalt love the Lord thy God
with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy
strength, and with all thy mind; and thy neighbor as thyself.
And he said unto him, Thou hast answered right: this do, and
thou shalt live. But he, desiring to justify himself, said
unto Jesus, And who is my neighbor? Jesus made answer and
said, A certain man was going down from Jerusalem to Jericho;
and he fell among robbers, who both stripped him and beat
him, and departed, leaving him half dead. And by chance a
certain priest was going down that way: and when he saw him,
he passed by on the other side. And in like manner a Levite
also, when he came to the place, and saw him, passed by on
the other side. But a certain Samaritan, as he journeyed,
came where he was: and when he saw him, he was moved with
compassion, and came to him, and bound up his wounds, pouring
on them oil and wine; and he set him on his own beast, and
brought him to an inn, and took care of him. And on the
morrow he took out two shillings, and gave them to the host,
and said, Take care of him; and whatsoever thou spendest
more, I, when I come back again, will repay thee. Which of
these three, thinkest thou, proved neighbor unto him that
fell among the robbers? And he said, He that showed mercy on
him. And Jesus said unto him, Go, and do thou likewise (Luke
10:25-37).



Jesus taught that sensitivity
is  often  met  by
insensitivity:
And it came to pass, as they were on the way to Jerusalem,
that he was passing along the borders of Samaria and Galilee.
And as he entered into a certain village, there met him ten
men that were lepers, who stood afar off: and they lifted up
their voices, saying, Jesus, Master, Have mercy on us. And
when he saw them, he said unto them, Go and show yourselves
unto the priests. And it came to pass, as they went, they
were cleansed. And one of them, when he saw that he was
healed, turned back, with a loud voice glorifying God; and he
fell upon his face at his feet, giving him thanks: and he was
a Samaritan. And Jesus answering said, Were not the ten
cleansed? but where are the nine? Were there none found that
returned to give glory to God, save this stranger? And he
said unto him, Arise, and go thy way: thy faith hath made
thee whole (Luke 17:11-19).

Jesus taught that we should
accept  those  who  were
unacceptable  to  much  of
society:
And they come to Jericho: and as he went out from Jericho,
with his disciples and a great multitude, the son of Timaeus,
Bartimaeus, a blind beggar, was sitting by the way side. And
when he heard that it was Jesus the Nazarene, he began to cry
out, and say, Jesus, thou son of David, have mercy on me. And



many rebuked him, that he should hold his peace: but he cried
out the more a great deal, Thou son of David, have mercy on
me. And Jesus stood still, and said, Call ye him. And they
call the blind man, saying unto him, Be of good cheer: rise,
he calleth thee. And he, casting away his garment, sprang up,
and came to Jesus. And Jesus answered him, and said, What
wilt thou that I should do unto thee? And the blind man said
unto him, Rabboni, that I may receive my sight. And Jesus
said unto him, Go thy way; thy faith hath made thee whole.
And straightway he received his sight, and followed him in
the way (Mark 10:46-52).

Jesus  was  blind  to  social
restraints,  and  treated  all
people as real people:
So he cometh to a city of Samaria, called Sychar, near to the
parcel of ground that Jacob gave to his son Joseph: and
Jacob’s well was there. Jesus therefore, being wearied with
his journey, sat thus by the well. It was about the sixth
hour. There cometh a woman of Samaria to draw water: Jesus
saith unto her, Give me to drink. For his disciples were gone
away into the city to buy food. The Samaritan woman therefore
saith unto him, How is it that thou, being a Jew, askest
drink of me, who am a Samaritan woman? (For Jews have no
dealings with Samaritans.) Jesus answered and said unto unto
her, If thou knewest the gift of God, and who it is that
saith to thee, Give me to drink; thou wouldest have asked of
him, and he would have given thee living water. The woman
saith unto him, Sir, thou hast nothing to draw with, and the
well is deep: whence then hast thou that living water? Art
thou greater than our father Jacob, who gave us the well, and
drank thereof himself, and his sons, and his cattle? Jesus



answered and said unto her, Every one that drinketh of this
water shall thirst again: but whosoever drinketh of the water
that I shall give him shall never thirst; but the water that
I  shall  give  him  shall  become  in  him  a  well  of  water
springing up unto eternal life. The woman saith unto him,
Sir, give me this water, that I thirst not, neither come all
the way hither to draw. Jesus saith unto her, Go, call thy
husband, and come hither. The woman answered and said unto
him, I have no husband. Jesus saith unto her,Thou saidst
well, I have no husband: for thou hast had five husbands; and
he whom thou now hast is not thy husband: this hast thou said
truly. The woman saith unto him, Sir, I perceive that thou
art a prophet. Our fathers worshipped in this mountain; and
ye say, that in Jerusalem is the place where men ought to
worship. Jesus saith unto her, Woman, believe me, the hour
cometh, when neither in this mountain, nor in Jerusalem,
shall ye worship the Father. Ye worship that which ye know
not: we worship that which we know; for salvation is from the
Jews.  But  the  hour  cometh,  and  now  is,  when  the  true
worshippers shall worship the Father in spirit and truth: for
such doth the Father seek to be his worshippers. God is a
Spirit: and they that worship him must worship in spirit and
truth. The woman saith unto him, I know that Messiah cometh
(he that is called Christ): when he is come, he will declare
unto us all things. Jesus saith unto her, I that speak unto
thee am he (John 4:1-26).

Jesus said to always put God
and others first; that way,
we’ll never get in our way.
But the Pharisees, when they heard that he had put the
Sadducees to silence, gathered themselves together. And one



of them, a lawyer, asked him a question, trying him: Teacher,
which is the great commandment in the law? And he said unto
him, Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and
with all thy soul, and with all thy mind. This is the great
and first commandment. And a second like unto it is this,
Thou  shalt  love  thy  neighbor  as  thyself.  On  these  two
commandments the whole law hangeth, and the prophets (Matt.
22:34-40).

These eight steps are simple, yet profound. Brethren, be more
sensitive to the needs of those around us, try to be like
Jesus!

Marriage,  Divorce  And
Remarriage
By H. A. (Buster) Dobbs

The Bible is the foundation of morality and marriage. Marriage
is the support and stay of morality. Undermining marriage
sabotages  Bible  teaching  and  thwarts  righteousness.  The
Christian pattern for marriage is indissoluble unity. Marriage
is to be had in honor among all–saint and sinner–and the bed
undefiled (Heb. 13:4).

“Yet ye say, Wherefore? Because Jehovah hath been witness
between thee and the wife of thy youth, against whom thou hast
dealt treacherously, though she is thy companion, and the wife
of thy covenant. And did he not make one, although he had the
residue of the Spirit? And wherefore one? He sought a godly
seed. Therefore take heed to your spirit, and let none deal
treacherously  against  the  wife  of  his  youth.  For  I  hate
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putting away, saith Jehovah, the God of Israel, and him that
covereth his garment with violence, saith Jehovah of hosts:
therefore  take  heed  to  your  spirit,  that  ye  deal  not
treacherously”  (Mal.  2:14-16).

Malachi points out that God is witness between a man and his
wife. He says God made one man for one woman. Though he had a
residue of the Spirit from which to make other humans, God did
not do so because he sought a godly seed. The prophet then
declares  that  God  is  against  divorce.  He  hates  it!  The
teaching of this Old Testament prophet is like the teaching of
Jesus on the subject of marriage and divorce. He warns against
putting  away  because  it  undermines  the  home  and  destroys
morality. It is strange that any teacher of religion would
make allowance for what God clearly disallows. The emphatic
and  indisputable  statement  of  divine  revelation  is  that
marriage is permanent and not temporary and fleeting. This
point  must  be  featured  and  we  must  guard  against  saying,
especially in public pronouncements, anything that would cloud
what God made clear.

It is not uncommon for church leaders to make statements that
confuse people about what the Bible teaches on the home and
its importance. There has been a flurry of classes, lectures,
seminars and workshops discussing marriage recently. Much of
this creates doubt about the sanctity of the home and is
designed to console those who have violated God’s marriage
law. Some seem to be hung up on trying to make people feel
good about transgression of divine precepts. The result is
clutter in an area that should be plain.

In discussing the important matter of the home we must talk
about what makes a marriage according to the teaching of God’s
word.



What Is Marriage?
Marriage is sacred. It is the appointment of the living God.
It is the coming together of two lives in the deepest possible
unity. It is the surrender of separate individuality and the
mingling of each in a common stream.

The following passages give us just about all the Bible says
on the subject of marriage and divorce:

“And Jehovah God said, It is not good that the man should be
alone; I will make him a help meet for him” (Gen. 2:18). “and
the rib, which Jehovah God had taken from the man, made he a
woman, and brought her unto the man. And the man said, This is
now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh: she shall be
called Woman, because she was taken out of Man. Therefore
shall a man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave
unto his wife: and they shall be one flesh” (Gen. 2:22-24).

“Ye  have  heard  that  it  was  said,  Thou  shalt  not  commit
adultery: but I say unto you, that every one that looketh on a
woman  to  lust  after  her  hath  committed  adultery  with  her
already in his heart” (Matt. 5:27- 28).

“It was said also, Whosoever shall put away his wife, let him
give her a writing of divorcement: but I say unto you, that
every one that putteth away his wife, saving for the cause of
fornication, maketh her an adulteress: and whosoever shall
marry her when she is put away committeth adultery” (Matt.
5:31-32).

“And there came unto him Pharisees, trying him, and saying, Is
it lawful for a man to put away his wife for every cause? And
he answered and said, Have ye not read, that he who made them
from the beginning made them male and female, and said, For
this cause shall a man leave his father and mother, and shall
cleave to his wife; and the two shall become one flesh? So
that they are no more two, but one flesh. What therefore God



hath joined together, let not man put asunder. They say unto
him, Why then did Moses command to give a bill of divorcement,
and to put her away? He saith unto them, Moses for your
hardness of heart suffered you to put away your wives: but
from the beginning it hath not been so. And I say unto you,
Whosoever shall put away his wife, except for fornication, and
shall marry another, committeth adultery: and he that marrieth
her when she is put away committeth adultery” (Matt. 19:3- 9).

“And there came unto him Pharisees, and asked him, Is it
lawful for a man to put away his wife? trying him. And he
answered and said unto them, What did Moses command you? And
they said, Moses suffered to write a bill of divorcement, and
to put her away. But Jesus said unto them, For your hardness
of heart he wrote you this commandment. But from the beginning
of the creation, Male and female made he them. For this cause
shall a man leave his father and mother, and shall cleave to
his wife; and the two shall become one flesh: so that they are
no more two, but one flesh. What therefore God hath joined
together,  let  not  man  put  asunder.  And  in  the  house  the
disciples asked him again of this matter. And he saith unto
them, Whosoever shall put away his wife, and marry another,
committeth adultery against her: and if she herself shall put
away her husband, and marry another, she committeth adultery”
(Mark 10:2-12).

“Every one that putteth away his wife, and marrieth another,
committeth adultery: and he that marrieth one that is put away
from a husband committeth adultery” (Luke 16:18).

“For the woman that hath a husband is bound by law to the
husband  while  he  liveth;  but  if  the  husband  die,  she  is
discharged from the law of the husband. So then if, while the
husband liveth, she be joined to another man, she shall be
called an adulteress: but if the husband die, she is free from
the law, so that she is no adulteress, though she be joined to
another man” (Rom. 7:2-3).



“But unto the married I give charge, yea not I, but the Lord,
That the wife depart not from her husband (but should she
depart, let her remain unmarried, or else be reconciled to her
husband); and that the husband leave not his wife” (1 Cor.
7:10-11).

“A wife is bound for so long time as her husband liveth; but
if the husband be dead, she is free to be married to whom she
will; only in the Lord” (1 Cor. 7:39).

The Bible is emphatic in telling us that marriage is a man and
woman  who  have  committed  themselves  to  live  together  as
husband and wife and who therefore have been joined together
by Jehovah so as to be considered by their creator as a
unit–as one. They, of course, continue to have their separate
identities. The man has his physical body and the woman has
hers. They are two, but the two are one. Each is responsible
for  his  or  her  conduct  and  each  of  them  will  stand
individually before God in the last judgment. The woman is not
guilty of the sins her husband may commit, and the man cannot
be credited for his wife’s good character. They are one in the
sense that Jehovah has honored their decision to be united in
marriage. He sees and hears their pledge and they are joined
together  in  his  mind.  Jesus  said,  “What  God  hath  joined
together, let not man put asunder.” It is God who joins the
man and woman together. Man cannot undo what God has done.

The civil law is also a factor in marriage, but it is not the
determining factor. For the good of society God commands us to
obey  civil  rulers.  God  appoints  that  there  shall  be
governments among men, but he does not define the government
or give the nature of the public establishment. It does not
matter  what  it  is–republic,  monarchy,  democracy,
dictatorship–we must honor it because society cannot endure in
the absence of authority and rule keeping and punishment of
evil doers and praise of those who do well (Rom. 13:1-7). The
Bible tells the Christian to be a good citizen and pay his
taxes.



Some governments exercise their God given right and legislate
rules for marriage and the home. Other governments may have
scant or no rules to control the home. Tribes in uncivilized
countries  may  have  only  their  tribal  customs  to  govern
marriage, and those customs may be vague.

The marriage custom of Jesus’ day was not as structured as
American civil law governing the home is today. In the first
century in Judea there was no marriage license, country clerk,
recording process, or family law center. If a man and woman
consented to be married, they merely announced it to family
and friends. Usually there was a celebration in the form of a
feast and flowers. The groom’s men and the bride’s attendants
sometimes brought the couple together as a sort of unofficial
beginning place for the marriage. It was mostly a family and
community  arrangement.  In  the  case  of  Boaz  and  Ruth  the
ceremony consisted of one man handing his shoe to another man
in the presence of witnesses.

Regardless  of  what  the  civil  rule  for  marriage  is,  the
critical thing is God joining the man and woman together.
Marriage is a four cornered contract. It involves (1) the man
and (2) the woman and (3) the Lord God and (4) the social
custom or law of the land. Civil law is to be obeyed to the
extent it does not contradict divine law. Where there is a
conflict in two laws, the lower law is set aside at the point
of disagreement. “Whether it is right in the sight of God to
hearken unto you rather than unto God, judge ye: for we cannot
but speak the things which we saw and heard” (Acts 4:19-20).

No  matter  what  the  civil  rule  is  God  joins  the  couple
together. In every culture, clime, language and nation God is
involved in the marriage. Malachi reminded his brothers that
“Jehovah hath been witness between thee and the wife of thy
youth” (Mal. 2:14).

If God does not join the two together when they conform to the
rules of their community, then it is no marriage and the



children that may be born are illegitimate. Paul makes the
argument  that  if  God  does  not  sanction  the  marriage  the
children are unclean, but when God does approve the marriages,
the children are holy (1 Cor. 7:14).

God is involved in every marriage, joining the man and woman
together, or the marriage is unsanctioned and the children are
bastards.  This  consideration  should  forever  settle  the
question  of  whether  the  unsaved  person  who  is  not  in  a
covenant relationship with God is bound by the marriage laws
of God. Even in a situation where the people do not recognize
the  God  of  the  Bible,  but  follow  Hinduism,  Islam,  tribal
religion, or some other unbiblical system, God is involved in
the marriage and joins the couple together. If not, their
children are unclean. Those who say the marriage law of God is
not universal and does not apply to folks who are not in a
covenant relationship with God are stuck with the conclusion
that children born to such marriages are illegitimate. This
disagrees  with  Paul  who  says  that  such  children  are  not
unclean but holy. If God joins together all who enter into a
marriage– whether or not they are in a covenant relationship
with God–then it still follows “What therefore God hath joined
together, let not man put asunder” (Matt. 19:6).

What Is Divorce?
The Greek word translated “divorced” in our English Bibles is
also translated dismiss, let depart, let go, loose, put away,
release, send away, set at liberty, and depart. The Hebrew
word  translated  “divorce”  in  our  English  Bibles  is  also
translated  drive  out,  put  away,  be  cast  out,  drive  away,
expel, and thrust out. Vine says the Greek word means, “to let
loose from, to let go free.” Thayer says it means, “to dismiss
from the house, to repudiate” and, in Mark 10:12 is used of a
wife  deserting  her  husband.  In  the  Bible  divorce  is  a
departure, a going away, or being driven out, or sent away, a



repudiation, or abandonment. It has nothing to do with family
law court, or a judge on the bench, or county records, or the
official  declaration  “divorce  granted.”  In  our  Western
civilization we think of divorce as the action of a court of
law in pronouncing the end of a marriage under civil usage.
The truth is that a divorce happens when the man or the woman
forsakes his or her partner with the intention of ending the
marriage.

A husband may go away from his wife for a period of time to
engage in business and it would not be a divorce in the Bible
sense of that word. A wife may go away from her husband to
visit her family, and it not be a Bible divorce. If either the
husband  or  the  wife  intends  to  abandon  the  marriage  and
departs, that is divorce from a Bible viewpoint. This is made
plain in Paul’s statement, “That the wife depart not from her
husband (but should she depart, let her remain unmarried…” (1
Cor.  7:10-11).  If  the  wife  departs  she  is  unmarried.  The
departure is the un-marriage–the divorce.

Our understanding of divorce is when a judge on the bench
grants a cancellation of the marriage contract under modern
day civil law. This procedure was unknown in New Testament
times. In the days of Christ and of Paul there were no county
clerks, county courthouses, family courts of law, marriage
licenses  or  certificates,  divorce  lawyers,  or  divorce
petitions.  If  a  man  threw  his  wife  out,  or  if  the  wife
departed from her husband without intent of returning, that
was the divorce.

In our modern world, people may no longer live together as
husband and wife because of the abandonment of the marriage
bed of either one or the other, and a divorce is requested and
awaited. We foolishly ask, Can we stop the divorce. Not from a
Bible perspective. The divorce occurred when the husband or
wife left without intending to return. It is a divorce when
one  or  the  other  partner  to  the  marriage  contract  is
repudiated.



Paul says if the wife departs she is to remain unmarried. Her
only marriage option is to be reconciled to her husband (1
Cor. 7:10-11). She is unmarried but she has a husband, an
unmarried woman with a husband. The reason she has a husband
is that while the civil, social, and community aspects of the
marriage have ended, the act of God in regarding the pair as a
unit is not canceled. In the mind of God they are still
husband and wife. They are still one. They may not be living
together. Society may have declared them divorced. Still, the
divine tie continues and he is her husband and she is his
wife. If a Christian man is married to an unbeliever, it is a
marriage. If the unbelieving husband has a wife–she is his
wife–he is her husband–“and she is content to dwell with him,
let him not leave her” (1 Cor. 7:12). If a Christian woman is
married to an unbelieving man, they are nevertheless married.
They are husband and wife. His unbelief does not violate the
marriage. If he is content to dwell with her, “let her not
leave her husband” (1 Cor. 7:13). He is her husband and she is
his  wife  even  though  he  is  an  unbeliever.  The  religious
condition  of  either  partner  does  not  render  the  marriage
invalid.  If  it  did,  the  children  would  be  unclean  –
illegitimate — unholy. Paul says this is not the case and he
argues therefore that the marriage is intact.

“Yet if the unbelieving departeth, let him depart: the brother
or the sister is not under bondage in such cases: but God hath
called us in peace” (1 Cor. 7:15). If the unbeliever departs
without  intending  to  return–divorces  the  believer–the
Christian is not under bondage. Is the saint, therefore, free
to marry another person under the rules for marriage given in
the Bible? The text gives no express information on whether
Paul allows the Christian partner in such a marriage to marry
again. The stringent rule Jesus gave for putting away one’s
marriage partner and marrying another would make it mandatory
for Paul to express plainly and bluntly that abandonment on
the part of an unbeliever permits the saint to marry someone
else without sinning against God’s marriage law. When Jesus



gave  the  rule  for  marriage,  divorce,  and  remarriage  his
disciples were shocked and concluded it is better not to marry
than to be in an inescapable contract (Matt. 19:3-12). If Paul
now gives an exception other than fornication it would seem
necessary for him to clearly state it. We must not make Paul
contradict Christ. We know the marriage rule is for a wife not
to leave her husband and for a husband not to leave his wife.
If  the  weaker  vessel  in  a  marriage  covenant  is  under
insupportable duress–abused verbally, physically, mentally and
spiritually–she may depart, but may not marry another man. Her
only option to living celibate is to be reconciled to her mate
(1 Cor. 7:10-11).

We  know,  therefore,  that  under  circumstances  Paul  would
require a person to live without sexual intercourse. This puts
to silence all those “it is better to marry than to burn”
arguments designed to set one divine precept against another
hallowed principle. If a husband is called away to the service
of his country and must be separated from his wife for a long
period of time it is required that both the man and the woman
abstain from sexual activity. Sickness and disability may make
it  impossible  for  one  partner  to  a  marriage  to  perform
sexually, but that circumstance does not permit the healthy
and able partner to misbehave. We have put such a premium on
sex  in  our  society  that  we  discount  the  possibility  and
necessity of self-control. It may not be easy but we can be
eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven’s sake.

Paul says that if two heathens are married and one of them is
converted to Christ and the other is not a believer, and the
unbeliever decides to quit the marriage, the child of God is
not “under bondage in such cases: but God hath called us in
peace” (1 Cor. 7:15). The heathen is obviously attempting to
put pressure on the believer to forsake the church and the
hope  of  heaven.  The  unbeliever  is  trying  to  enslave  the
believer and force the saint to abandon the right way. The
unbeliever is creating strife, confusion, and disharmony. Paul



simply says the child of God does not have to put up with such
tactics: God has called us in peace. Let the unbeliever depart
(divorce). You can’t do anything about it. You are not in
bondage to the evil temper of the unbeliever in such a case.
Still, the apostle says nothing about the believer’s right to
marry someone else.

It is interesting to note that the two heathens were married
while they were both heathens. God had joined them together
and they were one flesh. They were under the marriage rule of
God, which has been in effect since creation (Matt. 19:8).
Jesus restored it and it will continue while the earth lasts.
One of the two is converted, and the unconverted partner makes
a problem for the believer. Paul says, You don’t have to put
up with that. If the unbeliever leaves, let it happen. You are
not under bondage. You have no obligation to attempt to live
with someone who does not want to live with you because of
your faith.

There may be many reasons for putting away, but only one
reason  for  divorce  and  remarriage.  If  a  brutal  husband
endangers the lives of the children and threatens the mental
stability of his wife, she may depart (divorce), but she may
not  marry  some  other  man.  She  can  be  reconciled  to  her
husband, but is not to have another husband of a different
kind.  An  unbeliever  may  make  life  so  miserable  for  the
Christian mate that separation happens, but the believer is
not free to marry some other person. That permission is not
given and that license is not granted. You do not have to be
enslaved to someone who is trying to force you to give up your
hope of glory, but your alternative is to be single.

The marriage law of God is very strict. The rule is one man
for  one  woman  for  life,  with  fornication  as  the  single
exception. We must stridently uphold the sanctity of marriage.
We must ardently obey the God-given rules for the home. The
future  of  the  church  and  of  the  nation  depends  upon
maintaining  good,  solid  family  relationship.  There  may  be



exceptions, but let us focus on the rule. Our children need to
be taught by both example and word the sacredness of the
family. Let us cease trying to find excuses for failing to
walk by the rule to which we have attained. “Hath Jehovah as
great  delight  in  burnt-  offerings  and  sacrifices,  as  in
obeying the voice of Jehovah? Behold, to obey is better than
sacrifice, and to hearken than the fat of rams.”


